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ABSTRACT. We present results from a study about

women and employee-elected board members, and fill

some of the gaps in the literature about their contribution

to board effectiveness. The empirical data are from a

unique data set of Norwegian firms. Board effectiveness is

evaluated in relation to board control tasks, including

board corporate social responsibility (CSR) involvement.

We found that the contributions of women and em-

ployee-elected board members varied depending on the

board tasks studied. In the article we also explored the

effects of the esteem of the women and employee-elected

board members, and we used creative discussions in the

boardroom as a mediating variable. Previous board

research, including research about women and employee-

elected directors, questions if the board members con-

tribute to board effectiveness. The main message from this

study is that it may be more important to ask how, rather

than if, women and employee-elected board members

contribute, and we need to open the black box of actual

board behavior to explore how they may contribute.
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directors, board control tasks, esteem, creative discussions

The recent crisis in confidence in large corporations

has given renewed attention to corporate social

responsibility (CSR), corporate governance and the

composition and roles of boards of directors (Kochan,

2003; Schwartz et al., 2005). In the present corporate

governance and CSR debates, the inclusion of

women and employee-elected members on corporate

boards is often suggested. The question driving our

research is how diversity contributes to board effec-

tiveness. Evidence from Norway will be presented.

This article contributes to the literature in several

ways. First, it contributes to the ongoing discussion

about corporate governance innovations with a

focus on CSR perspectives. The CSR perspectives

are related to board involvement in CSR issues and

the use of women and employee-elected board

members. Second, it contributes to understanding

how women and employee-elected board members

may contribute to board effectiveness. Third, the

article contributes to understanding diversity and

board processes in relation to board effectiveness and

task performance. The overall conclusion in this

study is that it is more important to explore how

rather than if women and employee-elected board

members may contribute to board effectiveness.

Need for diversity on boards

The main argument promoting women and

employee-elected board members from a business

case perspective has been that diversity is important

for corporate value creation. To understand the

impact of diversity, scholars have recently argued

that it is necessary to explore boards as decision-

making groups (Forbes and Milliken, 1999;

Rindova, 1999; Robinson and Dechant, 1997) and

that board effectiveness and accountability should be

evaluated in relation to various aspects of board task

performance (Forbes and Milliken, 1999; Zahra and

Pearce, 1989). Our research question is to explore

the effects of women and employee-elected board

members on board tasks. In this article we test

hypotheses about effects of diversity on board con-

trol tasks, and we use data from a large-scale

empirical study conducted in Norway. This is an

important sample because Norway is particularly

interesting as Norway has received international
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attention for innovative approaches for improving

board composition (Singh and Vinnicombe, 2003a).

Although the argument for board diversity is

corporate performance, corporate performance is

not a direct measure of board effectiveness. Corpo-

rate performance is influenced by more factors than

board demography, and these relationships are still

not properly understood (Daily et al., 2003; Zahra

and Pearce, 1989). Furthermore, the research studies

using demographic measures (such as the existence,

number, ratio and critical levels of women or

employee directors) as independent variables have

led to inconclusive results. Some studies report

positive relations between women and employee-

elected board members and company performance

(e.g., Catalyst, 2004, 2005; Daily and Dalton, 2003;

Erhardt et al., 2003; Singh et al., 2001), while other

studies report negative or no effects (e.g., Bøhren

and Strøm, 2005; Randøy et al., 2006; Rose, 2007).

Potential contributions of employee-elected

board members

The main business case for including employees on

corporate boards is their long-term perspective in

decision making (Engelstad and Qvale, 1977;

Johnsen, 1991; Jürgens et al., 2007; Kochan, 2003).

Employee directors are more dependent on the

long-term survival of the firm than shareholders.

Furthermore, health, environment and safety issues,

and the firm’s reputation in the local society are

more important to the employee than the other

directors. Employee-elected directors are also likely

to have different backgrounds than other board

members, and diversity arguments imply that this

diversity increases the quality of the discussions in

the boardroom (Levinson, 2001). In contrast, it is

argued that employee-elected board members hin-

der effective board behavior (Bøhren and Strøm,

2005). It has been suggested boards will avoid dis-

cussing sensitive behavioral control issues, as, for

example, management control and compensation, if

employee-elected board members are present

(Hammer et al., 1991; Rose, 2007). Furthermore,

employee-elected directors are perceived as having

insufficient competence to contribute in relation to

financial and budget control issues (Bøhren and

Strøm, 2005).

Employee representation at the board level has

been proposed as one mechanism to counterbalance

the ‘‘shareholder supremacy’’ orientation on boards.

It has been argued that corporate performance based

on ownership control and the supremacy of share-

holders leads to stock market efficiency. However,

other scholars argue the assumption about share-

holder supremacy is not only flawed, but wrong

(Blair, 1995; Blair and Stout, 2001; Grandori, 2004).

They argue this assumption leads to negative and

even disastrous consequences, such as in the cases of

Enron, Tyco, WorldCom, etc. (Ghoshal, 2005;

Kochan, 2003). It is in this debate that a renewed

interest in employee representation at the board level

has reappeared.

The renewed interest in employee-elected board

members can be connected to the new European

Union Statute of European Companies and the

Council Directive supplementing the statue with

regard to the involvement of employees. The

inclusion of employee-elected members on corpo-

rate boards is seen as an important feature of a

European model of corporate governance (Gordon

and Roe, 2004). The level of attention to employee-

elected board members is also rising among both

national and European level trade unions (Carly,

2005; Taylor, 2005). This renewed interest makes it

important to understand how employee-elected

board members may contribute to various board

tasks and board effectiveness.

Potential contribution of women

on corporate boards

In recent years, there has been increasing pressure

from both society (Grosser and Moon, 2005) and

investors to appoint women directors on corporate

boards (Burgess and Tharenou, 2002). As a result,

the number of women in top management and

board positions has slowly increased over the last

decade (Burke and Mattis, 2005; Daily et al., 1999;

Singh and Vinnicombe, 2003b, 2004). In this article

we focus on the diversity argument for including

women on corporate boards. It is important to better

understand how gender diversity contributes to

variations in board tasks. However, the argument

about gender diversity has in some of the literature

been disputed as there may be larger differences
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among women and among men than the differences

between men and women (Arfken et al., 2004;

McCabe et al., 2006; Ruigrok et al., 2007).

