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Abstract 

Today, gender quotation in the Board of Directors has become an important political 

question that is being discussed not only in Sweden but in several other countries as 

well. However, research on gender diversity and, for that matter, other forms of 

diversity in the corporate world is not something new. Diversity in Board of 

Directors and Top Management Teams and how it affects firm performance have 

been the topic of many researches the last two decades. Nevertheless, there are still 

many unanswered questions in this field that need to be answered. The purpose of 

this dissertation is to study how diversity in BoDs and TMTs affect firm 

performance. We used five different diversity variables, tenure, age, education, 

nationality and gender in our research and we tested them separately to see how they 

each affect firm performance. Because there is limited previous research conducted 

on diversity in Sweden and on Swedish firms, this dissertation attempts to fill that 

gap.  

This study is conducted on Swedish firms that are listed on large cap on Stockholm 

stock exchange. We used several ways to measure the five different diversity 

variables in both BoDs and TMTs. Firm performance was measured by using two 

well established measurements, Return on Equity and Return on Assets. We 

developed ten hypotheses to test how diversity affects firm performance; some 

diversity variables had positive effect on firm performance, while others had 

negative effect. The hypotheses are based on earlier research. There are mixed results 

from our study; seven out of ten hypotheses had to be rejected due to insignificant 

relationship between diversity and firm performance. Three hypotheses were 

rejected, even though they showed a significant relationship between diversity and 

firm performance, because the relationship was the opposite of our hypotheses. One 

reason for these results can be that there is low diversity in both BoDs and TMTs, 

and this makes it difficult to measure and establish a relationship between diversity 

and firm performance.  

Keywords: Swedish large cap, diversity, firm performance, Board of Directors, Top 

Management Teams.    
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

 
This chapter starts with the background for this dissertation where the concepts of 

diversity, Board of Directors, Top Management Teams and firm performance are 

presented. The chapter continues with a discussion about the problem, purpose, 

research question, and theoretical limitations. The chapter ends with an outline of this 

dissertation.  

 

1.1 Background 

Diversity brings differences in styles and ways of looking at and doing things 
which can help organizations do more than they ever dreamed possible. Diversity 
can help organizations create new and more innovative products and services, 
better meet the needs of customers and clients, and do more for the community 
the organizations are part of and serve. Diversity means differences, and 
differences create challenges, but differences also open avenues for opportunities. 
(William Sonnenchein, 1999) 

The quote above is taken from The Diversity Toolkit: How You Can Build and Benefit 

From a Diverse Workforce (1999) by William Sonnenchein (Govendo, 2005). It brings 

to light the importance of diversity in firms. Due to globalisation, diversity in Top 

Management Teams (TMT) and Board of Directors (BoD) has become more important 

in recent years, and to understand and reach customers all over the world is now even 

more important for both TMTs and BoDs. Increased globalisation also puts pressure on 

TMTs and BoDs to adapt new methods of conducting business due to changes in the 

global business environment.  

Diversity can refer to differences in age, gender, nationality, tenure, and education 

(Hambrick and Mason, 1984; Ingley and van der Walt, 2003) and these variables are the 

ones that are of interest for our study. Overall, researchers agree on that diversity, as a 

whole, has a positive influence on the financial outcomes in firms. Moreover, creativity 

and innovation in firms can also be enhanced by diversity variables such as age, gender 

and nationality (Wang and Clift, 2009).  
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One can look at diversity from different angles. As we see it, the most important angles 

are; the equality angle, the political angle, and the economic angle. First, the equality 

angle means that one can see diversity as something that is needed just on the basis that 

there has to be equal rights and opportunities for everyone. From this angle the question 

is if the majority of the members of BoDs and TMTs should be white, middle-aged men 

or if it is more equal to diversify the composition of BoDs and TMTs. 

Second, from the political angle the question of quotation is the main interest. Now the 

discussion is mainly about gender diversity, with Norway as an example where the 

question of quotation of women has resulted in a legislation that states that 40 % of the 

members of BoDs have to be women (Smith, Smith and Verner, 2006). There are 

differing views on this matter, where some argue that it is necessary with legislation to 

get women in top positions in firms, whereas others see it as discriminating to get a job 

on the basis of legislation. In the future, there may be a discussion about if other 

diversity variables than gender in BoDs and TMTs, such as ethnicity, should be 

regulated by legislation. Diversity is an important political question that may well be 

discussed more in the future. 

Finally, from the economic angle there are a number of studies where diversity in TMTs 

and BoDs is related to different financial outcomes. Financial performance is important 

for most organisations, and to maximize value and minimize costs for the organisation, 

the TMT and BoD of a firm need to understand the different diversity variables (Ayub 

and Jehn, 2006).  

In our research it is the persons in the BoDs and TMTs that are the ones who are of 

interest to study in order to understand why firms perform or do not perform, and more 

importantly, the composition of BoDs and TMTs and how diverse they are. This is 

important because the members of the BoD are the ones who represent the shareholders 

and oversee the management of the firm, while the TMT are the ones who have the 

ultimate responsibility for the everyday operations of the firm. Researchers have spent a 

large amount of time and resources on studying the effectiveness of both BoDs and 

TMTs, and its impact on firm performance. Furthermore, the composition of BoDs and 

TMTs might affect how effective they are in carrying out their duties. That is why the 

composition of BoDs and TMTs is important for a firm’s performance.   
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According to previous research there is a need for more diversity in BoDs and TMTs; 

there is inequality at the senior levels in firms, for example when it comes to the level of 

diversity in age, gender, and tenure (Martin, Warren-Smith, Scott and Roper, 2008; 

McIntyre, Murphy and Mitchell, 2007). Because previous research carried out in this 

field show inequality in BoDs and TMTs there is a need for additional research on 

diversity in BoDs and TMTs. Further research may help to draw attention to the 

diversity issue in the corporate environment.  

1.2 Problem 

Previous research of diversity in BoDs and TMTs and its effects on performance 

outcomes has mostly been conducted in North America, Australia and some European 

countries (Smith, Smith and Verner, 2006). The results of the studies are ambiguous 

when it comes to how and to what degree diversity in BoDs and TMTs affects firm 

performance, which leaves the field open for further studies (Van der Walt, Ingley, 

Shergill and Townsend, 2003). One cannot draw the conclusion that the result is the 

same in Sweden due to differences in national culture, legislation, and business 

traditions between countries. Researches support these arguments by showing that there 

are differences between countries (McCormick Hyland and Marcellino, 2002).  

Furthermore, many studies have focused on either diversity in TMTs or diversity in 

BoDs related to firm performance (Carson et al., 2004; Wang and Clift, 2009). This 

dissertation contributes by comparing the level of diversity in TMTs and BoDs and how 

each separately affects firm performance.  Moreover, the term diversity almost always 

include the same variables such as tenure, age, education, nationality and gender; 

however, they are often studied combined as a demographic variable or studied 

separately with the main focus on just one variable (Marimuthu, 2009). This dissertation 

focuses on a more thorough study of each diversity variable separately, and thereby 

contributes with a more detailed explanation of how tenure, age, education, nationality, 

and gender diversity in BoDs and TMTs each affect firm performance.   

There are three gaps to fill in this field of research. The first is the national gap, which 

means that the aim of this dissertation is to explain how diversity in BoDs and TMTs 

affects firm performance in a Swedish context. The second gap is the separation 

between BoDs and TMTs in previous studies; the studies have either focused on BoDs 

or TMTs. The aim of this dissertation is to separately study both BoDs and TMTs in 
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order to find out if they affect firm performance in separate ways. The third gap to fill is 

created because previous research has focused either on diversity as a combined 

variable or on one single variable. The aim of this dissertation is to fill this gap by 

explaining how diversity in tenure, age, education, nationality, and gender in BoDs and 

TMTs separately affect firm performance. 

1.3 Purpose 

The purpose of this dissertation is to explain how diversity in Board of Directors and 

Top Management Teams affects firm performance. Earlier research in this field is 

somewhat limited (Smith et al., 2006; Du Rietz and Henrekson, 2000), especially in 

Sweden. Thus, we use firms that are listed on large cap on Stockholm stock exchange in 

our study.  

1.4 Research Question 

How does diversity in Board of Directors and Top Management Teams affect firm 

performance? 

1.5 Theoretical Limitations 

The theories used in this dissertation are limited to a few known theories concerning 

diversity, Board of Directors and Top Management Teams. These theories are used by 

other researchers in this field. There is a lack of research within this field in Sweden; 

most of the earlier research has been conducted in North America, Australia and in 

some European countries. This is why most of our references and earlier findings come 

from foreign articles and researchers.  

Our research is limited to investigating how diversity in BoDs and TMTs affects firm 

performance. Furthermore, this research is limited to the use of five different diversity 

variables, and no other forms of diversity in the BoDs and TMTs. The five different 

diversity variables are; tenure, age, education, nationality and gender. However, we are 

not going to study why or if some specific firms have more diversity than other firms. 

Nor is this research to look at any other outcomes than firm performance.  

The Agency Theory, Stewardship Theory and the Resource Based View are in our 

research used to frame the relationship between the BoDs and TMTs. Furthermore, 

diversity can be seen from a Resource Based View, since the right amount of diversity 

can be seen as a resource for the firm. 
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1.6 Outline 

The structure of this dissertation is as follows: 

Chapter one includes background, problem, purpose, research question, and theoretical 

limitations. Chapter two introduces the theoretical method, including research 

philosophy, research approach, choice of theory, and choice of methodology. Chapter 

three continues with a review of the literature and previous studies in our research field. 

The chapter ends with a presentation of our hypotheses. Chapter four presents our 

empirical method which includes our research design, strategy, time horizon, and 

operationalisation. The chapter ends with the reliability, validity, and generalisability of 

our dissertation. Chapter five presents our empirical findings which include sample, 

type of data, tests of our hypotheses, analysis of each of the hypotheses, and an Ad-hoc 

analysis. The chapter ends with a summary of our analysis. Chapter six ends our 

dissertation with a summary and conclusion of our dissertation followed by critical 

review and practical implications. Finally, suggestions on future research are presented.  

  



 

 

11 

 

Chapter 2 

Theoretical Method 

 
This chapter includes an introduction to the field of theoretical method. Furthermore, a 

distinction between the different research philosophies and approaches are made, as 

well as the choice of philosophy and approach for this dissertation. The chapter ends 

with a presentation of our chosen theory and method. 

 

2.1 Introduction 

In the book Research Methods for Business Students, Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 

(2009) present a model called the research onion. This model can be used to help the 

researcher understand the different stages of the research methodology. The onion 

model consists of six different levels or layers. The layers of the onion consist of: 

philosophies, research approaches, strategies, choices, time horizons, and techniques 

and procedures on how to collect and analyse data. The researcher starts with the outer 

layer, which is philosophies, and then works through every layer down to the centre of 

the model, which is the collection and analysis of data. A similar research structure will 

be applied in this dissertation. The research onion is illustrated in Figure 2.1: 

 

 

Figure 2.1 The research onion. (Source: Saunders et al., 2009, p. 108) 
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2.2 Research Philosophy 

When someone is about to conduct a research it is good to have a clear research 

philosophy. The research philosophy is the outer layer of the research onion mentioned 

above, and it is the layer that begins the research formulation. The adopted research 

philosophy contains assumptions about how the researcher views the world. The 

assumptions are the basis for the research strategy and the methods chosen by the 

researcher as part of that strategy. According to Saunders et al. (2009) there are four 

common philosophies: pragmatism, positivism, realism and interpretivism. First, 

pragmatism argues that it is unrealistic to choose just one specific philosophy; instead it 

proposes that the researcher should choose a combination of philosophies. Second, in a 

positivistic philosophy the researcher is an objective analyst who prefers to work with 

an observable social reality and the results of the research can be generalised. Third, 

realism has a scientific approach to the development of knowledge. Saunders et al 

(2009) claim that the core of realism is what the senses explain to us as reality is the 

truth. Fourth, interpretivism is critical of the positivistic view because it argues that the 

social world of business and management is too complex to be described by law like 

generalisation. Furthermore, interpretivism argues that it is important for researchers to 

understand the differences between people as social actors (Saunders et al., 2009). 

For this dissertation a positivistic philosophy is suitable since the research has a highly 

structured format and has a large quantitative sample. Several hypotheses are created 

and tested against the collected data. These hypotheses are based on existing theories 

and earlier research. However, other philosophies could be suitable in this field of 

study. For example, the interpretivistic philosophy would be appropriate if another way 

of collecting the data were chosen such as in-depth interviews, to get an understanding 

of how the differences between humans are related to diversity in firms.   

2.3 Research Approach 

The second layer of the research onion is research approaches. There are two different 

research approaches, the deductive approach and the inductive approach. When using 

the deductive approach, hypotheses are formulated based on existing theories and data 

is then collected. The hypotheses are then tested and examined in the light of existing 

theory; the results will either confirm existing theory or lead to a modification of the 
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theory. With this approach an explanation of causal relationships between variables is 

done and it constitutes the basis for the research. An important characteristic of a 

deductive approach is generalisation. To be able to generalise the findings of a research 

it is necessary to select a sample of sufficient numerical size. The deductive approach is 

often used in quantitative studies.  

With the inductive approach the theory is formulated after the collection of data. This 

approach seeks to understand the context of the research, and it emphasises a flexible 

structure for the possibility to make changes as the research develops. It can be used in 

researches where the collection of data is qualitative and where knowledge in the field 

only exists to a limited extent (Saunders et al., 2009). 

For this dissertation the deductive approach is used because theories already exist in our 

chosen area of research. These theories are used as the base for the empirical study and 

the data collection. Furthermore, hypotheses are formulated by the use of existing 

theories, and these hypotheses are then tested in a quantitative study and the results are 

generalised. The inductive approach is not suitable because of the existing theories in 

this research field; there is no need to collect data to be able to formulate theories. The 

data in our research is not qualitative and we do not emphasise to get a deeper 

understanding of the research context.  

2.4 Choice of Theory 

To be able to explain and assess how diversity in Board of Directors (BoD) and Top 

Management Teams (TMT) affects firm performance a number of theories are presented 

in the literature review of this dissertation. The theories chosen are Agency Theory, 

Stewardship Theory, and Resource Based View; as well as theories about diversity. 