The main diversity argument for women on

corporate boards is that they exert a positive impact

on tasks of qualitative nature, such as strategic and

CSR controls (Bilimoria, 2000; Rosener, 1990,

1995; Selby, 2000). One criticism of men is that they

focus on money and quantifiable issues and less on

the human and social aspects of business (Huse and

Solberg, 2006). Women are expected to be more

socially oriented than men and, therefore, have the

potential to broaden discussions on strategic and

CSR control issues (Burgess and Tharenou, 2002;

Ibrahim and Angelides, 1994; Williams, 2003).

Given the debate as to whether adding women

directors increases the diversity of thought in

boardrooms (Huse and Solberg, 2006), a core

question is how women directors contribute to

board tasks (Arfken et al., 2004; McCabe et al.,

2006). Our main argument is that diversity in

backgrounds in board members leads to improved

decision making (Ruigrok et al., 2007).

Need to understand board work

Some recent qualitative studies have redirected the

research question from if women make contributions

to how they can make contributions (Huse and

Solberg, 2006). A more detailed knowledge about

boardroom behavior is thus required. Recent studies

about the understanding of board effectiveness have

therefore also included measures of boardroom dis-

cussions (Forbes and Milliken, 1999; Huse et al.,

2005; Simons et al., 1999). They show positive

relations between open and creative boardroom

discussions and various aspects of board task per-

formance.

Our story is to show the need to go beyond board

composition and corporate financial performance

when exploring the business case contributions of

employee-elected and women directors. We argue

here that their contributions may be explored by

taking four steps in exploring the black box of actual

board behavior (Daily et al., 2003). The first step is

to go beyond demographic descriptions of women

and employee-elected board members. The second

step is to explore differences related to various board

tasks. The third step is to include open discussions in

the boardroom as a mediating variable between

board member characteristics and board control

tasks. The fourth step is to show the importance of

the esteem of the various board members.

Critics of these main streams of studies argue that

there is a need to study board effectiveness in inter-

mediate steps (Zahra and Pearce, 1989), to consider

the board as an open system focusing on processes

inside and outside the boardroom (Pettigrew, 1992)

and to study the board as a strategic decision-making

group (Forbes and Milliken, 1999). New research

streams with a focus on actual board behavior are now

thus evolving (e.g., Hillman and Dalziel, 2003; Huse,

2007; Leblanc and Gillies, 2005; Pye, 2004; Ravasi

and Zattoni, 2006; Roberts et al., 2005; Stiles and

Taylor, 2001; Sundaramurthy and Lewis, 2003).

Board tasks are often grouped into control tasks,

service tasks and strategy tasks (Stiles and Taylor,

2001; Zahra and Pearce, 1989). Control tasks usually

include board tasks done on behalf of external actors;

service tasks are about what the boards do on behalf

of internal actors; and strategy tasks will include the

boards’ own initiatives to develop a firm (Huse,

2005, 2007). However, there needs to be even more

fine-grained definitions of tasks in order to under-

stand the antecedents and consequences of board

performance. For example, various control tasks are

identified in the literature, such as strategic controls,

behavior controls and budget controls (Baysinger

and Hoskisson, 1990; Stiles and Taylor, 2001). CSR

control tasks have also been identified as managerial

or governance tools and have received considerable

attention in recently developed codes for good

corporate governance. Based on insights from pre-

vious research and the above presentation, we focus

below on board involvement in different sets of

control tasks (Huse, 2007, pp. 247–255).

• CSR control includes the degree to which

boards are involved in meeting CSR

requirements and stakeholder expectations,

including evaluations of health, environment

and safety, and concerns for the natural envi-

ronment and CSR. Board involvement in

contributions to charities was also included

in this category.

• Strategic control is decision making related

to major resource allocations. It includes
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assessments of the politics of resources, prod-

ucts and markets. Strategic control will have

a long-term perspective and often be of a

qualitative nature.

• Behavior control includes evaluations of the

performance of the CEO and the top man-

agement team, CEO compensation and sys-

tems for compensating the top management

team.

• Budget control includes evaluating and fol-

lowing up budgets, e.g., cost budgets, invest-

ment and capital budgets, liquidity and

payments, risk management, and sales and

market budgets. These kinds of controls have

often a focus on the past, and they are typi-

cally quantitative.

Creative discussions

Various studies have highlighted that the working

styles of boards (i.e., working structures and pro-

cesses) intermediate the relationship between board

member attributes and board task performance

(Forbes and Milliken, 1999; Huse, 2005; Zahra and

Pearce, 1989). Debate, creative discussions and

involvement in the boardroom are among the team

processes that have been used as mediators in the

understanding of board task performance. The

diversity arguments rest on expectations that deci-

sions made by groups with diverse knowledge and

expertise will be higher in quality than those made

by persons with homogeneous backgrounds, as

long as the knowledge and skills of all board

members must be used (Forbes and Milliken,

1999). Group decision making often fails to use the

potential of diversity (Brodbeck et al., 2007). One

intermediate measure of whether employee-elected

and women directors have influenced board per-

formance is the level of creativity in board discus-

sions (Simons et al., 1999). Open and creative

discussions are key elements in understanding the

boards’ working style (Cadbury, 2002; Letendre,

2004; Simons et al., 1999). In this study we focus

on creative discussions, and we expect that creative

discussions in the boardroom are mediators be-

tween women and employee-elected board mem-

bers, and board control tasks.

The preceding arguments about the need for

diversity lead us to the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1a: Employee-elected board members

have a positive influence on creative discussions

in the boardroom.
Hypothesis 1b: Women on corporate boards have a

positive influence on creative discussions in the

boardroom.

Esteem of directors: the potential

contributions of these different

types of directors

Cohesiveness and esteem among the board members

have been argued to be critical for effective board

task performance (Forbes and Milliken, 1999; Huse

et al., 2005). Board cohesiveness refers to the degree

to which board members are attracted to each other

and are motivated to stay on the board (Forbes and

Milliken, 1999, p. 493). Esteem is about how indi-

vidual board members are perceived and included by

the other. Cohesiveness and esteem contribute to

the use of knowledge and skills of the board mem-

bers. The actual use of knowledge and skills are

major board leadership challenges.

The boardroom is often a place for the execution

of power, and a power game between various groups

of board members can take place (Westphal and

Milton, 2000). Boards can also be an arena where

the interests of an inner circle of business elites are

addressed (Useem, 1984). Esteem can be related to

both power and the inclusion in an inner circle.

Even though all board members have the same

responsibility and are equally liable, often some

groups of board members have higher esteem and

power than other board members (Huse and

Solberg, 2006; Huse et al., 2005).