Agency and Stewardship Theory are presented to explain the relationship between the 

BoD and TMT. These theories are important to review to make our research reliable. 

The Resource Based View can be used to explain the importance of a well performing 

BoD and TMT, as well as the importance of the composition of BoDs and TMTs. 

Furthermore, theories about diversity and diversity related to performance outcomes are 

presented as well to give the reader an insight in previous studies in this field.  

2.5 Choice of Method 

A study can either be quantitative or qualitative. A quantitative study normally involves 

a vast amount of numerical data, and statistical analysis techniques are used to get an 
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understanding of relationships between the data. A qualitative study can be observation 

of the subject of the study or interviews. We collect a large amount of data for our 

research and based on these data a conclusion is drawn and generalised. In conclusion, a 

quantitative study is the most appropriate here since we use a large amount of data in 

order to achieve more significant results than a smaller sample of data would provide.  
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Chapter 3 

Literature Review 

 
This chapter includes a review of the relevant literature in our field of research. The 

chapter consists of four main sections where each section is discussed within the context 

of the existing literature. The sections are. (1) Introduction to the Board of Directors 

and Top Management Team which contains Agency Theory, Stewardship Theory, and 

Resource Based View,(2) the Board of Directors, the Top Management Team, and (3) 

Diversity. In the final section (4) hypotheses are presented and summarised in a model. 

 

3.1 Introduction to the Board of Directors and Top Management Team 

To introduce the Board of Directors (BoD) and Top Management Team (TMT) theories 

that frame the relationship between BoDs and TMTs are presented in this part of the 

chapter. The relationship between the BoD and TMT can be discussed from different 

perspectives; first, through the Agency Theory that sees the relationship as uneven 

between the two parties due to different assumptions made about people; and second, 

through the Stewardship Theory that sees the relationship as based on trust between the 

parties. Finally, the Resource Based View can also be used. It describes the BoD and 

TMT from a resource based perspective, meaning that the resources of a firm are what 

create value in a company. Each of the theories is discussed below in more detail. 

3.1.1 Agency Theory 

Agency Theory is a well-known theory in the area of Business Administration. It is 

based on the “agency problem” that arises when two parties have differing goals (Jensen 

and Meckling, 1976; Ross, 1976). The two parties are described as the principal and the 

agent where the principal delegates responsibility to the agent to act on the formers 

behalf. The relationship between principal and agent is defined as a contract where the 

principal engages the agent in his/her duties to the principal (Jensen and Meckling, 

1976). Agency Theory is addressing two particular problems that may arise in the 

relationship between the principal and the agent: a differing view on risk between the 

parties and differing goals due to moral hazard and adverse selection. This theory makes 

some assumption about people. The assumptions are: self interest, bounded rationality, 
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opportunistic behaviour, and risk aversion. The focus of the theory is to determine the 

best way to govern the contract between principal and agent (Eisenhardt, 1989). 

The relationship between the BoD and TMT can be seen as a principal-agent 

relationship though the board’s role, among others, is to govern and control the 

managers and Chief Executive Officer (CEO) (Garrat, 1997). The shareholders can use 

the board as an information system to control and monitor the executive managers’ 

opportunistic behaviour according to Fama and Jensen (1983) (Eisenhardt, 1989). 

3.1.2 Stewardship Theory 

Stewardship Theory can be seen as the opposite to Agency Theory. This theory is based 

on the assumption that organisational participants are essentially motivated to perform 

their tasks with the best interest of the organisation in mind. Therefore, there are no 

apparent needs for any incentives or sanctions to get the participants to fulfil their tasks; 

increased responsibility would be enough for the participants (Grundei, 2007). The 

parties are described as principal and steward where, as in Agency Theory, the principal 

delegates responsibility to the steward to act on the formers behalf. However, the main 

difference from the Agency Theory is that there are no goal conflicts; in Stewardship 

Theory trust is considered to be a core concept (Mayer et al., 1995). 

In this theory there is a form of trust-based corporate governance system where the BoD 

acts primarily as an adviser to the TMT (Grundei, 2007). However, since this 

relationship is based on trust, goal alignment, and cooperation, the unity of the 

relationship might be so strong that it prevents justified criticism of managerial 

behaviour by the BoD (McEvily et al., 2003).  

3.1.3 Resource Based View 

The Resource Based View is a theory of competitive advantage in firms and it can be 

applied on BoDs and TMTs. It examines the link between internal characteristics and 

firm performance. There are three main concepts of the Resource Based View: 

resources, competitive advantage, and sustained competitive advantage. The concept of 

resources can be defined as the tangible and intangible assets that a firm can use to 

develop its strategy. Competitive advantage is defined as a value creating strategy that a 

firm uses and its competitors do not use. Sustained competitive advantage is defined as 

a value creating strategy which the competitors are unable to copy. The theory states 

two assumptions regarding the analysis of the sources of competitive advantage; first, 
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firms within an industry might be diverse when it comes to the resources that they 

control. Second, diversity in the firm may be long lasting due to the fact that the 

resources are not completely mobile across firms. The theory can be used to assess a 

firm’s resources and their possibility to become sources of sustainable competitive 

advantage (Barney, 1991). 

Resources can be defined as skills and knowledge (Clulow, Barry, and Gerstman, 

2007), which could be possessed by the individuals of the BoDs and TMTs. Skills and 

knowledge are intangible resources, and for an intangible resource to become a strategic 

asset it has to be rare, inimitable, non-substitutable, and valuable (Barney, 1991). The 

four criteria reduce the resources that are considered to be strategic to only a few, with 

intellectual capital as one of the most important ones (Hall, 1992). Human capital is part 

of the intellectual capital, and it is the asset that generates innovation and sustainable 

superior wealth creation (Riahi-Belkaoui, 2003). The members of the BoD and TMT 

can be seen as human capital resources; people possess unique competences and 

capabilities. With a more diverse BoD and TMT these individual competences and 

capabilities can together create a broad range of knowledge which can improve the 

effectiveness of a firm. Moreover, the BoD and TMT also decide which resources the 

firm should develop and obtain. Furthermore, one of the board’s responsibilities is to 

provide protection for the firm’s resources (Seymann and Kleinhanzi, 2004).  

3.2 Board of Directors 

The Board of Directors (BoD) of a firm can be defined as a group of people who are 

elected by the shareholders to oversee the management of the firm. Furthermore, in 

Sweden employees of a limited firm has the right by law to have their own 

representatives on the BoD (Alänge and Steiber, 2009).  

The board is supposed to act in the best interest of the firm and its stakeholders, and to 

be honest and always act in good faith (Maharaj, 2008). However, the BoD is not 

supposed to run the everyday business of the firm. Instead the board should appoint 

senior managers to run the day to day business of the firm, and hold them responsible 

for the everyday operations (Collier, 2004). The owners of a firm rely on the BoD to act 

in their interest and to do what is best for the firm. However, this is not always the case. 

Earlier research of empirical cases shows that board members do not always act in the 
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best interest of the firm and its shareholders. One reason for this can be the boards’ lack 

of detecting opportunistic managerial behaviour in TMTs (Downes and Russ, 2005). 

3.2.2 Composition of the Board of Directors 

The BoD in a limited firm usually consists of both inside and outside board members. 

Board members that work in the firm itself, for example in management, are called 

inside directors. Outside directors are those board members that do not have any other 

direct roles in the firm (Petrovic, 2008). Beside the ordinary board members, each board 

in a limited firm should have at least one chairman. The chairman is the person who has 

a special responsibility for the competence of the members of the board as well as 

overall board effectiveness. The chairman should also make sure that all board members 

are kept up to date of developments in the firm (Coulson-Thomas, 2008).  

The number of directors for the board is according to the Swedish companies’ act to be 

decided in the companies’ articles of association (SFS 2005:551). Regarding the 

composition of the BoD there are certain legal considerations that need to be met, 

depending on which country the firm resides in, since each country has its own set of 

company acts. 

3.2.3 Appointment of Board of Directors 

When a person is elected to be a director of a board in a limited firm, there are certain 

laws and regulations that need to be taken into consideration. According to the law, the 

BoD is appointed at the shareholders’ meeting (SFS 2005:551). A shareholders’ 

meeting can be defined as an annual meeting or in some cases an extra meeting where 

the shareholders of the firm meet. At this meeting performance reports and accounts are 

presented to the shareholders, and as mentioned before, it is also at this meeting the 

BoD is appointed. A shareholders’ meeting is the only occasion where shareholders can 

interact with and influence the management of a limited firm directly (US Legal 

Definitions, 2010).  

3.2.4 The role of the Board of Directors 

The BoD of a limited firm has many different duties. The ground rule, as mentioned 

before, is that the board shall act in the best interest of the shareholders. However there 

are also certain duties that are regulated by law (SFS 2005:551).  
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According to Daily et al., (2003) and Zahra and Pearce, (1989), a board has four main 

roles which are monitoring, service, strategy and resource provision (Ong and Wan, 

2007). The boards’ monitoring role consist of how a CEO is chosen and also evaluation 

of both CEO and firm performance. Monitoring is also about how to maximize 

shareholder value (Westphal, 1999).  

Lorsh and Maelver (1989) and Useem, (1993) claim that the service role of the board is 

to give advice to the top managers, in other words, the directors of the board should 

support their CEO’s (Ong and Wan, 2007).  

There are four ways in which the strategy role of the board can be undertaken. First, 

setting and reviewing the definition of the firm. That is, to answer the important 

question of “what business are we in”. Second, there is the role of gatekeeper which 

means to be able to asses and review different strategic proposals. Third, the board 

should also be confidence-builders and encourage managers. Forth, the board should 

select directors, and more specifically, select the right director for the firm (Ong and 

Wan, 2007).  

The resource provision role of the board is to be able to bring important resources to the 

firm. It can be by providing legitimacy as Selznick (1949) expressed it (Ong and Wan, 

2007), experience (Baysinger and Hoskisson, 1990), capital (Mizruchi and Stearns, 

1988; Pfeffer, 1972; Provan, 1980) and linking important stakeholders to the firm 

(Hillman and Dalziel, 2003; Pfeffer, 1973). Moreover the functionality of the board 

plays an important role in how effective the board is, and board effectiveness can be 

related to a firm’s performance (Murphy and McIntyre, 2007). 

3.3 Top Management Team 

Top management team (TMT) can be defined as the highest ranking executives in the 

firm and they are the ones who are ultimately responsible for the firm’s every day 

operations. The TMT of the firm are also the ones who will translate the policies created 

by the BoD into achievable goals and strategies for the future. 

The highest executive in the TMT is the chief executive officer (CEO). The CEO is the 

person who has the overall responsibility for the firm’s operations and performance. 

The CEO is appointed by the BoD to be the formal leader of the firm, and work as a 

link between the BoD and the rest of the firm. The BoD is supposed to monitor the top 
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managers in order to see that they act in accordance with firm policies (US Legal 

Definitions, 2010). However, there are cases where the top managers act in their own 

self interest or in ignorance and mislead the BoD and the auditors, with terrible results 

for the firm (Vinten, 2002). 

3.3.2 Composition and role of the top management team 

The TMT of a firm consists of several senior executive directors. The leader of the 

TMT and the firm is the chief executive officer (CEO). The TMT also normally 

includes a chief operations officer (COO), and it is the COO who is in charge of the 

everyday operations in the firm such as production, logistics and purchasing among 

other things. Then there is the chief financial officer (CFO); this is the person who is in 

charge of the financial activities within the firm (Sandberg and Abrahamsson, 2009). 

Both the COO and CFO are titled senior managers within a firm and in the corporate 

hierarchy senior managers belong to the top executives. The reason for having senior 

managers like the COO and CFO is that the CEO does not have the time or capability to 

monitor every part of the day to day operations in the firm.  

Worth mentioning is that the TMT does not manage the firm by themselves, instead 

there are several different managerial levels in a firm, much depending on the size and 

structure of the firm (Johnson, Scholes and Whittington, 2008). There can of course be 

some problems in TMTs; one problem can be to determine who is to be part of the 

TMT. Earlier research shows that when some CEOs were asked who they considered to 

be a part of their TMT, almost all of the CEOs included anyone who reported directly to 

them, which can differ from organisation to organisation (Kippenberger, 1997).  

3.4 Diversity 

Diversity is a broad term, and depending on which context it is used in, it can mean 

different things. The common way to interpret it is as variety, meaning that something 

that is diverse is something that has a variety of different components. The general 

description of the term diversity in the context of organisations is according to Webster: 

“The condition of being diverse: the inclusion of diverse people (as people of different 

race or culture) in a group or organisation” (Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary, 

2010).  

Furthermore, the term diversity can be divided in two different categories. Forbes and 

Milliken (1999) and Milliken and Martins (1996) title the categories as “visible” and 
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“less visible”. The visible types are observable and could be race, gender and age. In 

contrast, less visible diversity is the underlying, non-observable attributes of an 

individual such as experience, skills and knowledge (Forbes and Milliken, 1999; 

Milliken and Martins, 1996). Different researchers have emphasised different diversity 

variables. Common variables are age, education, experience (Hambrick and Mason, 

1984), gender, professional background, career and ethnicity (Ingley and van der Walt, 

2003). Thus, there are different variables to measure and study, and in this dissertation 

the focus is on tenure, age, education, nationality, and gender. A more thorough 

discussion about each of the variables follows further on in this chapter. 

3.4.2 Diversity related to outcomes and performance 

When one studies diversity in BoDs and TMTs the diversity variables can be related to 

performance outcomes. By doing this, causal relationship between the level of diversity 

in BoDs and TMTs and a firm’s performance can be found. Moreover, BoDs and TMTs 

can separately influence the firm performance (Schaffer, 2001; Marimuthu, 2009). 

Ingley and van der Walt (2003) have developed two different frameworks to describe 

diversity related to decision outcomes in firms. The decision outcomes can, in turn, be 

related to the performance outcomes of the firm, because all decisions affect how a firm 

can use its resources to reach its performance goals. Thus, the frameworks can be useful 

to understand the connection between diversity and firm performance.  