We anticipate that the higher the esteem of var-

ious groups of board members, the higher impact

they will have on board tasks. Newcomers and

persons with alternative backgrounds will often have

lower esteem. Their voices may not be properly

heard, and they become ‘second class’ members of

the board. We therefore expect to find a negative

relation between the negative esteem of individual

or groups of board members and their contributions
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to board control tasks. Based on the above argu-

ments, we present the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2a: Employee-elected board members

have a positive influence on board control tasks.
Hypothesis 2b: Women on corporate boards have a

positive influence on board control tasks.
Hypothesis 3a: The esteem of the employee-elected

board members is positively related to board

control tasks.
Hypothesis 3b: The esteem of women on corporate

boards is positively related to board control tasks.

Methods

Data set

We tested our hypotheses through a deductive

study based on a unique Norway data set. There

were three main reasons why we used a Norwegian

data set. Boards in Norway have one of the highest

ratios of women members and a tradition of

employee representation. We used the Norwegian

‘‘Value creating board’’ survey data about actual

board performance (Huse, 2009; Sellevoll et al.,

2007). The advantage of this survey data is that

many of the concepts and the methods are used and

validated in studies across Europe (e.g., Minichilli

and Hansen, 2007; Pugliese and Wenstøp, 2007;

van den Heuvel et al., 2006; van Ees et al., 2008;

Zona and Zattoni, 2007). The questions in these

surveys were developed in English and translated for

specific countries. The response rates in the Nor-

wegian surveys were generally as high as 30%. This

is considerably higher than in the surveys of most of

the other countries.

Corporate laws in Norway are similar to those of

the other Scandinavian countries. CEO duality (that

the CEO also is the chairperson) is not allowed, and

the employees can elect one-third of the board

members in firms with more than 50 employees.

Furthermore, there is a compulsory delegation of the

daily operation of the firm to a CEO. A two-tier

system similar to those in Continental Europe exists,

but the executive level is generally filled by the CEO

and not by an executive board. There is also a new

law in Norway requiring that 40% of the board

members in publicly tradable firms shall be of the

least represented gender. The requirements of this

law were not fully met during the spring of 2006.

The variables

To answer our research questions and to test the

hypotheses, we used the survey data that was col-

lected from ordinary board members and not CEOs

or board chairpersons in the respective firms. The

data were collected during spring 2006 and con-

tained responses from 840 board members. In testing

the hypotheses, due to the nature of the research

questions, we needed to limit our sample to firms

having both women and employee-elected board

members.

Descriptions of the respondents are found in

Table 1. The descriptions may be used as indicators of

attributes of the board members studied. Several sig-

nificant differences among the respondents exist with

respect to age, shareholding, board experiences,

competence and independence. The largest differ-

ences are generally between shareholder- and

employee-elected board members, but on various

measures there are also significant differences between

men and women.

We had full data sets from 384 respondents that

were either elected by the shareholders (57%) or by

the employees (43%). The construction of the

variables is displayed in Table 2.

Board size (number of board members), women

directors (ratio) and employee-elected directors

(ratio) were constructed through count measures. In

a subsequent analysis, we replaced the ratio-measures

with the exact numbers of women and employee-

elected board members. No main differences in the

results were found. The different backgrounds and

knowledge of women and employee-elected direc-

tors were measured with three items on a seven-

point Likert-type scale with Cronbach’s a of 0.73

and 0.80, respectively. Questions about women on

boards related to their education and experiences,

and how they had other backgrounds than the male

directors. Questions about employee representation

related to their knowledge on employee attitudes,

and activities and operations of the firm. Esteem was

measured by questions on whether women and
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TABLE 1

Descriptions of the respondents

Mean

(standard error mean)

standard deviation

Elected by Gender

Shareholders Employees Men Women

Number 247 212 267 186

Elected by employees 0.48 0.42

(0.03) (0.04)

0.50 0.49

Women 0.44 0.38

(0.03) (0.03)

0.50 0.49

Age (years) 51.57 45.62 50.91 45.74

(0.59) (0.65) (0.59) (0.68)

9.28 9.44 9.64 9.24

Shareholding (%) 3.31 1.19 2.68 1.78

(0.70) (0.62) (0.70) (0.59)

10.64 8.51 11.00 7.56

Board experiences

Tenure in this board (years) 4.52 3.79 4.94 3.11

(0.31) (0.25) (0.30) (0.21)

4.82 3.55 4.96 2.80

New board memberships (<1 year) (number) 0.79 0.13 0.52 0.45

(0.10) (0.04) (0.09) (0.07)

1.52 0.54 1.40 0.91

Present board memberships in other companies (number) 3.67 0.61 2.65 1.73

(0.27) (0.10) (0.26) (0.17)

4.20 1.39 4.20 2.34

Present and earlier board memberships (number) 9.61 1.63 7.59 3.46

(0.75) (0.25) (0.72) (0.38)

11.79 3.68 11.78 5.22

Competence and background

Extensive board experiences from other companies (1–7) 4.42 2.11 3.64 2.91

(0.12) (0.12) (0.13) (0.15)

1.89 1.67 2.17 2.00

Extensive relevant industry experience (1–7) 5.00 5.18 5.34 4.68

(0.11) (0.11) (0.10) (0.13)

1.68 1.64 1.57 1.72

Extensive relevant company knowledge and experience (1–7) 5.63 5.70 5.75 5.53

(0.07) (0.08) (0.07) (0.09)

1.16 1.22 0.02 1.18

Independence and relationships

Family relations with the CEO (yes = 1) 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.04

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

0.22 0.14 0.18 0.19

Friendship relations with the CEO (yes = 1) 0.06 0.03 0.07 0.02

(0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01)

0.24 0.18 0.26 0.13
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employee-elected directors were considered as

‘second class’ members of the board. These questions

were on a seven-point Likert-type scale, and the

correlation coefficient between the evaluations of

women and employee directors was 0.32. Even

though only single-item measures were available on

esteem, we still decided to use it as few studies have

explored this variable.

The level of creative discussions in the board was

measured with four items on a seven-point Likert-

type scale (all board members are actively involved

in discussions; the board members present in meet-

ings provide many creative and innovative sugges-

tions; the board finds creative and innovative

solutions; board meetings are characterized by cre-

ative discussions). The Cronbach’s a was 0.81.