The first framework in figure 3.1 shows how the outcomes of the decision process in 

boards are mediated by varying amounts of diversity. If the board is diverse then the 

outcome, according to this framework, can be unintended which may lead to the 

outcome that was originally intended. Moreover, the framework shows how diversity on 

the other hand can lead to an unintended but a more creative outcome than was 

intended, or lead to a situation where an agreement cannot be reached because of 

irresolvable conflicts (Ingley and van der Walt, 2003). The framework has the title 

“Intended, unintended, and realized outcomes of diversity and board dynamics” and is 

illustrated in figure 3.1.  
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Figure 3.1 Intended, unintended, and realized outcomes of diversity and board dynamics 
(Source: Ingley and van der Walt, (2003), p. 12) 
 

The second framework is displayed in figure 3.2 and it shows diversity related to the 

strategic context and the quality of the decision process of the board. The framework 

shows that in a stable and safe business environment, more diverse boards may produce 

low quality decisions in contrast to more homogeneous boards. The literature points out 

that diversity in boards suits firms which operate in a more turbulent and changing 

environment where the strategic complexity is high (Ingley and van der Walt, 2003). 

The framework can be helpful in explaining differences between industries. The 

framework is called “Diversity, strategic context, and board decision quality” and is 

illustrated in figure 3.2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

23 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.2 Diversity, strategic context, and board decision quality 
(Source: Ingley and van der Walt, 2003, p. 13) 
 
3.4.3 Arguments for diversity 

There are numerous studies that implicate that diversity in firms is a positive and maybe 

even necessary aspect to consider when the members of the BoD and TMT of a firm are 

appointed. 

Five arguments for diversity are presented by Wang and Clift (2009). First, the market 

is becoming more diverse. Thus, the firms could benefit from adapting to the customers 

different needs, and from creating a deeper understanding for the market and the 

customers. Second, an individual’s beliefs, attributes and cognitive functioning are 

varying with variables such as age, gender, and race; this implicates that creativity and 

innovation is enhanced by diversity. Third, the variety of perspectives that emerge from 

diversity could lead to a wider range of alternatives for the decision makers to evaluate, 

which enables them to get a more effective problem solving process. Forth, diversity 

may lead to an improved understanding of the surrounding environment. Finally, 

diversity may enhance business in a global marketplace due to the cultural and ethnical 

dimensions of diversity, thus, enhancing the understanding of different cultures (Wang 

and Clift, 2009). 

Furthermore, Martell and Caroll (1995) say that creativity and innovation are closely 

related to a diverse group of people, which in turn makes it easier for the TMT to be 

flexible in a changing and dynamic business environment (Carson et al., 2004).  
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3.4.4 Arguments against diversity 

There are also downsides with diversity. Ingley and Van der Walt refer to a study 

conducted by Milliken and Martins (1999) where some of the findings are pointing on 

the negative aspects of diversity. First, there could be problems with integration. 

Second, the turnover of members is higher in more diverse groups. Third, diversity 

could lead to affective costs (Ingley and van der Walt, 2003). Another issue regarding 

the negative effects of diversity is communication and coordination between members 

in a group as heterogeneity could inhibit the effective use of skills and knowledge (Van 

der Walt et al., 2006). Groups that are more diverse have a lower level of member 

satisfaction although this effect diminishes when the group stays together for a longer 

time (Ingley and van der Walt, 2003).  

3.5 Diversity Variables in BoDs and TMTs and Hypotheses 

Diversity can refer to several different variables. The variables that are relevant for this 

dissertation are: tenure, age, education, nationality, and gender. All the variables can be 

seen from the Resource Based View’s perspective, meaning that each diversity variable 

in BoDs and TMTs can be seen as a resource for a firm if the mix of the variables is 

optimal. Each of the variables is discussed in this part of the chapter. After each 

discussion hypotheses are presented. 

3.5.1 Tenure 

Tenure could be defined as how long a person has worked at the same workplace 

(Koufopoulos, Zoumbos, Argyropoulou and Motwani, 2008) and more specifically for 

this dissertation, how long a person has been a member of BoDs and TMTs. 

According to Goll et al. (2001),  if a team has been working together over a long time 

and tenure diversity is low the team members can display an attitude towards business 

that it should be done the way it always have been done. This could lead to a lower 

quality of the decisions that are being made (Goll et al., 2001). Carson et al. (2004) 

claim that performance is positively affected by tenure diversity in TMTs due to the fact 

that the varied skills could help in the decision process (Carson et al., 2004). Firms that 

have a higher willingness for change are characterised by shorter organisational tenure, 

but in contrast, higher TMT tenure (Wiersema and Bantel, 1992).  

In BoDs, longer tenure may be necessary because of the complex proceedings in a 

board (Kesner, 1988). This indicates that tenure diversity should be low. However, 
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some amount of tenure diversity could strengthen the board due to the importance of 

reflecting on different views (Kesner, 1988).   

Thus, results from research on tenure diversity and its effects on firm performance 

indicate that low tenure diversity in BoDs may have positive effects on performance 

(Kesner, 1988), and in contrast, low tenure diversity in TMTs may have negative effects 

on performance (Wiersema and Bantel, 1992). We argue for that the reasons for the 

different results may be that the TMT do not have the same complex proceedings as the 

board has, and that the decision process is more rapid in TMTs then in BoDs. The 

decision process may be enhanced by more tenure diversity. Based on this discussion 

our first two hypotheses are developed: 

H1: More tenure diversity in TMTs leads to higher firm performance.   

H2: More tenure diversity in BoDs leads to lower firm performance.   

3.5.2 Age 

Age is used as a diversity variable in several studies and the results show that the age of 

the members of a group may have a high impact on the decisions that are being made 

(Wiersema and Bantel, 1992; Hambrick and Mason, 1984; Bantel and Jackson, 1989). 

A resistance to change may be more present when the members are older. The decisions 

taken could be more conservative and the members could be more risk adverse 

(Wiersema and Bantel, 1992). Younger members, on the other hand, may be more risk 

taking (Hambrick and Mason, 1984) and have a higher education (Bantel and Jackson, 

1989).  

Performance is positively related to age diversity in TMTs (Carson et al., 2004). This 

statement is supported by Goll et al. who found that the age of the members of TMTs is 

positively related to firm performance (Goll et al., 2001). Marimuthu (2009) found that 

the age of the members in BoDs is partially positively related to the firm’s performance 

(Marimuthu, 2009). Age diversity is supposed to stimulate changes because of increased 

variety of perspectives (Wiersema and Bantel, 1992). 

Thus, earlier studies show that there are more positive effects of age diversity in both 

BoDs and TMTs on firm performance than negative effects. Therefore, age diversity 

can be seen as positively related to a firm’s performance which leads to the third and 

forth hypotheses: 
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H3: More age diversity in TMTs leads to higher firm performance.  

H4: More age diversity in BoDs leads to higher firm performance. 

3.5.3 Education 

A person’s knowledge and skills can be developed by the level of education and the 

type of education experience he/she has (Hambrick and Mason, 1984; Hitt and Tyler, 

1991). A person’s values and perspectives can somewhat be indicated by the level of 

education because people is expected to take the decision to study seriously (Hambrick 

and Mason, 1984). Most researches about education diversity in BoDs and TMTs have 

concentrated on education levels.  

A high level of education stimulates innovation (Bantel and Jackson, 1989) and creative 

solutions in firms (Goll et.al 2001), and the level of education of the members of TMTs 

affects the firm performance (Norburn and Birley, 1988). Because of this, education 

level diversity could be negative for firm performance (Carson et al., 2004). Due to the 

previous results of researches on the level of education of the members of BoDs and 

TMTs and how it affects firm performance, we argue that education level diversity in 

both BoDs and TMTs affects firm performance negatively. There needs to be 

homogeneity in the education level. However, the education level also needs to be high. 

By this we mean that if more of the members in BoDs and TMTs have a higher 

education, and as a result of the education more knowledge, firm performance is higher. 

Based on our discussion our fifth and sixth hypotheses are as follows: 

H5: More education diversity in TMTs leads to lower firm performance.  

H6: More education diversity in BoDs leads to lower firm performance. 

3.5.4 Nationality  

The definition of national diversity is, according to Dahlin et al. “the number and 

distribution of different national backgrounds” of the team (Dahlin et al., 2005). 

An individual’s behaviour, attitude, and values are different in different countries which 

makes national diversity important. The members of TMTs and their differences are 

likely to lead to a broad range of skill sets and resources of information (Caligiuri et al., 

2004). A study regarding national diversity and internationalisation shows that there is a 
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positive relationship between national diversity in TMTs and international firm 

performance (Caligiuri et al., 2004).  

From the negative point of view, national diversity in TMTs could lead to relationship, 

task and process conflicts (Ayub and Jehn, 2006). In national diverse teams the decision 

usually takes longer time to reach than in more homogenous teams. To benefit from 

national diversity in teams it seems that the decision process requires adequate time 

(Punett and Clemens, 1999). Performance ratings are positively affected by constructive 

group processes which are inhibited by national diversity (Kochan et al., 2003). Thus, 

national diversity in TMTs related to firm performance has both positive and negative 

effects. However, due to internationalisation and globalisation, we argue that there are 

positive effects with national diversity in TMTs on firm performance.   

Researches on how national diversity in BoDs affects firm performance are 

contradictive; some argue that national diversity in BoDs has an effect on firm 

performance while others argue the opposite ( Marimuthu, 2009; Wang and Clift, 2009). 

We argue that more national diversity can have negative effects on firm performance 

because of the risk of conflicts about the board’s complex tasks. If there is too much 

national diversity in BoDs there is a risk for misunderstandings due to differences in 

language and/or business customs between countries.   

Based on the arguments above the seventh and eight hypotheses have been developed 

and are as follows: 

H7: More national diversity in TMTs leads to higher firm performance. 

H8: More national diversity in BoDs leads to lower firm performance. 

3.5.5 Gender 

One can distinguish between the term sex and the term gender. Sex is determined by 

applying socially agreed biological criteria for classifying individuals as either man or 

woman (West and Zimmerman, 1987). Gender on the other hand can be seen as 

activities and social dynamics instead of a role (Pesonen et al., 2009). Gender is a status 

which is constructed through social, cultural, and psychological means; it is not based 

on personal traits (West and Zimmerman, 1987). 
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The general perception that there are differences between men and women have 

somewhat been diminished by Chaganti (1986). He claims that there is no significant 

difference between men and women when it comes to needs such as leadership, 

achievements, self-confidence, aggression, goal orientation, persistency, independence, 

non-conformity, autonomy, and locus for control (Sexton and Bowman-Upton, 1990). 

Numerous previous studies about gender diversity come to the same conclusion, that 

gender diversity is a positive thing. One argument in favour of gender diversity is that a 

gender diverse board has more alternatives to base its decisions on (Singh and 

Vinnicombe, 2004). It may also improve the image of the firm which can affect the 

customers’ view of the firm in a positive way, leading to better performance results. 

Furthermore, a more gender diverse group of possible candidates for the board may lead 

to that the quality will increase (Smith et al., 2006). Heterogeneity in the gender mix 

also leads to more constructive processes in a group (Kochan et al., 2003). Adler (2001) 

and Catalyst (2004) claim that more female friendly firms affect the performance 

positively. Carter et al. support these findings; their results show that there is a positive 

relationship between gender diversity and firms’ value (Smith et al., 2006). A Danish 

study of 2 500 Danish firms shows that there is a positive effect of women in the CEO 

position and firm performance, but when it comes to BoDs the results are ambiguous 

and insignificant (Smith et al., 2006). 

There are also arguments against gender diversity. First, greater gender diversity that 

leads to more differing opinions and critical questions can be time consuming which 

inhibits the firm, especially if the firm is competing in a business environment that is 

turbulent and requires fast and rapid decisions (Smith et al., 2006). There is also a 

greater risk for conflicts which also slows down the decision making process (Hambrick 

et al., 1996).  Shrader et al. has conducted a study of the 200 largest firms in the US and 

the outcome of that study does not show any positive relationship between gender 

diversity in BoDs and firm performance (Shrader et al., 1997). A similar study by 

Kochan et al. supports this outcome, showing no positive relationship between gender 

diversity and performance (Kochan et al., 2003).  

Hence, previous research of gender diversity in BoDs and TMTs and firm performance 

is ambiguous with differing results. However, the positive effects may outweigh the 

negative effects because no studies show any significant negative relationship between 
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gender diversity in BoDs and TMTs and firm performance. This discussion leads to the 

ninth and tenth hypotheses: 

H9: More gender diversity in TMTs leads to higher firm performance. 

H10: More gender diversity in BoDs leads to higher firm performance. 

3.5.6 Summary and model of hypotheses 

When summarising the hypotheses we can see an expected pattern in that more diversity 

regarding all the variables in TMTs, except education diversity, leads to higher firm 

performance. In the hypotheses on BoDs, on the other hand, we can see a different 

pattern. In BoDs more tenure, education and national diversity leads to lower firm 

performance and more gender and age diversity leads to higher firm performance. 

Hence, gender and age diversity have a positive effect on firm performance in both 

TMTs and BoDs. Tenure, education level, and national diversity in TMTs affect firm 

performance positively, while in BoDs the effect is negative.  

To summarise and give the reader a clear overview of our hypotheses a model that 

illustrates how each diversity variable in BoDs and TMTs affects firm performance has 

been created. The model shows TMT on the left side and BoD on the right side with no 

relationship in between them. Below TMT and BoD, the hypotheses are illustrated with 

arrows with a minus or a plus, depending on if the effect of the particular diversity 

variable is positive or negative, pointing at the performance outcomes in the centre of 

the model. The model is demonstrated in figure 3.3: 



 

 

 

 Figure 3.3 Diversity model 
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Chapter 4 

Empirical Method 

 
In this chapter the empirical method is presented. The chapter starts with research 
design and strategy followed by time horizon. It continues with our data collection and 
sample selection. Furthermore, a section with operationalisation follows where our 
diversity variables, firm performance and control variables are operationalised into 
measurements. The chapter ends with a discussion about the reliability, validity, and 
generalisability of our dissertation.  
 

4.1 Research design and strategy 

The research design is most often classified in three different ways in research methods 

literature. The first is exploratory studies, the second is descriptive studies, and the third 

is explanatory studies. 

 According to Robson (2002), the researcher that use an exploratory study wants to find 

new insights about what is happening by asking questions and analysing phenomena 

from new perspectives (Saunders et al., 2009). The explorative study is useful when the 

researcher wants to get a clear understanding of a problem. The advantages of an 

explorative study are that it is flexible and adaptable to changes (Saunders et al., 2009).  

The second research design is descriptive studies. According to Robson (2002), with 

this research design the researcher wants to describe situations, events or people. A 

descriptive study is often part of an explorative or explanatory study (Saunders et al., 

2009). The third research design is explanatory studies. With this design the researcher 

tries to establish causal relationships between variables by studying a problem or 

situation. To explain relationships both quantitative data and qualitative data can be 

used (Saunders et al., 2009). 

In this dissertation the purpose is to explain how different diversity variables in Board 

of Directors (BoD) and Top Management Teams (TMT) affects firm performance. 

Thus, we try to establish relationships between variables. Because of our purpose an 

explanatory design is appropriate to use. The exploratory study could be used in this 

field of research as well, but due to that numerical data is collected from secondary 

sources and hypotheses are formulated it is not appropriate for our research. The 
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descriptive study is not appropriate because our aim is to conduct an analysis of 

relationships and not to describe a certain phenomenon.   

The third layer of the research onion presented in chapter 2 is research strategy. It is 

important to have a research strategy that is based on the research question and meet the 

objectives of the research. According to Saunders et al (2009), there are seven different 

research strategies: (1) experiment, (2) survey, (3) case study, (4) action research, (5) 

grounded theory, (6) ethnography, (7) archival research.  

For this dissertation the strategy of archival research is the most appropriate. An 

archival research uses administrative documents as the primary source of data. We 

collect the data for our research from administrative documents in the form of annual 

reports in order to explain how different diversity variables in BoDs and TMTs affect 

firm performance. However, both surveys and case studies could be used as well in our 

field of research if the research question was slightly different and we had more time to 

conduct the research. The main reason for choosing the archival strategy is that we want 

to have control over the research and not depend on other people’s willingness to 

participate in a survey.  

4.2 Time horizon 

When conducting a research project there are two different time horizons to choose 

from. The two time horizons are cross-sectional and longitudinal, and which to choose 

depends on the research question. If you are to conduct a research of a certain 

phenomenon at a certain time, the most common time horizon to use is cross-sectional. 

The cross-sectional time horizon is often used when the research project has a time 

limit. However, if you are to conduct a research of a phenomenon over a long period of 

time, the most common time horizon to use is the longitudinal time horizon. One of the 

advantages with the longitudinal time horizon is the way it can be used to study changes 

and developments in the phenomenon over a long time (Saunders et al., 2009). 

In our dissertation the cross-sectional time horizon will be used, because our research 

project has a short time limit of only fifteen weeks. Furthermore, the purpose of our 

research is to study different diversity variables in firms’ BoDs and TMTs at a certain 

time, in order to explain how these variables affect firm performance.  
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4.3 Data collection 

Saunders et al. (2009) introduce two different types of data collection. Either the 

researcher collects new data (primary) or collects data that has already been collected 

earlier for another purpose (secondary). Which type of data collection to use depends on 

the research question and what the objective for the research project is. Secondary data 

can be both qualitative and quantitative, and can consist of raw data or compiled data. 

The secondary data can then be divided into three different groups which are: 

documentary, survey-based and multiple-source data. First, documentary secondary data 

consist of both written and non-written material. Second, survey-based secondary data 

consist of data collected using different forms of surveys. Third, multiple-sourced data 

can be a combination of documentary and survey data (Saunders et al., 2009). 

In our dissertation secondary data that has already been compiled is collected and the 

collected data is then analysed by us. A majority of the data needed is collected from 

firms’ annual reports; data needed to measure firm performance is collected from 

financial statements, while the different diversity variables are collected from the 

corporate governance part of the annual reports. The material that is collected is 

classified as written secondary data (Saunders et al., 2009). However, the data was not 

originally collected and published to fulfil the purpose of our dissertation.  

The data needed for measuring the different diversity variables is collected from the 

annual reports of the year 2005, while the data needed to measure firm performance is 

collected from the financial statements in the annual reports of the years 2006 and 2007. 

The reason for choosing the years 2005-2007 is that we want to have the most recent 

available data. However, due to the present global financial crisis since 2008 we do not 

want to collect data from 2008 and 2009. The reason for this is that the financial crisis 

has had a large impact on almost every firm and their performance, and we would not 

be able to draw any reliable conclusions that it is diversity that affects the performance 

and not the crisis. The reason that we choose to collect the data on performance from 

the years 2006 and 2007 and not 2005 is that we believe that it takes some time for the 

BoD and TMT to make an impact on firm performance. Our research project has very 

limited resources; there is a short time limit and no financial resources. Therefore, the 

advantages in collecting secondary data is that it allows us to collect a large amount of 

data in a short time, and since it is published data the costs for collecting it is very low. 

However, there are of course some disadvantages in collecting secondary data. One 
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disadvantage is that the collected data does not match our purpose since it was not 

originally compiled to fulfil our dissertations purpose; the collected secondary data 

might be of varied quality, some annual reports contain all the information we require, 

while other annual reports contain less information. In cases where the information is 

limited we also use the Internet to collect the data. 

4.4 Sample selection 

When conducting a study you need to collect data and in most cases it is impossible for 

the researcher to collect and analyse all the available data, because of time limit, access 

to data and funds. Instead the researcher needs to select a sample of the entire 

population, which is then collected and used in the research. There are several sampling 

techniques that provide the researcher with a range of methods that enables the 

researcher to reduce the amount of data that is needed in the study (Saunders et al., 

2009). In our dissertation the population consists of all Swedish firms which have a 

Board of Directors and a Top Management Team. Since there exist a large amount of 

firms in Sweden and it is almost impossible for us to collect data from all of them, we 

must select a sample from the population. According to Saunders et al. (2009) there are 

two groups of sampling technique, probability and non-probability. Probability 

sampling suggest that you should collect data on the entire population, which in our 

case is problematic since it requires more time and better funds.  

In our dissertation we use convenience sampling, which is a non-probability sampling 

technique. When using convenience sampling, the researcher chooses those cases that 

are easiest to obtain (Saunders et al., 2009). In our case the sample consists of all 

Swedish firms that are listed on Stockholm stock exchange large cap in the year of 2010 

(Stockholm stock exchange, 2010-04-02). There are 56 firms listed on large cap.  

However, after excluding three firms due to unavailable annual reports, one firm due to 

insufficient information about the BoD and TMT, and four firms due to the industry 

(banks, which have complex accounting procedures) the final sample is 48 firms.  

4.5 Operationalisation 

Operationalisation is an important part of a research. This is the part where the concepts 

(in our study variables) are translated into tangible indicators of the concepts’ existence 

(Saunders et al., 2009). When a deductive approach is used, as in our research, the 

concepts need to be operationalised for the researcher to know how to measure them 
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(Saunder et al., 2009). In this section our hypotheses are operationalised into 

measurements. Our research consists of five independent variables, two dependent 

variables and three control variables. The independent variables are the different 

diversity variables. These are separately operationalised in the following order: tenure 

diversity, age diversity, education diversity, national diversity, and gender diversity. 

Furthermore, the dependent variable is the outcome of the independent variables. In our 

research the dependent variable is firm performance. Firm performance is 

operationalised after the diversity variables. Finally, three control variables are 

presented and operationalised. Control variables are used to make sure that the 

measured outcome (dependent variable) is caused by the independent variables alone. 

However, in order to really make sure that this is the case you need to control for all 

possible variables that could influence the dependent variable, which is very difficult to 

do (Saunders et al., 2009). Because of this, we choose three control variables that we 

consider might have a large impact on firm performance.  

4.5.1 Tenure diversity 

Tenure diversity in BoDs and TMTs is operationalised as the spread of tenure in the 

BoDs and TMTs, by the use of standard deviation (McIntyre, Murphy and Mitchell, 

2007). Standard deviation is used to measure the separate observations spread around 

the mean of the summarised observations (Körner and Wahlgren, 1996). The higher the 

spread is, the more tenure diversity there is in the BoDs and TMTs. The data on tenure 

is in most cases found in the firms’ annual reports, since the year that each member was 

elected to the BoD or TMT is often presented. Based on the year the member was 

elected it is possible to calculate for how many years he/she has been a member of the 

BoD or TMT. In cases where the tenure is not available we use the Internet to find the 

information. 

4.5.2 Age diversity 

Age diversity in BoDs and TMTs is operationalised as the spread of the age of the 

different members of the BoDs and TMTs, by the use of standard deviation. (McIntyre 

et al., 2007). Standard deviation is used to measure the separate observations spread 

around the mean of the summarised observations (Körner and Wahlgren, 1996). The 

higher the spread is the more age diversity there is in the BoDs and TMTs. By studying 

the birth year of the different BoD and TMT members, one can determine how old the 
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member is. The data on age is in most cases found in the firms’ annual reports and in 

some cases on the Internet.  

4.5.3 Education diversity 

Education diversity in BoDs and TMTs is operationalised as the spread of education 

levels represented in the BoDs and TMTs, by the use of standard deviation. We use four 

different education levels and they are categorised as follows: 1=Less than Bachelor, 

2=Bachelor, 3=Masters and 4=PhD (Ruigrok, Peck and Tacheva, 2007). Standard 

deviation is used to measure the separate observations spread around the mean of the 

summarised observations (Körner and Wahlgren, 1996).  The higher the spread, the 

more education diversity there is in the BoDs and TMTs. The data on education can in 

most cases be found in the firms’ annual reports and in some cases on the Internet 

4.5.4 National diversity  

National diversity in BoDs and TMTs is operationalised as the share of Swedish 

members in the BoDs and TMTs (Collin, Smith, Umans, Broberg, & Tagesson, 2008). 

Swedish members have been coded as 0, while non Swedish members have been coded 

as 1. National diversity is then measured by dividing the deviation (deviation between 

Swedish and non Swedish members) with the size of the BoD and TMT, then this result 

is subtracted from 1 in order to receive the diversity number. National diversity is 

presented as a number between 0 and 1, where 0 is no diversity and 1 is maximum 

diversity. Maximum diversity would be 50% Swedish members and 50% non Swedish 

members. Many firms that are listed on Stockholm stock exchange publish information 

about their board members and management teams in their annual reports. However, in 

some cases there is limited information about the nationality of the different board and 

management members. This information is important for our dissertation, so an 

alternative way of collecting this information is needed. One way of trying to determine 

the nationality of the BoD and TMT members is to observe their photographs (Van der 

Walt, Ingley, Shergill and Townsend, 2003) and name, together with other available 

information in the annual report. However, there could be a reliability problem if one 

person is conducting the observations of the data (photographs and names), and instead 

two persons are to conduct these observations separately. These observations are then 

cross checked to see if the separate results match. In some cases the Internet is used to 

search for information about the nationality of a certain person.  
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4.5.5 Gender diversity 

Gender diversity in BoDs and TMTs is operationalised as the share of women in the 

BoD and TMT. Male members have been coded as 0, while female members have been 

coded as 1. Gender diversity is then measured by dividing the deviation (deviation 

between male and female members) with the size of the BoD and TMT, and then this 

result is subtracted from 1 in order to receive the diversity number. Gender diversity is 

presented as a number between 0 and 1, where 0 is no diversity and 1 is maximum 

diversity. Maximum diversity would be 50% male members and 50% female members. 

The data needed to determine the gender of the different BoD and TMT members is 

found in the firms’ annual reports, the names and photographs of the different BoD and 

TMT members are observed to establish the gender of the members.  

4.5.6 Firm performance 

Firm performance is measured as the two dependent variables Return on Assets (ROA) 

and Return on Equity (ROE). We use ROA and ROE for two years, 2006 and 2007. The 

reason for using two years is that the effect of the composition of the BoD and TMT 

might take some time, and by collecting data for two years after the collection of the 

data on diversity we get more reliable results. Earlier studies in this field have used 

measurements such as a firm’s ROA and a firm’s ROE to measure a firm’s performance 

(Smith, Smith and Verner, 2006; Marimuthu, 2009). ROA and ROE can be used 

because they show, in an easy way, how well a firm is performing financially when it 

comes to profitability. A firm’s ROA is operationalised as income before tax plus 

financial expenses divided with total assets, and it is presented in percentage. ROE is 

operationalised as income before tax plus financial expenses divided by shareholder 

equity, and it is presented in percentage (Collin, Smith, Umans, Broberg, & Tagesson, 

2008).  

4.5.7 Control variables 

We use three control variables in our study. The first is size of the firm which is 

operationalised as the turnover of the firm. We measure the turnover for two years, 

2006 and 2007. The reason for using two years is since we use performance for two 

years we want to use the same years for the control variables. The second is the size of 

the BoD which is operationalised as the number of members in the BoD. The 

information needed to determine turnover and the size of the BoD is gathered from the 

firms’ annual reports. The third is industry sector which is operationalised as which 
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industry the different firms belong to. The industries are categorised into nine different 

categories and are then coded with a number ranging from 0-8. The categories and 

codes are as follows: 0=Energy, 1=Materials, 2=Industrials, 3=Consumer Discretionary, 

4=Consumer Staples, 5=Healthcare, 6=Financial, 7=IT and 8=Telecom. The 

information about the different industries is gathered from the list on Stockholm stock 

exchange. We have chosen to use these three control variables because all may have an 

impact on firm performance. Firm performance may well vary between the different 

industries due to different demand and supply, as well as the possibility that some 

industries are more successful then others. The size of the firm may have an impact on 

the performance; larger firms may have more possibilities for investment and 

improvements then smaller firms. The size of the BoD might affect a firm’s 

performance since larger boards might have a greater know how, which might lead to 

better decision processes. 

4.6 Reliability 

This part of the dissertation is about reliability and it is an important part of a research 

project. Reliability is primarily concerned with the consistency of measures and tests 

conducted in the research project. This means that for a research project to have 

consistency, the tests and measures conducted in it should give the same results if it 

were conducted by another researcher at another occasion (Saunder et al., 2009). 