Board task performance in studies of actual board

behavior is usually measured through the boards’

involvement in various tasks (Judge and Zeithaml,

1992; Pearce and Zahra, 1991). Variables for four

sets of control tasks were measured by items on a

seven-point Likert-type scale, and a confirmatory

factor analysis was conducted. CSR control was

measured with three items (issues about health,

environment and safety; issues about the natural

environment and CSR; issues related to charity).

The a was 0.72. Strategic control was measured by

three items relating to qualitative control (evaluating

human resource and recruitment policy, evaluating

organizational and human resources, evaluating

product quality and customer satisfaction). The a
was 0.82. Behavioral control was measured with

three items relating to compensation and evaluation

of the management (evaluation of CEO behavior,

evaluation of CEO compensation, evaluation of

compensation systems for the top management

team). The a was 0.80. Budget control was mea-

sured with five items, and the a was 0.89 (evaluation

of cost budgets, evaluation of investments and capital

spending, evaluation of liquidity and payments,

evaluation of risk management, evaluation of sales

and market budgets). An overall control task variable

was computed as the mean of the four control task

variables.

Two measures about the respondents (if they

were women or employee-elected board members)

were used as control variables. Correlations between

the type of respondent and the other variables are

displayed in Table 3. A woman as respondent is

generally found in the boards with the highest

number of members and the highest ratio of

women. There are positive correlations between

women as respondents, the ‘‘women different’’

variable and the ‘‘women low esteem’’ variable,

indicating that the women as respondents perceived

themselves as more different than the men per-

ceived them. Women perceived themselves to have

lower esteem than the male respondent perceived

for the women directors. The responding employee-

elected board members were generally in boards

with high ratios of employee-elected board mem-

bers. Compared to the responses from the share-

holder-elected board members, they answered that

the employee-elected board members were more

different and that they had lower esteem. These

differences were larger than the comparable measures

from the women respondents. Table 3 also displays

that employee-elected board members rate the

TABLE 1

continued

Mean

(standard error mean)

standard deviation

Elected by Gender

Shareholders Employees Men Women

Business relations with the CEO (yes = 1) 0.12 0.09 0.11 0.09

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

0.32 0.29 0.32 0.28

Relations with major owners (yes = 1) 0.29 0.06 0.22 0.14

(0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)

0.46 0.23 0.41 0.35

Bold emphasis indicates significant differences (2-ways 5% significance).
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TABLE 2

Validation of the variables

Variable Operationalization Validationa (a)

Number of board members Count variable –

Ratio employee directors Count variable –

Ratio women directors Count variable –

Employee-elected directors

on this board have different

backgrounds and knowledge

than shareholder-elected directors

Three items on a seven-point Likert scale:

(a) knowledge about attitudes of employees

(b) knowledge about what takes place in the company

(c) to embed board decisions among employees

0.80

Women on this board have

different backgrounds and

knowledge from men

Three items on a seven-point Likert scale:

(a) women different educational background

(b) women different experience background

(c) women represent other values

0.73

Esteem of employee-elected

directors on this board

One item on a seven-point Likert scale:

(a) employee-elected considered as secondary board members

–

Esteem of the women directors

on this board

One item on a seven-point Likert scale:

(a) women considered as secondary board members

–

Creative discussions Four items on a seven-point Likert scale:

(a) creative discussions in the board meetings

(b) all board members contribute actively in the discussions

(c) board members present in meetings creative

and innovative suggestions

(d) board finds creative and innovative solutions

0.81

CSR control:

(this board is highly

involved in evaluating)

Three items on a seven-point Likert scale:

(a) health, environment and safety in the company

(b) the company’s responsibilities toward the natural

environment and corporate social responsibility

(c) charity

0.72

Strategic control:

(this board is highly

involved in the evaluation of)

Three items on a seven-point Likert scale:

(a) products and customers

(b) human resource and selection policy

(c) organization and human resources

0.82

Behavioral control:

(this board is highly involved

in evaluating)

Three items on a seven-point Likert scale:

(a) the CEO’s actions and behaviors

(b) compensation for the CEO

(c) TMT compensation systems

0.80

Budget control:

(this board is highly involved

in evaluating)

Five items on a seven-point Likert scale:

(a) cost budgets

(b) investments and capital expenditures

(c) liquidity and payments

(d) risk management

(e) sales- and marketing budgets

0.89

Control tasks (mean) Mean of CSR control, strategic control,

behavioral control and budget control

aValidation through confirmatory factor analysis was done on a sample of 840 board members selected as shareholder or

employee representatives. No CEOs or board chairpersons were included as respondents.
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various control tasks lower than the shareholder-

elected board members.

Analyses

The nature of our dependent and independent

variables allowed the use of multiple linear regression

analyses to test the hypotheses. Descriptive statistics,

including correlation coefficients between the vari-

ables, are presented in Table 3.

The mean board size was 7.44; the women

director ratio was 0.32; the employee-elected

director ratio was 0.29. Board size is similar to the

mean size of the boards of firms listed on the Oslo

Stock Exchange, while the ratios reflect that only

boards with women and employee-elected members

were included in the analyses. Significant skewness

was detected in three of the variables (women

director ratio, employee-elected director ratio,

women director esteem). Logarithmic transforma-

tions of these variables were done. The only corre-

lation coefficient among the independent variables

higher than 0.30 was between the esteem of the

proportion of the women and employee-elected

directors. This correlation did not affect the results of

the linear regression analyses.

The correlation analysis shows that creative dis-

cussions are positively related to all the various board

control tasks, but also that the distinction among the

various board control tasks is important in relation

to some of the independent variables (e.g., board

size, women director ratio, employee director ratio

and the different background and contribution of

women directors). The highest correlation among

the dependent variables was between CSR and

strategic types of control. Various residual analyses

were conducted, but no findings were made

that influenced the results in the testing of the

hypotheses.

Findings

Results of the multiple linear regression analyses are

presented in Table 4. Eleven equations are pre-

sented. A hierarchical approach was used, and F

changes for each of the steps are reported in the

bottom of the table.

The first two columns in the table show the

equation with the overall control variable as the

independent variable. Then follow the equations

with the CSR control, strategic control, behavioral

control and budget control. Two equations are

presented for each of the board control variables –

first without and second with creative discussions

added as a predictor variable. The final column

shows the equation with creative discussions as the

independent variable. Using this approach, it was

possible to test the effects of creative discussions as a

mediating variable. All the 11 equations are signifi-

cant. The F changes when including creative dis-

cussions are also significant in each equation.