According to Bryman and Bell (2007), there are three different factors that need to be 

fulfilled in order to achieve reliability in the research project. First, the measurement or 

observation needs to have stability. This means that there will be little variation in the 

measurement or observation over time, which in turn will yield almost the same result 

over time. Second, there is a need for Inter-observer consistency which means that if 

two researchers study the same data they should come to the same decision on how to 

interpret the data. Third, there is a need for internal reliability, which means that there 

needs to be coherence between the different measurements or observation. 

There are four different threats to reliability. First there is subject or participant error 

and this means that the researcher might get different results, depending on when and 

under what conditions the study is conducted. Second, there is subject or participant 

bias which means that, for example interviewed employees might say what they think 

their boss wants them to say. Third, there is observer error. This means that if different 

observers conduct the same study in different ways it might negatively affect the 
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reliability of the research project. Finally, there is observer bias which means that if the 

observers do not have coherence in their interpretation of the collected data, it might 

result in low reliability in the research project (Saunders et al., 2009). 

In our dissertation the annual reports from the years 2005-2007 is used to collect the 

necessary data for our quantitative study. The use of published annual reports gives our 

research stability because a published annual report does not change over time. The 

annual reports are already published secondary data and they are easy to access, which 

means that it is easy for other researchers to access the same data and collect it. 

Furthermore, the variables and measurements used in our dissertation are based on 

earlier published researches which also are easy to access. Due to that the data, 

variables, and measurements we use are easy to access, other researchers are able to 

reproduce our research. The factors mentioned above give our dissertation high 

reliability when it comes to inter-observer consistency. Moreover, there is coherence in 

our research because we use variables and measurements that are logical and connected.  

However, there are of course threats to the reliability of our dissertation. One such 

threat is observer error. It is possible that we, as observers, conduct the research 

differently. For example, we can use different numbers as measurements. It is also a 

possibility that we make individual mistakes when we collect the data, such as typing 

errors. A second threat is observer bias. It is possible for us to interpret the data in 

different ways which might lead to lower reliability.  

4.7 Validity 

The validity of the findings of a research concerns if there actually is a casual 

relationship between the variables that are being measured.  The question is if the 

findings from the research really are about what they appear to be about (Saunders et 

al., 2009). Bryman and Bell (2007) describe four different types of validity: 

measurement validity, internal validity, external validity, and ecological validity. 

Moreover, there are five ways to establish validity: face validity, predictive validity, 

construct validity, concurrent validity, and convergent validity. Face validity means that 

the measure in fact reflects the right content of the concept. Concurrent validity utilises 

a relevant criterion for the concept on which cases are known to vary. Predictive 

validity means that the researcher uses a future criterion measure instead of an existing 

criterion as in concurrent validity. Construct validity means that the researcher 
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formulates hypotheses that are based on relevant theory. Convergent validity means that 

the validity of the measure is compared to measures of the same concept developed 

through another method (Bryman and Bell, 2007). 

In our dissertation the validity of our findings is created through the use of construct 

validity. Our hypotheses are defined and based on existing theory and previous findings 

in the field of research. The hypotheses are operationalised into measurements that are 

clearly defined. The measurements are then applied to firms that are listed on the large 

cap on Stockholm stock exchange. The findings of our research are tested against 

several control variables that have been used in previous research. Due to that all of our 

measurements are based on existing theory and research, with several control variables, 

the threat against validity can be considered low. However, since it is nearly impossible 

to control for every possible variable that may have an impact on firm performance we 

cannot be sure that nothing else have an impact.   

4.8 Generalisability 

Generalisability is about if the results of a research can be generalised and to what 

extent. This means if the result of the research could be applied to other research 

settings, such as other organisations or industries (Saunders et al., 2009). This is the aim 

of many researchers; to apply and generalise the findings of a research on an entire 

population (Bryman and Bell, 2007). We use the deductive research approach which 

emphasises the importance of generalisability. Our data is collected from all firms on 

the large cap on Stockholm stock exchange which makes it possible to generalise our 

findings to mid and small cap firms as well as other nations with the same community 

system as Sweden. We argue that a generalisation is possible to do because of similar 

conditions, both between firms and nations. However, it could be difficult to generalise 

our findings on nations with less developed and different community systems than 

Sweden. 
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Chapter 5 

Empirical Findings and Analysis 

 
This chapter contains our empirical findings and analysis. It starts with a section about 

our sample, and continues with a description of our data. Furthermore, the chapter 

continues with our analysis which includes the results of different tests such as 

Spearman Correlation, ANOVA, Mann-Whitney, Kruskal-Wallis and Multiple 

regression tests. Moreover, an Ad-hoc analysis is performed and the chapter ends with 

a summary of our analysis. 

 

5.1 Description of Data 

In this section we present our sample and data. All our variables are presented and 

described. In the description of the variables we include the mean and standard 

deviation as well as the minimum and maximum values of all variables. The next 

section includes the results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests on all variables. The 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is further described below.  

5.1.1 Sample 

Our initial sample consisted of all firms on Stockholm stock exchange large cap. Large 

cap consist of the largest firms on Stockholm stock exchange, and there are 56 firms 

listed on large cap (see chapter 4). However, we excluded eight firms from our study. 

Three of the firms were excluded due to that the annual reports of these firms were 

unavailable for us. One of the firms was excluded because the information in the annual 

report was insufficient with no information about the Board of Directors and Top 

Management Team. The last four firms are banks which were excluded because of their 

differing accounting requirements. Our performance measurements could not be 

calculated for these firms in the same way as for the rest of the sample which required 

that the banks were excluded from our final sample. 

5.1.2 Types of variables 

In this research the data is quantitative and can be divided into two groups. The first is 

numerical data; the values are measured or counted numerically. The second is 

categorical data. This data cannot be measured numerically and requires that the data is 
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classified into different categories (Saunders et al., 2009). We have five independent 

variables, four dependent variables and three control variables. We used numerical data 

for nine of our variables and categorical data for one of our variables. To be able to 

perform the appropriate tests it is important to know which variables that are numerical 

and which variables that are categorical. A list of the type of our data is presented in 

table 5.1. 

Table 5.1 Types of variables 

Variable Name of variable Type 

Independent Tenure diversity Numerical 

Independent Age diversity Numerical 

Independent Education level diversity Numerical 

Independent Nationality diversity Numerical 

Independent Gender diversity Numerical 

Dependent Return on Assets Numerical 

Dependent Return on Equity Numerical 

Control Size of firm Numerical 

Control Board size Numerical 

Control Industry Categorical 

 

5.1.3 Independent variables 

The data for the independent variables available vary between the firms and also 

between BoDs and TMTs which make it appropriate to conduct a descriptive analysis 

for each of the variables. The number of cases (members of BoD and TMT where data 

was available for each of the diversity variables) vary from 39 to 48. The variable where 

there were the least number of cases available is education diversity in TMTs with 39 

valid cases. This may affect the results of our tests since we can get more reliable results 

if we have data for all cases. Table 5.2 and 5.3 display the results of the descriptive 

analysis. We include range, minimum value, maximum value, mean and standard 

deviation in the description.  

When we study table 5.2 we can see that we have information about all firms and the 

members of the BoD except for the variable education where we have information about 

45 of the 48 firms. The values for minimum and maximum tell us the range of diversity 
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in all firms. To make it clear we also include the range in the table. The mean is 

interesting to look at since it describes what the average diversity in all firms is. Starting 

with tenure we can see that the mean is 4.3 which tell us that the spread of tenure 

diversity is just above four years. The mean for age is 8.06. The interpretation of this 

value is that the average spread of age in all firms is eight years. Furthermore, the mean 

for education diversity is 0.7. Since we included four levels of education in our study 

we can say that the average education diversity in BoDs is low. National diversity has a 

mean at 0.33 and gender diversity has a mean at 0.32. Since the maximal diversity is 1 

we can see that the average diversity in both nationality and gender is low.  

Table 5.2 Descriptive statistics (Independent variables BoD) 

 Number Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. dev. 

Tenure 48 11.787 .000 11.787 4.31636 2.666758 

Age 48 17.759 1.518 19.340 8.06106 3.373799 

Education 45 1.215 .000 1.215 .73425 .308705 

Nationality 48 1.000 .000 1.000 .32946 .343629 

Gender 48 1.000 .000 1.000 .32402 .209876 

Valid 45      

Total 48      

 

The values for TMTs that are displayed in table 5.3 show us that the information we 

have is varying between the variables. For tenure we have 43 valid cases, for education 

the number of valid cases are 39 and for age, nationality and gender the number of valid 

cases are 45. Moreover, if we look at the mean for tenure we can see that it is 4.8 which 

is a little bit higher than for BoDs. The mean for age is 6.1; this mean is lower than for 

the BoD and it tells us that the average age diversity in TMTs is six years. When we 

look at the mean for education we see that it is 0.58. This value is even lower than for 

BoDs and tells us that there is very little education diversity in TMTs. Furthermore, the 

mean for national diversity is 0.3 and the mean for gender diversity is 0.15. These 

values are low and show us that the national and gender diversity in TMTs is even 

lower than for BoDs. 
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Table 5.3 Descriptive statistics (Independent variables TMT) 

 Number Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. dev. 

Tenure 43 11.826 .500 12.326 4.84253 3.037818 

Age 45 9.717 2.430 12.147 6.15094 2.197852 

Education 39 .999 .000 .991 .58074 .293250 

Nationality 45 .857 .000 .857 .30735 .310150 

Gender 45 .500 .000 .500 .14635 .151925 

Valid 39      

Total 48      

 

5.1.4 Dependent variables 

The data for the dependent variables Return on Assets (ROA) and Return on Equity 

(ROE) were collected from the firms’ annual reports. We used ROE and ROA for the 

years 2006 and 2007. The descriptive analysis shows that the total amount of data is 48 

for ROA as well as for ROE for both 2006 and 2007. The description is displayed in 

table. 5.4. 

The means for the dependent variables show us the average ROA and ROE for all firms 

included in our sample. For ROE 2006 the mean is 32 % and for 2007 the mean is 

higher at 38 %. For ROA 2006 the mean is 14 % and for 2007 it is 12 %. When we look 

at the minimum values we can see that the values are negative for all the dependent 

variables. The maximum values for ROE are well above the maximum values for ROA 

which depends on that there is one firm with extremely high ROE.  

Table 5.4 Descriptive statistics (Dependent variables) 

 Number Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. dev. 

ROE 2006 48 1.776119 -.049514 1.726605 .31717040 .260645725 

ROA 2006 48 .466542 -.021794 .444748 .13810800 .085069301 

ROE 2007 48 4.401391 -.032606 4.368785 .37967206 .618596033 

ROA 2007 48 .486429 -.026971 .459458 .12138794 .085679720 

Valid 48      

Total 48      
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5.1.5 Control variables 

Our control variables are turnover for the years 2006 and 2007, board size and industry. 

The turnover and board size were measured with numerical data while the industry was 

measured with categorical data. Thus, a descriptive statistic analysis was made for the 

two numerical variables and a frequency statistic analysis was made for the categorical 

variable. The descriptive statistic analysis is displayed in table 5.5 and the frequency 

statistic analysis is displayed in table 5.6. 

For the control variable turnover we have 46 valid cases since two of the firms included 

in our sample are investment firms and their turnover differs from the other firms’. We 

can see that the mean for turnover 2006 is 48913 MKR and the mean for turnover 2007 

is 55342 MKR. When we look at the range we can see that it is large and that there are 

great differences in turnover between the firms. For the board size we have 48 valid 

cases. The mean is 7.85 which tell us that the average board has 7.85 members. The 

range is 11 with just two members in the smallest board and 13 members in the largest.  

Table 5.5 Descriptive statistics (Control variables) 

 Number Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. dev. 

Turnover 

2006 

46 258175 660 258835 48913.14 56406.018 

Turnover 

2007 

46 284732 673 285405 55341.97 63728.819 

Board size 48 11 2 13 7.85 1.762 

Valid 46      

Total 48      

 

When we study the frequency statistics in table 5.6 we can see the number of firms in 

each industry as absolute numbers as well as in percentage. We can see that the 

industries with the highest number of firms are industrials with 15 firms and financial 

with 10 firms. For the other industries the number of firms varies between two firms 

and six firms.  
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5.6 Frequency statistics (Industry) 

 Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative 
percent 

Energy 2 3.6 4.2 4.2 
Materials 6 10.7 12.5 16.7 
Industrials 15 26.8 31.3 47.9 
Consumers 
discretionary 

3 5.4 6.3 54.2 

Consumer 
staples 

3 5.4 6.3 60.4 

Healthcare 4 7.1 8.3 68.6 
Financial 10 17.9 20.8 89.6 
IT 2 3.6 4.2 93.8 
Telecom 3 5.4 6.3 100.0 
Total 48 85.7 100.0  
Missing 8 14.3   
Total 56 100.0   
 

5.1.6. Kolmogorov-Smirnov test 

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is a goodness-of-fit test. We used it to test if the data has 

a normal distribution. If the significant value is equal to or exceeds 0.05, the distribution 

of the data is significantly normal (Dytham, 2003). We also used histograms to see if 

the data had a normal distribution. Depending on if the data had a normal distribution or 

not we used different tests to analyse the data.  

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is only used on continuous variables (Pett, 1997). Thus, 

the test is used on all of our continuous variables. We use the test on both Board of 

Directors and Top Management Teams.  

For the independent variables in BoDs the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test shows that four of 

the independent variables have a normal distribution because the significance value 

exceeds 0.05. One of the variables, nationality, does not have a normal distribution. To 

confirm these results we also looked at the histograms for each of the independent 

variables (see appendix 1.1). 

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test on the independent variables in TMTs shows that three 

of the variables have a normal distribution. All of the significance values exceed 0.05 

for these variables. Two of the variables do not have a normal distribution, nationality 

and gender. The histograms confirm that three of the variables have a normal 
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distribution and that two of the variables do not have a normal distribution (see 

appendix 1.2). 