The table displays standardized partial regression

coefficients. The control variables were entered first

(steps 1 and 2). The variables characterizing the

respondents were significant in most of the equations

– in particular it had a major impact on the responses

whether the respondents were elected by the

employees. Ratings of the board control tasks were

lower when the respondents were employee-elected

than when they were shareholder elected. Further-

more, women rated CSR control lower than the

men. Board size was positively related to all board

control tasks. None of the control variables were

significantly related to creative discussions.

Hypothesis 1a about a positive influence of

employee-elected directors and creative discussions

in the boardroom was tested by the two variables

entered in step 3. The F change was significant. The

b coefficient for employee-elected different was

positive and significant, while the coefficient for the

ratio was insignificant. Hypothesis 1a was accord-

ingly supported. Hypothesis 1b about a positive

influence of women on corporate boards and crea-

tive discussions was not supported. The F change in

step 4 was insignificant, but there was a positive

relationship between the ‘‘women different’’ vari-

able and creative discussions.

Hypothesis 2a about a positive influence of

employee-elected board members on board control

tasks was tested by two variables. These were entered

in step 3. The F change for step 3 was significant in all

equations, and the b coefficients for the employee-

elected ratio were positive for CSR control and

strategic control, but negative for behavior control.

Hypothesis 2a was thus supported in relation to CSR

and strategic types of control, but not in relation to
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behavioral and budget control tasks. Hypothesis 2b

about a positive influence of women on the board

was also tested by two variables. These were entered

in step 4. F change for step 4 was insignificant in all

the equations. Hypothesis 2b was thus not supported.

There was, however, a positive relationship between

women ratio and board behavior control tasks.

Hypothesis 3 was about positive relations between

the esteem of the directors and board control tasks.

The esteem variables were entered in step 5. The F

change was significant in all equations. Table 4

shows support for hypothesis 3a in relation to each

of the board task measures. Hypothesis 3b about the

esteem of women was, however, only supported in

relation to budget control tasks.

The F change reported in step 6 shows that cre-

ative discussions in the boardroom have independent

significant effects on the various board control tasks.

However, the changes in the b coefficients between

the equations with and without creative discussions

indicate how creative discussions may have mediat-

ing effects. The most apparent mediating effects are

between the esteem of the employees and each of

the board control variables. Mediating effects also

exist between the ‘‘employee different’’ variable and

overall board task involvement.

Discussion

The recent crises in the confidence people have in

large corporations given renewed attention to CSR,

corporate governance, and the composition and

roles of boards of directors. In the ensuing CSR

debate, innovations about the inclusion of women

and employee representatives on corporate boards

have received wide attention. We have in this article

contributed to our understanding of these issues by

exploring boardroom contributions of women and

employee-elected board members.

The article has two main particular features. First,

we approached the research question through

studying actual board behavior using various control

tasks as our dependent variables. Creative boardroom

discussions were used as a mediating variable. Sec-

ond, three sets of independent variables about the

women and employee-elected directors were used.

The different background and the esteem of the

women and employee-elected board members were

used in addition to the ratio of women and

employees as explanatory variables. These variables

helped to advance our understanding of how women

and employee-elected directors may contribute to

board effectiveness. We will here present and discuss

main findings from the study.

The need to understand diversity: beyond demographics

A main set of findings is related to our measures of

board demographics. Arguments exist that there may

be larger differences among women in the board-

room than between men and women. We have in

our study taken such arguments seriously and tried to

explore real differences. We have focused on

diversity through employee-elected and women

board members, and the results show that it is nec-

essary to go beyond easily measurable demographics

for understanding the impact of diversity. Our results

emphasize the messages by Milliken and Martin

(1996) and Rindova (1999): namely, that back-

grounds and experiences go beyond gender and

external demographics and that the personalities of

the individual board members should be considered

when researching the implications of diversity.

Then, we penetrated the diversity arguments.

Our measures of board effectiveness were positively

influenced when the employee-elected board

members were considered to have different knowl-

edge and information from the other board mem-

bers. This shows that the use of the particular

knowledge and skills of the employee-elected

directors should be utilized. Such particular knowl-

edge and skills include knowledge about the

employees and the firm, and, perhaps, skills that

pertain to their ability to motivate the employees.

Women are expected to have a more questioning

attitude than men and may thus contribute to more

open discussions in the boardroom (Kramer et al.,

2006; Loden, 1985; McInerney-Lacomb et al.,

2008). We found that the contribution of women to

creative discussions only existed when the women

had a different background from the men. However,

this relationship was weak. A possible reason for the

lack of strong findings may be that, as Rose (2007)

has argued, women directors tend to a larger degree

than the employee directors to adopt the ideas of the

conventional board members and thus do not let
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their potential performance effects materialize. More

in-depth studies should explore this argument.

Another possible explanation for the lack of

impact of women having different backgrounds and

knowledge might be that their contribution is only

discernable through the actual use of their alternative

backgrounds and expertise. Westphal and Milton

(2000), however, found that the extent to which

minority board members make a contribution to

their boards is highly dependent on (1) their own

previous experience in a minority position of other

corporate boards and (2) previous experience by

other board members in a minority position. Hence,

while women directors may bring alternative back-

grounds and knowledge to the boardroom, they may

lack the experience of how to actually present and

bring through such knowledge. Future research may

include more detailed studies of the background of

the women directors and should explore how the

interaction among women’s alternative back-

grounds, their knowledge and their previous expe-

rience as board members may influence their

contribution to board task performance.

The need to understand board work: tasks and processes

Another set of findings is that women and

employee-elected directors may contribute to board

effectiveness, but how they contribute to different

board tasks may vary. We found positive relations

between the ratios of women and employee-elected

board members and strategic types of control as well

as between women directors’ ratio and CSR control

tasks. The relationships with behavioral and budget

controls generally were insignificant or negative.

These results are consistent with previous findings by

Tacheva and Huse (2006) that women directors are

more likely to contribute to board tasks of a quali-

tative rather than quantitative nature. The ratio of

employee-elected board members was negatively

related to behavioral control tasks. We found,

however, that employee-elected board members

may have significant positive effects on other board

control tasks and that this depends on their back-

ground and their esteem in the board.

A third main set of findings is about the boards’

working style with a focus on creative discussions

in the boardroom. The importance of creative

discussions and a process-oriented boardroom cul-

ture is getting increased attention in the conceptual

and practitioner-oriented literature (Brodbeck

et al., 2007; Huse et al., 2005; Simons et al., 1999).