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test on the dependent variables ROA and ROE shows that 

the data for ROA for both years has a normal distribution. However, the significance 

values for ROE do not exceed 0.05 which indicates that the data does not have a normal 

distribution. When we studied the histograms (see appendix 1.3) we see that there is one 

outlier which affects the significance value of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for ROE 

2006 and 2007.  

The result of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test on the control variables shows that all data 

have a normal distribution since all significance values exceed 0.05 (see appendix 1.4).  

5.2 Analysis of hypotheses 

This section presents our analysis and the statistical tests we used to test our hypotheses. 

First, there is a presentation of the tests we used, why we used them and how we used 

them. This section is followed by each of our ten hypotheses where the results and 

analysis of the tests are presented.  

The first step of the analysis of the hypotheses was conducted through a Spearman 

Correlation test. A Spearman Correlation test is a non-parametric test that is used to see 

if there is any significant correlation between two variables if one or more of the 

variables do not have a normal distribution. The results of the Spearman Correlation test 

are shown in figure 5.7. We used the Spearman Correlation test because two of our 

dependent variables and three of our independent variables do not have a normal 

distribution.  

In addition to the Spearman Correlation test we have analysed the hypotheses by 

recoding some of the independent variables into categories of two or three groups. The 

reason for this was to detect possible relations between independent and dependent 

variables. The different categories are further discussed for each hypothesis. Which test 

to choose depends on how the independent variable is constructed, and if the dependent 

variable is normal distributed or not.  

The first step is to determine which independent variables to use and how to use them. 

We decided to use the independent variables age diversity in TMTs, tenure diversity in 

both BoDs and TMTs and gender diversity in BoDs since there are low diversity in 
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them and because they can be meaningfully recoded and divided into groups. By 

recoding these four variables we tried to congesting the values. To decide on how to 

recode the different variables, we looked at how they are grouped before we recode 

them in order to see if we could find a pattern to group them by. How the different 

variables were recoded and which tests we used are further explained when the 

hypotheses are analysed and presented later in this chapter. Ten tests were conducted 

and are presented in the appendix of this dissertation (See Appendix 5-7).  

If a test is to be accepted it must be significant and in this dissertation the significance 

value must be 0.1 or lower for all tests except Kolmogorov-Smirnov test where the 

significance value must be 0.05 or lower.  
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Table 5.7 Spearman's Correlation                           

  Variables 

  Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

1 Tenure Diversity BoD -                 

2 Age Diversity BoD 0,236 -                

3 Education Diversity BoD -0,189 -0,103 -               

4 National Diversity BoD 0,059 0,017 -0,193 -              

5 Gender Diversity BoD 0,063 0,056 -0,134 -0,144 -             

6 Tenure Diversity TMT 0,403** -0,056 -0,052 -0,025 0,140 -            

7 Age Diversity TMT 0,210 0,041 0,135 -0,255† -0,059 0,293† -           

8 Education Diversity TMT -0,010 -0,223 0,245 0,087 -0,160 0,013 -0,018 -          

9 National Diversity TMT 0,230 -0,114 -0,185 0,109 0,100 -0,036 -0,136 0,142 -         

10 Gender Diversity TMT -0,134 -0,099 0,157 0,078 0,128 -0,053 0,028 -0,051 0,047 -        

11 ROE 2006 -0,180 -0,275† -0,013 -0,010 0,189 -0,137 -0,190 0,042 -0,075 -0,222 -       

12 ROA 2006 -0,187 -0,254† -0,006 -0,178 0,055 -0,114 -0,014 0,004 -0,358* -0,252† 0,712*** -      

13 ROE 2007 -0,097 -0,018 -0,071 0,001 0,191 -0,110 -0,233 -0,027 -0,024 -0,172 0,839***  0,507*** -     

14 ROA 2007 -0,032 0,095 -0,054 -0,068 0,066 -0,156 -0,110 -0,110 -0,206 -0,275† 0,669*** 0,653*** 0,849*** -    

15 Turnover 2006 MSEK -0,016 -0,052 -0,013 0,569*** 0,017 0,021 -0,444** 0,106 0,295† -0,114 0,181 -0,065 0,220 0,045 -   

16 Turnover 2007 MSEK 0,005 -0,067 0,008 0,554*** 0,021 0,048 -0,441** 0,156 0,284† -0,163 0,191 -0,040 0,247† 0,087 0,989*** -  

17 BoD Size 0,198 -0,003 0,150 0,471** -0,118 0,133 -0,428** 0,010 0,011 -0,237 0,108 -0,010 0,145 0,104 0,518***  0,539*** - 

  *** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10       



5.2.1. Hypothesis 1 

The first hypothesis is: 

More tenure diversity in TMTs leads to higher firm performance. 

Spearman Correlation test shows that the significance value for tenure diversity in 

TMTs and ROE 2006 is 0.383 and the correlation coefficient is -0.137. There is no 

significant correlation between the variables and the correlation coefficient is then not 

interesting to look at. If there had been any significant correlation the correlation 

coefficient shows that the correlation should have been negative. The next significance 

value for ROA 2006 is 0.468 and the correlation coefficient is -0.114. The significance 

value is even higher for this correlation which indicates that there is no significant 

correlation. The third significance value for ROE 2007 is 0.482 and the correlation 

coefficient is -0.110. The value follows the previous values and shows no significant 

correlation between the variables. The final significance value for ROA 2007 is 0.316 

and the correlation coefficient is -0.156.  

Spearman Correlation test does not show any support for our hypothesis so to test if it is 

possible to find any significant relation we recoded the tenure diversity variable into 

groups between 1 and 3. Group 1 includes the cases between 0.5 and 3, group 2 includes 

the cases between 3 and 5, and group 3 includes the cases between 5 and 12.3. The 

distribution of the cases is 14 in group 1, 14 in group 2, and 15 in group 3. We based 

our decision on how to divide the groups on the histograms on tenure diversity (see 

appendix 1.2). The hypothesis was tested in two different tests where the dependent 

variables that have a normal distribution (ROA) were tested in ANOVA tests and the 

dependent variables that do not have a normal distribution (ROE) were tested in 

Kruskal-Wallis tests. The results of the ANOVA tests show a significance value at 

0.827 for ROA 2006 and 0.521 for ROA 2007. The results of the Kruskal-Wallis tests 

follows the ANOVA results and do not show any significant relationship with the 

significant values at 0.817 for ROE 2006 and 0.674 for ROE 2007.  

All of the tests show significance values that are high above 0.1, even after recoding, so 

we have no statistical results that support our hypothesis. Therefore, we cannot 

conclude that tenure diversity in TMTs is negative for firm performance. 

If we look at Spearman Correlation test and ignore that there is no significant values for 

correlation between tenure diversity and firm performance it can be of interest to look at 
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the correlation coefficient value. This value is negative which implies that if there had 

been any significant correlation then the relationship would have been negative, which 

means that more tenure diversity in TMTs leads to lower performance. In our 

hypothesis we propose the opposite. Our arguments for this are based on previous 

research where some of the findings are that more heterogeneity in tenure in TMTs 

leads to higher performance (see for example Carson et al., 2004). The question is then 

why tenure diversity in Swedish firms may, despite the non-significance, have a 

negative tendency? One reason could be that there is a need for the members of the 

TMT to acquire a higher knowledge of the firm and its way of doing business, and to 

create a homogeneous way of thinking and acting which can be gathered by staying 

with a firm for several years. Maybe the need for homogeneity is high in Swedish firms 

to perform better.  

However, since our results are non-significant we cannot draw any conclusion that there 

is any relationship between tenure diversity in TMTs and firm performance.  

Thus, the first hypothesis is rejected.  

5.2.2. Hypothesis 2 

The second hypothesis is:  

More tenure diversity in BoDs leads to lower firm performance. 

Spearman Correlation test shows that the significance value for tenure diversity in BoDs 

and ROE 2006 is 0.221 and the correlation coefficient is –0.180. Because the 

significance value exceeds 0.1 there is no significant correlation between the variables 

and the correlation coefficient is not interesting to look at. If there had been any 

significant correlation the correlation coefficient shows that the correlation then is 

negative. The second significance value for ROA 2006 is 0.202 and the correlation 

coefficient is –0.187. The third significance value for ROE 2007 is 0.510 and the 

correlation coefficient is –0.097. The final significance value for ROA 2007 is 0.827 

and the correlation coefficient is –0.032. Thus, none of the values show any significant 

correlation.  

The Spearman Correlation test does not show any support for our hypothesis so to test if 

it is possible to find any significant relation we recoded the tenure diversity variable and 

divided it into groups between 1 and 3. Group 1 includes the cases between 0 and 3, 
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group 2 includes the cases between 3 and 5, and group 3 includes the cases between 5 

and 11.8. The distribution of the cases is: 16 in group 1, 17 in group 2, and 15 in group 

3. The data was tested in two different tests where the dependent variables that have a 

normal distribution (ROA) were tested in ANOVA tests and the dependent variables 

that do not have a normal distribution were tested in Kruskal-Wallis tests. The results of 

the ANOVA tests show a significance value at 0.349 for ROA 2006 and 0.793 for ROA 

2007. The results of the Kruskal-Wallis tests follows the ANOVA results and do not 

show any significant relationship with the significant values at 0.315 for ROE 2006 and 

0.489 for ROE 2007.  

The results of our tests on tenure diversity in BoDs and firm performance do not support 

the hypothesis that more tenure diversity leads to lower performance, since all of the 

significance values exceed 0.1. This indicates that there is no relationship between 

tenure diversity in BoDs and firm performance and because of this we cannot conclude 

that tenure diversity in BoDs is either positive or negative for firm performance.  

If we for a moment ignore the fact that there is no significant correlation between tenure 

diversity in BoDs and firm performance and just look at the correlation coefficient in 

the Spearman Correlation table (see Table 5.7) we see one interesting thing. The 

correlation coefficient is negative which implies that more tenure diversity in BoDs 

leads to lower firm performance, which is in accordance with our hypothesis. One 

reason for this could be that the proceedings in a board are complex which requires 

longer tenure among all BoD members.  

Since our tests results are non-significant, we cannot draw any conclusions that there is 

any relationship between tenure diversity in BoDs and firm performance.  

Thus, the second hypothesis is rejected. 

5.2.3. Hypothesis 3 

The third hypothesis is:  

More age diversity in TMTs leads to higher firm performance. 

Spearman Correlation test shows that the significance value for age diversity and ROE 

2006 is 0.211 and the correlation coefficient is – 0.190. Because of the non-significant 

value there is no need to look at the correlation coefficient. However, if there had been 

any significance the correlation coefficient shows that the relationship should have been 



 

 

53 

 

negative, contrary to our hypothesis. The next significance value for ROA 2006 is 0.929 

with the correlation coefficient at – 0.014. This value is high above 0.1, and there is no 

significant relationship. The third significance value for ROE 2007 is 0.124, and the 

correlation coefficient is – 0.233. The final significance value for ROA 2007 follows the 

previous values and shows a significant value at 0.471 with the correlation coefficient at 

-0.110.  

Since Spearman correlation test does not show any significant correlation between age 

diversity in TMTs and the dependent variables we looked at the variable to see if it was 

possible and relevant to recode the variable. We found that it was relevant to try to find 

any relation by recoding the variables and perform Kruskal-Wallis tests and ANOVA 

tests. The Kruskal-Wallis test was used on the dependent variables that do not have a 

normal distribution (ROE) and the ANOVA test was used on the dependent variables 

that have a normal distribution (ROA). We grouped the variables in four groups 

between 1 and 4 with 8 cases in group 1, 16 cases in group 2, 12 cases in group 3, and 9 

cases in group 4. Group 1 includes the cases between 2.4 and 4, group 2 includes the 

cases between 4 and 6, group 3 includes the cases between 6 and 8, and group 4 

includes the cases between 8 and 12.15.  

The Kruskal-Wallis test shows that the significance value is 0.227 for ROE 2006 and 

0.161 for ROE 2007. The ANOVA tests show significance values that are close to each 

other, 0.944 for ROA 2006 and 0.945 for ROA 2007. Neither these tests show any 

significant relationship between age diversity in TMTs and firm performance. However, 

the results of the Kruskal-Wallis and ANOVA tests could be affected by the way we 

recoded the variables. 

Since neither Spearman Correlation test nor Kruskal-Wallis and ANOVA tests show 

any significance value below 0.1 there is no support for the third hypothesis.  

The results of the Spearman Correlation test show that the correlation coefficient is 

negative which is somewhat surprising since several previous studies have shown a 

positive relationship between age diversity in TMTs and firm performance (Goll et al., 

2001 and Carson et al., 2004 among others). One reason for this could be that traditions 

and values are different between generations, and the differences might be bigger in 

Sweden than in some other countries where previous research has been conducted. This 

could lead to conflicts which might affect firm performance. 
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Nevertheless, the third hypothesis is rejected.  

5.2.4. Hypothesis 4 

The forth hypothesis is: 

More age diversity in BoDs leads to higher firm performance. 

Spearman Correlation test shows that the significance value for age diversity in BoDs 

and ROE 2006 is 0.058 and the correlation coefficient is –0.275. Because there is 

significant correlation between the variables, it is interesting to look at the correlation 

coefficient. The correlation coefficient is negative; this indicates that more age diversity 

in BoDs would be negative for ROE 2006. The next significance value for ROA 2006 is 

0.082 and the correlation coefficient is –0.254. The correlation coefficient is negative, 

which indicates that more age diversity in BoDs would be negative for ROA 2006. The 

third significance value for ROE 2007 is 0.904 and the correlation coefficient is –0.018. 

The last significance value for ROA 2007 is 0.519 and the correlation coefficient is 

0.095.  

There is significant correlation between two of the dependent variables (ROE 2006 and 

ROA 2006) and the variable age diversity in BoDs. The correlation coefficient for both 

ROE 2006 and ROA 2006 is negative. This would indicate that more age diversity in 

BoDs have a negative impact on firm performance.  