The study has contributed by including creative

discussions in an empirical study. We found that

creative discussions are significantly related to board

control tasks. Creative discussions had effects

independent of the other predictor variables in the

model. The explanatory power of each of the

equations, indicated by the changes in the adjusted

R2, increased significantly when creative discussions

were introduced. However, creative discussions

were also mediating the relations between our

predictor and criteria variables. The most visible

mediating relations were between the different

backgrounds and esteem of the employee-elected

board members and the various board control tasks.

To our surprise, as we mentioned earlier, we did

not find strong evidence that the women directors

per se contributed to creative discussions. However,

the combined effect of different backgrounds and

the esteem of the women directors were signifi-

cantly related to creative discussions. Further anal-

yses with additional variables and other samples

should be undertaken.

The esteem and contribution of women

and employee-elected board members

Finally, we asserted the importance of the esteem of

the board members. We expected that the higher the

esteem the various groups of board members have,

the higher the impact they will have on board

effectiveness. This argument was generally supported

in the case of the employee-elected directors, and

the findings should have practical implications in

relations to board leadership and the attitudes

between shareholder and employee-elected board

members. In the case of women directors, we found

that esteem was positively related to budget controls,

but not to the other types of control. However, the

esteem of the women directors was generally found

to be high and the lack of variations in the data

might have caused the lack of findings.

Dealing with esteem is a major board leadership

challenge (Cadbury, 2002; Huse, 2007; Leblanc and

Gillies, 2005). Future research should go further into
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this issue. Few, if any, empirical studies have used

measures about the esteem of board members. Our

findings were very promising for penetrating into

the importance of the esteem, but we only used

single-item variables, and further studies should thus

also include measurement development.

Conclusion

Three issues about boards’ contributions to CSR

have been presented in this article: the inclusion of

women director, the inclusion of employee-elected

directors and the involvement of boards in CSR

control tasks. We have tested three sets of hypotheses

on how women and employee-elected board

members may contribute to board effectiveness.

Most studies on the contribution of women and

employee-elected board members have used input–

output approaches between numbers or ratios of

board members and corporate financial performance.

Findings in these studies have been inconclusive. We

used another approach and designed a study about

actual board behavior, including the exploration of

board processes and tasks. We found that women

and employee-elected board members may con-

tribute to board effectiveness. The contribution of

women and employee-elected board members de-

pended, however, on the use and existence of real

diversity and not only demographic diversity. The

findings revealed that women and employee-elected

board members may have particular contributions to

CSR controls and strategic controls.

Our study contributes to the literature and fills gaps

in existing research in several ways (Coffey and Wang,

1998; Kochan, 2003). First, it contributes to the

ongoing discussion about corporate governance

innovations with a focus on CSR perspectives. Sec-

ond, it specifically contributes to a better under-

standing of the contributions of women and

employee-elected board members. Third, the article

contributes to our understanding of diversity and

board processes in relation to board task involvement.

There are two main practical implications of the

study. First, diversity and competencies should be

important criteria when selecting board members –

particularly from a CSR perspective. Women and in

particular employee-elected board members may

contribute to board effectiveness, but diversity and

competencies do not necessarily follow from gender

and employee representation. Second, there is a

particular board leadership challenge involved in

developing a board working style where the actual

competencies are used.

The study has also implications for further research

about diversity in boards of directors. There is a need

to penetrate board task performance. In addition,

studies should go beyond easily measurable demo-

graphics, and the importance creative discussions and

the board working style should be explored. We have

used a unique data set from Norwegian firms, but

similar studies in other national and cultural setting

should also be undertaken.

Acknowledgments

The research project and data collection has been

founded by the Norwegian Research Counsil. Sabina

Nielsen acknowledges the support of the Marie Curie

Intra-European Fellowship MEIF-CT-2006-039373.

References

Arfken, D. E., S. L. Bellar and M. M. Helms: 2004, ‘The

Ultimate Glass Ceiling Revisited: The Presence of

Women on Corporate Boards’, Journal of Business Ethics

50, 177–186.

Baysinger, B. and R. E. Hoskisson: 1990, ‘The Com-

position of Boards of Directors and Strategic Control:

Effects on Corporate Strategy’, Academy of Management

Review 15, 72–87.

Bilimoria, D.: 2000, ‘Building the Business for Women

Directors’, in R. J. Burke and M. C. Mattis (eds.),

Women on Corporate Boards: International Challenges and

Opportunities (Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordr-

echt), pp. 25–40.

Blair, M.: 1995, Ownership and Control. Rethinking Cor-

porate Governance for the Twenty-First Century (The

Brookings Institution, Washington, DC).

Blair, M. and L. Stout: 2001, ‘Corporate Accountability:

Director Accountability and the Mediating Role of the

Corporate Board’, Washington University Law Quarterly

79, 403–447.

Brodbeck, F. C., R. Kerschreiter and A. M. S. Schulz-

Hardt: 2007, ‘Group Decision Making Under Con-

ditions of Distributed Knowledge: The Information

Asymmetries Model’, Academy of Management Review

32, 459–479.

594 Morten Huse et al.



Burgess, Z. and P. Tharenou: 2002, ‘Women Board

Directors: Characteristics of the Few’, Journal of Busi-

ness Ethics 37, 39–49.

Burke, R. J. and M. Mattis: 2005, Supporting Women’s

Career Advancement: Challenges and Opportunities (Elgar,

Chetlenham, UK).

Bøhren, Ø. and R. Ø. Strøm: 2005, The Value Creating

Board: Theory and Evidence. Norwegian School of

Management, Research Report 8/2005 (BI, Oslo).

Cadbury, A.: 2002, Corporate Governance and Chairmanship

(Oxford University Press, Oxford).

Carly, M.: 2005, Board-Level Employee Representatives in

Nine Countries: A Snapshot. Transfer 2/2005 (ETUI-

RHS, Brussel).

Catalyst: 2004, The Bottom Line: Connecting Corporate

Performance and Gender Diversity (Catalyst, New York).

Catalyst: 2005, The CEO View: Women on Corporate

Boards (Catalyst, New York).

Coffey, B. S. and J. Wang: 1998, ‘Board Diversity and

Managerial Control as Predictors of Corporate Social

Performance’, Journal of Business Ethics 17, 1595–

1603.

Daily, C. M., S. T. Certo and D. R. Dalton: 1999, ‘A

Decade of Corporate Women: Some Progress in the

Boardroom, None in the Executive Suite’, Strategic

Management Journal 20, 93–99.

Daily, C. M. and D. R. Dalton: 2003, ‘Women in the

Boardroom: A Business Imperative’, Journal of Business

Strategy 24(5), 8–9.

Daily, C., D. Dalton and A. Cannella: 2003, ‘Corporate

Governance: Decades of Dialogue and Data’, Academy

of Management Review 28, 371–382.

Engelstad, P. H. and T. U. Qvale: 1977, Innsyn og innf-

lytelse: Styre og bedriftsforsamling (Tiden Norsk Forlag,

Oslo).

Erhardt, N. L., J. D. Werbel and C. B. Schrader: 2003,

‘Board of Directors Diversity and Firm Financial

Performance’, Corporate Governance: An International

Review 11, 102–111.

Forbes, D. P. and F. J. Milliken: 1999, ‘Cognition and

Corporate Governance: Understanding Boards of

Directors as Strategic Decision-Making Groups’,

Academy of Management Review 24, 489–505.

Ghoshal, S.: 2005, ‘Bad Management Theories are

Destroying Good Management Practices’, Academy of

Management Learning & Education 4, 75–91.

Gordon, J. N. and M. Roe: 2004, Convergence and Per-

sistence in Corporate Governance (Cambridge University

Press, Cambridge).

Grandori, A. (ed.): 2004, Corporate Governance and Firm

Organisation (Oxford University Press, Oxford).

Grosser, K. and J. Moon: 2005, ‘Gender Mainstreaming

and Corporate Social Responsibility: Reporting

Workplace Issues’, Journal of Business Ethics 62, 327–

340.

Hammer, T. H., S. C. Curral and R. N. Stern: 1991,

‘Worker Representation on Boards of Directors: A

Study of Competing Roles’, Industrial and Labor Rela-

tion Review 44, 661–680.

Hillman, A. J. and T. Dalziel: 2003, ‘Board of Directors

and Firm Performance: Integrating Agency and

Resource Dependence Perspectives’, Academy of

Management Review 28, 383–396.

Huse, M.: 2005, ‘Accountability and Creating Account-

ability: A Framework for Exploring Behavioural

Perspectives on Boards and Governance’, British Journal

of Management 16, s65–s79.

Huse, M.: 2007, Boards, Governance and Value Creation:

The Human Side of Corporate Governance (Cambridge

University Press, Cambridge, UK).

Huse, M. (ed.): 2009, The Value Creating Board: Corporate

Governance and Organizational Behaviour (Routledge,

Abingdon, UK).

Huse, M., A. Minichilli and M. Schøning: 2005, ‘The

Value of Process-Oriented Boardroom Dynamics’,

Organizational Dynamics 34, 285–297.

Huse, M. and A. G. Solberg: 2006, ‘Gender Related

Boardroom Dynamics: How Women Make and Can

Make Contributions on Corporate Boards’, Women in

Management Review 21, 113–130.

Ibrahim, N. A. and J. P. Angelides: 1994, ‘Effect of Board

Members’ Gender on Corporate Social Responsive-

ness Orientation’, Journal of Applied Business Research

10, 35–40.

Johnsen, S.: 1991, ‘Mer makt til de ansatte’, Dagens

Næringsliv, Oslo, 9 January, p. 12.

Judge, W. Q. Jr and C. P. Zeithaml: 1992, ‘Institutional

and Strategic Choice Perspectives on Board Involve-

ment in the Strategic Decision Process’, Academy of

Management Journal 35, 766–794.

Jürgens, U., D. Sadowski, G. F. Schuppert and M. Weiss

(eds.): 2007, Perspektiven der Corporate Governance:

Bestimmungsfaktoren unternehmerisher Entscheidungsproz-

esse und Mitwirkung der Arbeitnehmer (Nomos, Berlin).

Kochan, T. A.: 2003, ‘Restoring Trust in American

Corporations: Addressing the Root Cause’, Journal of

Management and Governance 7, 223–231.

Kramer, V. W., A. M. Konrad and S. Erkut: 2006, Critical

Mass on Corporate Boards: Why Three or More Women

Enhance Governance. Report No. 11 (Wellesley Centers

for Women, Wellesley, MA).

Leblanc, R. and J. Gillies: 2005, Inside the Boardroom: How

Boards Really Work and the Coming Revolution in Cor-

porate Governance (Wiley, Hoboken, NJ).

Letendre, L.: 2004, ‘The Dynamics of the Boardroom’,

Academy of Management Executive 18(1), 101–104.

Women and Employee-Elected Board Members, and Their Contributions 595



Levinson, K.: 2001, Anställdas representation i foretaksstyrelser.

Arbeidsmarknad & Arbeidsliv, 2001/2 (Arbetslivsinsti-

tutet, Stockholm).

Loden, M.: 1985, Feminine Leadership or How to Succeed in

Business Without Being One of the Boys (Times Books,

New York).

McCabe, A. C., R. Ingram and M. C. Dato-on: 2006,

‘The Business Ethics and Gender’, Journal of Business

Ethics 64, 101–116.

McInerney-Lacomb, N., D. Bilimoria and P. F. Salipante:

2008, ‘Championing the Discussion of Tough Issues:

How Women Corporate Directors Contribute to

Board Deliberations’, in S. Vinnicombe, V. Singh,

R. Burke, D. Bilimoria and M. Huse (eds.), Women on

Corporate Boards: Research and Practice (Elgar, London).

McNulty, T. and A. Pettigrew: 1999, ‘Strategists on the

Board’, Organisation Studies 20, 47–74.

Milliken, F. J. and L. L. Martin: 1996, ‘Searching for

Common Treads: Understanding the Multiple Effects

of Diversity in Organizational Groups’, Academy of

Management Review 21, 402–433.

Minichilli, A. and C. Hansen: 2007, ‘The Board Advisory

Tasks in Small Firms and the Event of Crises’, Journal of

Management and Governance 11, 5–22.

Pearce, J. A. and S. A. Zahra: 1991, ‘The Relative Power

of the CEOs and Boards of Directors: Associations

with Corporate Performance’, Strategic Management

Journal 12, 135–153.

Pettigrew, A.: 1992, ‘On Studying Managerial Elites’,

Strategic Management Journal 13, s163–s182.

Pugliese, A. and P. Z. Wenstøp: 2007, ‘Board Members’

Contribution to Strategic Decision-Making in Small

Firms’, Journal of Management and Governance 11,

383–404.