The result is opposite to our hypothesis. We have based or hypothesis on earlier 

research (Marimuthu, 2009) which showed that age can be partially positively related to 

firm performance. One reason can be that age diversity can stimulate changes because 

of increased variety of perspectives (Wiersema and Bantel, 1992). In other words 

people of different ages do things differently; a young person may see things differently 

than an older person. Then the question is why more age diversity in BoDs in Sweden 

would have a negative impact on firm performance compared to studies conducted in 

other countries. One reason could be that the middle age in Swedish BoDs is somewhat 

high; when we were collecting our data we found that the middle age in Swedish BoDs 

in firms on large cap is approximately 56 years old. If we then study the mean of age 

diversity (see table 5.4) which is 6.2 years, we see that there is low age diversity and 

that most board members are 50 plus. Furthermore, when we talk about perfect diversity 

we mean that some of the board members should be in their thirties, some in their 
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forties, some in their fifties and some in their sixties. This is however not the case in 

Swedish firms.  

Our tests showed significant correlation between age diversity in BoDs and firm 

performance but the correlation is negative which is the opposite to our hypothesis.  

Therefore, the forth hypothesis is rejected. 

5.2.5. Hypothesis 5 

The fifth hypothesis is: 

More education diversity in TMTs leads to lower firm performance. 

Spearman Correlation test shows that the significance value for education diversity in 

TMTs and the dependent variable ROE 2006 is 0.799. The correlation coefficient is 

0.042. The correlation coefficient is positive which means that if there had been any 

correlation it would have been positive. For the dependent variable ROA 2006 the 

significance value is 0.978 and the correlation coefficient is 0.004. For the year 2007 the 

significance value is 0.868 for ROE and 0.507 for ROA. There is still no significant 

correlation between the variables. The correlation coefficient is -0.027 for ROE and -

0.110 for ROA. For the year 2006 the correlation coefficient is positive but for the year 

2007 it is negative. The results are contradictory; however, since we find no support for 

any significant correlation the correlation coefficient is not of further interest in this 

analysis.  

We divided education in four different levels as mentioned in the operationalisation 

section of this dissertation (see chapter 4). Due to the fact that education diversity is not 

a continuous variable there is no apparent reason to recode the variable as we did with 

tenure, age and gender diversity. The levels we chose to divide education into are 

already optimal for measuring diversity, and recoding the variables would not 

contribute to find any significant relationship between education diversity and firm 

performance. Thus, the variable was tested in the best possible way for this study and 

further tests were not performed. 

Education diversity does not affect firm performance according to our tests. One reason 

for these results could be that those members of the TMT that have a lower level of 

education could compensate this with long experience. This can be observed when we 
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look at the annual reports where most of the members with lower level of education are 

older and more experienced than the members with higher level of education.  

Previous studies argue for less education diversity just as we do. The focus in these 

studies has been on a higher level of education and its positive effects on firm 

performance (see for example Norburn and Birley, 1988). Unfortunately our study 

cannot support these findings.  

Thus, the fifth hypothesis is rejected. 

5.2.6. Hypothesis 6 

The sixth hypothesis is: 

More education diversity in BoDs leads to lower firm performance. 

Spearman Correlation test shows that the significance value for education diversity and 

ROE 2006 is 0.933 and the correlation coefficient is –0.013. This shows that there is no 

significant correlation between the variables. The next significance value for ROA 2006 

is 0.967 and the correlation coefficient is –0.006. The third significance value for ROE 

2007 is 0.645 and the correlation coefficient is –0.071. The final significance value for 

ROA 2007 is 0.724 and the correlation coefficient is –0.054. Hence, there is no 

significant correlation between education diversity and firm performance.  

Education diversity in BoDs was not meaningful to recode and group in new groups, 

because they are already grouped in different degrees of education.  

None of the significance values show any significant correlation so we have no 

statistical results that support our hypothesis. 

However, if we look at the Spearman Correlation test we see one interesting thing; the 

correlation coefficient is negative for all four dependent variables. This means that if we 

ignore the significance value for a moment, we see that more education diversity would 

be negative for firm performance, just like our hypothesis states. One reason for this can 

be that individuals with different education levels see things differently. For example, 

an individual with higher education may have a more theoretical approach towards 

running a firm than an individual with lower education who might have a more practical 

approach.  

However, the sixth hypothesis is rejected. 
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5.2.7. Hypothesis 7 

The seventh hypothesis is: 

More national diversity in TMTs leads to higher firm performance. 

Spearman Correlation test shows that the significance value for national diversity and 

ROE 2006 is 0.623. The correlation coefficient is -0.075. The significance value for 

ROE 2007 is 0.877 and the correlation coefficient is -0.024. For ROA 2007 the 

significance value is 0.174 and the correlation coefficient is -0.206. When we look at 

the significance value for ROA 2006 we see that it is 0.016 with the correlation 

coefficient at -0.358. Thus, there is significant correlation between national diversity 

and firm performance. Since the correlation coefficient is negative and our hypothesis is 

positive we cannot accept the hypothesis. The negative value indicates that a more 

homogenous TMT leads to higher firm performance. Because the first test shows a 

significant correlation there was no need for further tests.  

A reason for the results could be that the firms with more national diversity have 

problems with culture and to communicate which might affect firm performance. Ayub 

and Jehn (2006) found that national diversity in TMTs can lead to conflicts between the 

members of the TMT. This can be one explanation for our results; there may be 

problems with the different ways of conducting business between the different 

nationalities. This can in turn lead to conflicts and result in lower firm performance. 

If we look at the mean for national diversity for all firms in our sample it is just above 

0.3. Because perfect diversity according to us should be 1, then 0.3 is not a high 

number. If we look at the national diversity for each of the firms in our data collection 

we can see that it is just a few firms with a number above 0.8. None of the firms have 

perfect diversity.  

National diversity affects firm performance according to our tests. However, since our 

hypothesis proposes that the effect is positive and our results show the opposite, there is 

no statistical support for our hypothesis.  

Thus, the seventh hypothesis is rejected. 

5.2.8. Hypothesis 8 

The eighth hypothesis is: 

More national diversity in BoDs leads to lower firm performance. 
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Spearman Correlation test shows that the significance value for national diversity and 

ROE 2006 is 0.947 and the correlation coefficient is –0.010. The significance value for 

ROA 2006 is 0.225 and the correlation coefficient is –0.178. The significance value for 

ROE 2007 is 0.995 and the correlation coefficient is 0.001. The last significance value 

is for ROA 2007 and it is 0.648 and the correlation coefficient is –0.068, and as 

previous values it shows no significant correlation between the variables.  

The Spearman Correlation test show no significant correlation between national 

diversity in BoDs and firm performance and the national diversity variable cannot be 

recoded into new groups in a meaningful way. The reason for this is that the variable 

contains many observations with no diversity and the rest with very little diversity. . 

As mentioned above, three out of four dependent variables show a negative correlation. 

This indicates that more national diversity in BoDs leads to lower firm performance, as 

stated in our hypothesis. Earlier research on national diversity come to different 

conclusions, some argue that it has positive effects on firm performance, while other 

argue for the opposite. One reason for the negative tendency in our test can be that 

cultural differences between the members of BoDs can lead to more conflicts which in 

turn can affect firm performance.  

The eight hypothesis is rejected. 

5.2.9. Hypothesis 9 

The ninth hypothesis is: 

More gender diversity in TMTs leads to higher firm performance. 

Spearman Correlation test shows that the significance values for ROE 2006 and ROE 

2007 are 0.142 and 0.257. The correlation coefficients are -0.222 and -0.172. 

Furthermore, when we look at ROA 2006 the significance value is 0.096. The 

significance value for ROA 2007 supports the correlation for ROA 2006. The value is 

0.067 and implies an even stronger correlation. When we continue and look at the 

correlation coefficients for ROA 2006 and 2007 we find that the values are -0.252 and -

0.275.  

The values are negative which can be interpreted as: a more homogeneous TMT leads 

to higher performance. Since our hypothesis proposes the opposite, that a more gender 

diverse TMT leads to higher performance the results of the test are not supporting our 
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hypothesis. Because Spearman Correlation test shows significant correlation there is no 

need for further tests.  

The results are somewhat surprising since previous studies show the opposite result. 

Most researchers claim that gender diversity is a positive thing and affects the firm and 

its performance positively (see for example Smith et al., 2006). However, when we look 

at the mean of gender diversity in our sample we can see that it is the lowest mean of all 

diversity variables. The mean is 0.15 with the maximum value at 0.5. Since the value 1 

is perfect diversity the mean shows that the gender diversity in TMTs in Swedish firms 

is extremely low. This is confirmed when we look at the gender diversity in each firm in 

our sample. We have information about the gender diversity in 45 firms and in 21 of 

these the diversity is 0. The rest of the firms have values up to 0.5 with most of the 

values between 0.1 and 0.2. These numbers surely affects the results of our test. The 

two firms with the highest gender diversity have values at 0.5 and 0.4. These firms 

show some of the lowest ROA numbers which can be the reason for the results.  

When we studied the firms’ annual reports to collect the data on gender diversity there 

were at a maximum two women in the TMTs. We argue that if the TMT have 10 

members and eight or nine of them are in the same gender and only one or two is in the 

other gender, we find it hard to find any support for that the one or two members of the 

minority gender should have a major effect on the firm’s performance. The results of 

our tests show that a more homogeneous TMT leads to higher firm performance which 

theoretically means that the TMT members should be all men or all women. However, 

since the Swedish firms on large cap only have men as the majority gender we can draw 

the conclusions that only men in TMTs lead to higher firm performance.  

The results of our tests indicate that there is a negative correlation between gender 

diversity and firm performance and our hypothesis proposes the opposite.  

Thus, the ninth hypothesis is rejected. 

5.2.10. Hypothesis 10 

The tenth hypothesis is: 

More gender diversity in BoDs leads to higher firm performance.  

Spearman Correlation test shows that the significance value for gender diversity in 

BoDs and ROE 2006 is 0.199 and the correlation coefficient is 0.189. The next 
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significance value for ROA 2006 is 0.708 and the correlation coefficient is 0.055. The 

third significance value for ROE 2007 is 0.194 and the correlation coefficient is 0.191. 

The final significance value for ROA 2007 is 0.656 and the correlation coefficient is 

0.066. None of the values show any significant correlation between gender diversity in 

BoDs and firm performance. However, if there had been any significant correlation, the 

correlation coefficient shows that the correlation then is positive. 

The Spearman Correlation test does not show any support for our hypothesis so to test if 

it is possible to find any significant relation we recoded the gender diversity variable 

and divided it into 2 groups. Group 1 includes the cases between 0 and 0.3, and group 2 

includes the cases between 0.3 and 1.0. The distribution of the cases is 29 in group 1 

and 19 in group 2, the groups are somewhat uneven and the reason for this is that there 

is low gender diversity in the observations. The data was tested in two different tests. 

The dependent variables that have a normal distribution (ROA) were tested with an 

ANOVA test and the dependent variables that do not have a normal distribution were 

tested with a Mann-Whitney test. The results of the ANOVA test show a significance 

value for ROA 2006 0.931 and 0.948 for ROA 2007. The results of the Mann-Whitney 

test follows the ANOVA test results and do not show any significant relationship with 

the significance values at 0.210 for ROE 2006 and 0.370 for ROE 2007.  

Gender diversity in BoDs does not affect firm performance according to our tests. One 

reason for the results could be that gender diversity in BoDs in Swedish firms does not 

have a noticeable impact on firm performance. There are some earlier researches that 

show neither positive nor negative relationship between gender diversity and firm 

performance (Shrader et al., 1997). However, we should mention that there also exist 

studies that show a positive relationship between gender diversity and firm performance 

(Singh and Vinnicombe, 2004).  

If we for a moment ignore the fact that there is no significant correlation and only look 

at the correlation coefficient we see an interesting pattern. All of the dependent 

variables show a positive correlation with gender diversity in BoDs. This means that 

more gender diversity in BoDs is likely to lead to higher firm performance as we have 

stated in our hypothesis.  
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However, since none of our tests show any significant correlation we have no statistical 

support for our hypothesis. 

Thus, the tenth hypothesis is rejected. 

5.2.11 Multiple regression analysis and industry 

We tested all of our hypotheses in eight multiple regression analyses. We did four 

analyses for TMT and four for BoD. All independent variables were included in the 

analyses as well as two of our control variables. That is, we conducted one multiple 

regression analysis for ROE 2006, one for ROE 2007, one for ROA 2006 and one for 

ROA 2007.  

The first analysis was made for the dependent variable ROE 2006 in TMTs. The 

significance value is 0.338. For the dependent variable ROA 2006 the significance 

value is 0.410. For the year 2007 the significance values are 0.468 for ROE and 0.371 

for ROA. Furthermore, for the dependent variable ROE 2006 in BoDs the significance 

value is 0.648. For ROA 2006 the value is 0.402. For the year 2007 the values are 0.852 

for ROE and 0.413 for ROA. The tests do not show any significant values below 0.1. 

Thus, the tests do not show any significant relationship between diversity and firm 

performance. 

All of the multiple regression analyses and the results of them are included in appendix 

4.  

We also tested if industry has an impact on the results of our tests. This was done by 

comparing the means of the diversity variables with the different industries in order to 

see if there were any differences in diversity between the industries. However, the tests 

show no relevant results. Therefore, we cannot say that industry is an important variable 

for our study.  

5.3 Ad-Hoc Analysis  

When we studied the Spearman Correlation test we noticed a pattern of significant 

correlation between some of the independent variables. The correlations that we found 

the most interesting is presented here. There is significant correlation between the 

variable national diversity in BoDs and the variables turnover 2006, turnover 2007 and 

BoD size. The significance value for national diversity in BoDs and turnover 2006 is 

0.0 and the correlation coefficient is 0.569. The significance value for turnover 2007 is 
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also 0.0 and the correlation coefficient is 0.008. The significance value for BoD size is 

0.001 and the correlation coefficient is 0.471. This indicates that there is a significant 

positive correlation between national diversity in BoDs and turnover 2006, turnover 

2007 and BoD size.  

Next variable to show a significant correlation with turnover 2006 and turnover 2007 is 

national diversity in TMTs. The significance value for national diversity in TMTs and 

turnover 2006 is 0.055 and the correlation coefficient is 0.295. The significance value 

for turnover 2007 is 0.065 and the correlation coefficient is 0.284. This also indicates 

that there is a significant positive correlation between national diversity in TMTs and 

turnover 2006 and turnover 2007.  