Pye, A.: 2004, ‘The Importance of Context and Time for

Understanding Board Behavior: Some Lessons from

Social Capital Research’, International Studies of Man-

agement and Organization 34(2), 63–89.

Randøy, T., S. Thomsen and L. Oxelheim: 2006, A

Nordic Perspective on Board Diversity (NICe-Report,

Oslo).

Ravasi, D. and A. Zattoni: 2006, ‘Exploring the Political

Side of Board Involvement in Strategy: A Study of

Mixed-Ownership Institutions’, Journal of Management

Studies 43, 1673–1703.

Rindova, V.: 1999, ‘What Corporate Boards have to Do

with Strategy: A Contingency Perspective’, Journal of

Management Studies 36, 953–975.

Roberts, J., T. McNulty and P. Stiles: 2005, ‘Beyond

Agency Conceptions of the Work of the Non-Execu-

tive Director: Creating Accountability in the Board-

room’, British Journal of Management 16, s5–s26.

Robinson, G. and K. Dechant: 1997, ‘Building a Business

Case for Diversity’, Academy of Management Executive

11(3), 21–25.

Rose, C.: 2007, ‘Does Female Board Representation

Influence Firm Performance? The Danish Evidence’,

Corporate Governance: An International Review 15, 404–

413.

Rosener, J. B.: 1990, ‘Way Women Lead’, Harvards

Business Review 68, 119–125.

Rosener, J. B.: 1995, America’s Competitive Secret: Utilizing

Women as Management Strategy (Oxford University

Press, New York).

Ruigrok, W., S. Peck and S. Tacheva: 2007, ‘Nationality

and Gender Diversity on Swiss Corporate Boards’,

Corporate Governance: An International Review 15,

546–557.

Schwartz, M. S., T. W. Dunfee and M. J. Kline: 2005,

‘Tone at the Top: An Ethical Code for Directors?’,

Journal of Business Ethics 58, 79–100.

Selby, C. C.: 2000, ‘From Male Locker Room to Co-Ed

Board Room: A Twenty-Five Year Perspective’, in R.

Burke and M. Mattis (eds.), Women on Corporate Board

of Directors (Kluwer Academic Press, Dordrecht).

Sellevoll, T., M. Huse and C. Hansen: 2007, The Value

Creating Board: Results from the ‘Follow-Up Surveys’

2005/2006 in Norwegian Firms. Norwegian School of

Management Research Report 2/2007 (BI, Oslo).

Simons, T., H. L. Pelled and K. Smith: 1999, ‘Making

Use of Differences: Diversity, Debate and Decision

Comprehensiveness in Top Management Teams’,

Academy of Management Journal 42, 662–673.

Singh, V. and S. Vinnicombe: 2003a, ‘The 2002 Female

FTSE Index and Women Directors’, Women in Man-

agement Review 18, 349–358.

Singh, V. and S. Vinnicombe: 2003b, Women Pass a

Milestone: 101 Directorships on the FTSE 100 Boards

– The Female Report 2003. Report from Centre for

developing women business leaders. Cranfield School

of Management, Cranfield.

Singh, V. and S. Vinnicombe: 2004, ‘Why so Few

Women Directors in Top UK Boardrooms? Evidence

and Theoretical Explanations’, Corporate Governance:

An International Review 12, 479–488.

Singh, V., S. Vinnicombe and P. Johnson: 2001, ‘Women

Directors on Top UK Boards’, Corporate Governance:

An International Review 9, 206–216.

Stiles, P. and B. Taylor: 2001, Boards at Work: How

Directors View Their Roles and Responsibilities (Oxford

University Press, Oxford).

Sundaramurthy, C. and M. Lewis: 2003, ‘Control and

Collaboration: Paradoxes of Governance’, Academy of

Management Review 28, 397–415.

596 Morten Huse et al.



Tacheva, S. and M. Huse: 2006, ‘Women Directors and

Board Task Performance: Mediating and Moderating

Effects of Board Working Style’, in Boards and Gover-

nance. Best Paper Proceedings European Academy of

Management, May 2006, pp. 103–120.

Taylor, R.: 2005, Industrial Democracy and the European

Traditions. Transfer 2/2005 (ETUI-RHS, Brussels).

Useem, M.: 1984, Inner Circle: Large Corporations and the

Rise of Business Political Activity in the U.S. and U.K.

(Oxford University Press, Oxford).

Van den Heuvel, J., A. van Gils and W. Voordeckers:

2006, ‘Board Roles in Small and Medium-Sized

Family Businesses: Performance and Importance’,

Corporate Governance: An International Review 14,

467–485.

Van Ees, H., G. van der Laan and T. J. B. M. Postma:

2008, ‘Effective Board Behavior in the Netherlands’,

European Management Journal 26, 84–93.

Westphal, J. D. and L. P. Milton: 2000, ‘How Experience

and Network Ties Affect the Influence of Demo-

graphic Minorities on Corporate Boards’, Administra-

tive Science Quarterly 45, 366–398.

Williams, R. J.: 2003, ‘Women on Corporate Boards of

Directors and Their Influence on Corporate Philan-

thropy’, Journal of Business Ethics 42, 1–10.

Zahra, S. and J. A. Pearce: 1989, ‘Boards of Directors and

Corporate Financial Performance: A Review and

Integrative Model’, Journal of Management 15, 291–334.

Zona, F. and A. Zattoni: 2007, ‘Beyond the Black Box of

Demography: Board Processes and Task Effectiveness

Within Italian Firms’, Corporate Governance: An Inter-

national Review 15, 852–864.

Morten Huse

BI Norwegian School of Management,

Oslo, Norway

E-mail: mhuse@online.no

and

Tor Vergata University, Rome, Italy

Sabina Tacheva Nielsen

Copenhagen Business School,

Copenhagen, Denmark

E-mail: sta.int@cbs.dk

Inger Marie Hagen

FAFO,

Oslo, Norway

E-mail: Inger.Marie.Hagen@fafo.no

Women and Employee-Elected Board Members, and Their Contributions 597


	Outline placeholder
	Abs1
	Sec1
	Sec2
	Sec4
	Sec5
	Sec6
	Sec7
	Sec8
	Sec9
	Sec10

	Sec11
	Sec12
	Sec13
	Sec14
	Sec15

	Sec16
	Ack
	Bib1



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org?)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
    /DEU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [5952.756 8418.897]
>> setpagedevice