The third variable to show a significant correlation with turnover 2006, turnover 2007 

and BoD size is age diversity in TMTs. The significance value for age diversity in 

TMTs and turnover 2006 is 0.003 and the correlation coefficient is –0.444. The 

significance value for turnover 2007 is also 0.003 and the correlation coefficient is –

0.441. The significance value for BoD size is also 0.003 and the correlation coefficient 

is –0.428. This indicates that there is a significant negative correlation between age 

diversity in TMTs and turnover 2006, turnover 2007 and BoD size. The results can be 

found in table 5.7. 

First, the significant positive correlation between national diversity in BoDs and 

turnover 2006, turnover 2007 and BoD size can be interpreted as more national 

diversity in BoDs is equal to higher turnover. Furthermore, the result also indicates that 

larger BoDs have more national diversity. One reason for these results can be that firms 

with higher turnover are usually larger firms and that these firms are more 

internationalised. Moreover, we argue that more internationalised firms have more 

foreign board members since they operate more on the international market. We can see 

in figure 5.7 that there is significant positive correlation between turnover and BoD size, 

which give support to our discussion, since it indicates that larger firms (higher 

turnover) have larger boards.  

Next there is the significant positive correlation between national diversity in TMTs and 

turnover 2006 and turnover 2007 which can be interpreted as more national diversity in 

TMTs is equal to higher turnover. As mentioned before, one reason for these results can 

be that firms with higher turnover are usually larger firms and that these firms are more 
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internationalised. If a firm operates on the international market it is more likely that they 

have more foreign TMT members, because the firms need knowledge from different 

nationalities on how the different foreign markets work in order to survive on the 

foreign markets.  

Third, the significant negative correlation between age diversity in TMTs and turnover 

2006, turnover 2007 and BoD size can be interpreted as more age diversity in TMTs is 

equal to lower turnover and smaller BoD size. One reason for these results can be that 

larger firms (higher turnover and larger BoD size) have a higher middle age amongst 

the TMT members, since older persons in general have more experience. Moreover, 

larger internationalised firms require more experienced TMT members since they 

operate on the more complex international market.  

5.4 Summary of Analysis 

We conducted several statistical tests to examine our hypotheses. We used Spearman 

Correlation test in the initial analysis. The results of the test show that three independent 

variables correlate with the dependent variables at a significance level at 0.1. The 

independent variables are: age diversity in BoDs, national diversity in TMTs, and 

gender diversity in TMTs. However, the correlation coefficient on all three variables is 

negative, which is the opposite of our hypotheses. Furthermore, we recoded some of our 

independent variables to perform ANOVA, Mann-Whitney and Kruskal-Wallis tests. 

The purpose was to see if we could find some significant relation by congesting the 

values. The results are all insignificant and show no sign of any relationship between 

the independent variables and the dependent variables. Our multiple regression analysis 

with all our independent and control variables against each of the dependent variables 

show no significant relationship. 

Since none of our tests support our hypotheses we have to reject all of them. The results 

are shown in figure 5.1. 

 



 

 

 

Figure 5.1 Diversity model 
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Chapter 6 

Conclusion 

 
This chapter starts with a summary of our dissertation followed by our conclusion 

where we discuss our study and the results of it. Furthermore, a section with a critical 

review of our study is presented as well as a section with the practical implications of 

our dissertation. The chapter ends with our suggestions on future research in this field.  

 

6.1 Summary of the dissertation 

Diversity in Board of Directors and Top Management Teams and how it affects firm 

performance has been the topic of many researches over the last twenty years. However, 

there are still questions that need to be asked and answered. By doing this study we try 

to give a thorough explanation of how five different diversity variables in tenure, age, 

education, nationality, and gender separately affects firm performance measured as 

Return on Equity and Return on Assets in TMTs and BoDs. The study is conducted in 

Sweden using 48 firms on the large cap on Stockholm stock exchange.  

To introduce the BoD and TMT as well as to frame the relationship between BoDs and 

TMTs, well-known theories in the field of Business Administration was used. We 

introduced the Agency Theory and Stewardship Theory to give a clear view of the 

relationship between BoDs and TMTs. We find it important to study both BoDs and 

TMTs since there is a strong relationship between them. Both TMTs and BoDs have a 

strong influence on the firm and its performance. As the Agency Theory say, there is a 

form of principal-agent relationship between the BoD and TMT, where the TMT acts as 

agents on behalf of the BoD. Furthermore, the BoD and TMT were each separately 

presented.  

Our dissertation continues with a presentation of diversity and previous studies about 

diversity and how it affects firm performance. The results of these studies differ, some 

show that there is a positive relationship between diversity and some show that the 

relationship is negative. We introduced the five different diversity variables that we 

used in our study followed by our hypotheses based on the results of previous research 
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as well as our own arguments. Moreover, we presented our empirical findings and 

performed analyses of our hypotheses as well as an Ad-hoc analysis by the use of 

different statistical tests. The tests showed that three of our diversity variables were 

negatively correlated with firm performance, which is the opposite to our hypotheses, 

and the others showed no significant correlation. Due to the results all of our hypotheses 

were rejected.  

6.2 Conclusion 

Diversity in Board of Directors and Top Management Teams has become an important 

issue the recent years, and a popular topic to study in the field of corporate governance. 

The output most often used is firm performance. Most of the previous studies have been 

conducted abroad and there is a lack of research about diversity in Sweden. We found it 

interesting to conduct a study on firms listed on large cap on Stockholm stock exchange 

to see how diversity affects firm performance in a Swedish context. Thus, our purpose 

was to explain how diversity in BoDs and TMTs affects firm performance in firms 

listed on large cap on Stockholm stock exchange in 2010.  

Based on our purpose we developed our research question which is: 

How does diversity in Board of Directors and Top Management Teams affect firm 

performance? 

To answer our question we performed several statistical tests. Some of the tests were 

more successful than others. The results of the tests showed three relationships between 

diversity and firm performance.  

First, we can see that age diversity in BoDs affect firm performance negatively. 

Wiersema and Bantel (1991) found that age diversity is positive for firms because it 

leads to a variety of perspectives. However, the varying perspectives may as well inhibit 

the firm and result in conflicts which could lead to lower firm performance. This could 

be one explanation to the negative effect of age diversity in BoDs on firm performance 

in our study.  

Second, national diversity in TMTs affects firm performance negatively. This result 

supports some of the previous studies that have shown a negative connection between 

national diversity and firm performance. For example, Punett and Clemens (1999) 

found that national diverse teams require a longer time to reach a decision than more 
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homogeneous teams. This could affect firm performance since opportunities may pass 

by before a decision is reached. Another problem with national diversity in TMTs could 

be the risk of conflicts due to cultural and language differences. This argument is 

supported by previous research (Ayub and Jehn, 2006).  

Third, gender diversity in TMTs affects firm performance negatively. Our results are 

somewhat surprising since most studies have shown either a positive effect or no effect 

at all. One explanation for this result could be that men and women may have different 

opinions on how to run a firm which can lead to conflicts and lower firm performance.  

Furthermore, the rest of the diversity variables in our study do not affect firm 

performance because we did not find any significant connections or relationship 

between these diversity variables and firm performance. One reason for this could be 

that diversity is relatively low in Swedish firms. Moreover, even though we use a large 

sample, an even larger sample might have generated better statistical results.  

In conclusion, this dissertation contributes to the research on diversity and firm 

performance because it shows how diversity in BoDs and TMTs affects firm 

performance, and because it shows that there is low diversity in Swedish firms. It can be 

used as a base for future research on diversity.  

6.3 Critical review 

The purpose of this dissertation was to explain how diversity in Board of Directors and 

Top Management Teams affect firm performance in Swedish firms listed on the large 

cap on Stockholm stock exchange.  

The dependent variables we used for this study is ROE and ROA for the years 2006 and 

2007. When we tested for correlation in Spearman Correlation test we found that 

turnover, which we used as a control variable, was more correlated with some of the 

independent variables than our dependent variables were. We could have used turnover 

as a dependent variable as well since it is a performance measurement. If we had used 

turnover then some of our hypotheses would have been accepted. We could also have 

used non-financial dependent variables such as investments in Human Resource or firm 

culture. 

We used annual reports from the year 2005 to gather the information about diversity in 

BoDs and TMTs. The reason was that we wanted to avoid the financial crisis during the 
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last years. However, during the last years there have been changes in the level of 

diversity in BoDs and TMTs in Swedish firms. If we had used the year 2008 then the 

results may have shown more significant results due to more diversity.  

Other ways of gathering the data could also have been done. For example, we could 

have used in-depth interviews or questionnaires to get the managers’ and employees’ 

view on diversity and firm performance.  

6.4 Practical implications 

By doing this study we wanted to see if more diversity in BoDs and TMTs in Swedish 

firms leads to higher performance. Since we did not find any previous research done in 

a Swedish context there is a gap to fill. Thus, our study has some practical value.  

Our study can also be used as a reminder of that there is still inequality in the Swedish 

BoDs and TMTs. With this in mind, it can serve as a reminder when firms are about to 

employ a person for its Top Management Team or when a person is elected to the Board 

of Directors. Even though our hypotheses lack significance, they can still be used as an 

indicator on how the situation is in Swedish firms.  

6.5 Future research 

There are many interesting aspects of this topic to study in future researches and this is 

something that we have discussed during the work on this study. We used data from 

2005 – 2007 in our study, because we wanted to avoid the financial crisis. One 

interesting aspect would be to conduct a similar study on Swedish firms when the 

financial crisis is over, to see if there have been any changes. In other words to see if 

Swedish firms are more diverse today than they were five years ago and then perhaps it 

will be easier to see how diversity affects firm performance.  

Another aspect for future research could be to use another outcome than ROE and ROA. 

There are many other interesting outcomes that could be used such as social 

responsibility; do firms with more diverse TMTs and BoDs take a larger social 

responsibility?  

A third aspect could be to see if there are any differences in how firms have handled the 

financial crisis, with this we mean if more diverse firms handled the crisis better than 

less diverse firms. 
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Finally, it would be interesting to see if more, for example, gender diversity in BoDs 

leads to more gender diversity in TMTs or more national diversity in BoDs; in other 

words, to see if there is a connection between different diversity variables.  
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Appendix 1-Kolmorogov-Smirnov 

1.1 Independent variables BoD 

1.1.1 Tenure diversity 
  

Table 1. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test-Tenure BoD 

 Tenure 

Diversity BoD 

N 48 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean 4,31636 

Std. Deviation 2,666758 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute ,144 

Positive ,144 

Negative -,075 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z ,995 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,275 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 

 

Histogram 

 

 
Figure 1. Histogram (Tenure diversity) 

 

 



 

 

75 

 

1.1.2 Age Diversity 

 
Table 2. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test-Age BoD 

 
Age Diversity 

BoD 

N 48 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean 8,06106 

Std. Deviation 3,373799 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute ,159 

Positive ,159 

Negative -,135 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 1,100 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,178 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 

 
Histogram 

 

Figure 2. Histogram (Age diversity) 
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1.1.3. Education Diversity 

 
Table 3. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test-Education BoD 

 
Education 

Diversity BoD 

N 45 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean ,73425 

Std. Deviation ,308705 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute ,137 

Positive ,101 

Negative -,137 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z ,919 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,367 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 

 

 
Histogram 

 

Figure 3. Histogram (Education diversity) 
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1.1.4 Nationality Diversity 

 
Table 4. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test-Nationality BoD  

 
Nationality 

Diversity BoD 

N 48 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean ,32946 

Std. Deviation ,343629 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute ,269 

Positive ,269 

Negative -,169 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 1,861 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,002 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 
 

Histogram 

 

Figure 4. Histogram (Nationality Diversity) 
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1.1.5 Gender Diversity 

 
Table 5. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test-Gender BoD 

 
Gender 

Diversity BoD 

N 48 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean ,32402 

Std. Deviation ,209876 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute ,177 

Positive ,177 

Negative -,147 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 1,223 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,100 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 

 
Histogram 

 

Figure5. Histogram (Gender Diversity) 
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1.2 Independent variables TMT 

 
1.2.1. Tenure diversity 

Table 6. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test-Tenure TMT 

 
Tenure 

Diversity TMT 

N 43 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean 4,84253 

Std. Deviation 3,037818 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute ,132 

Positive ,132 

Negative -,076 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z ,865 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,442 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 
 

Histogram 

 
Figure 6. Histogram (Tenure diversity) 
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1.2.2. Age Diversity 

 
Table 7. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test-Age TMT 

 
Age Diversity 

TMT 

N 45 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean 6,15094 

Std. Deviation 2,197852 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute ,097 

Positive ,097 

Negative -,086 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z ,654 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,786 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 

 
Histogram 

 

Figure 7. Histogram (Age diversity) 

 

 

 

 



 

 

81 

 

1.2.3. Education Diversity 

 
Table 8. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test-Education TMT 

 
Education 

Diversity TMT 

N 39 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean ,58074 

Std. Deviation ,293250 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute ,141 

Positive ,104 

Negative -,141 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z ,883 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,417 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 

 
 

Histogram 

 

Figure 8. Histogram (Education diversity) 
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1.2.4 Nationality Diversity 

 
Table 9. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test-Nationality TMT 

 
Nationality 

Diversity TMT 

N 45 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean ,30735 

Std. Deviation ,310150 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute ,261 

Positive ,261 

Negative -,161 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 1,753 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,004 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 

 
Histogram 

 

Figure  9. Histogram (Nationality Diversity) 
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1.2.5 Gender Diversity 

 
Table 10. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test-Gender TMT 

 
Gender 

Diversity TMT 

N 45 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean ,14635 

Std. Deviation ,151925 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute ,299 

Positive ,299 

Negative -,168 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 2,006 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,001 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 

 
Histogram 

 

Figure 10.  Histogram (Gender Divesity) 
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1.3 Dependent variables 

 
1.3.1 ROE 2006 

 
Table 11. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test-ROE 2006 

 ROE 2006 

N 48 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean ,31717040 

Std. Deviation ,260645725 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute ,204 

Positive ,204 

Negative -,181 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 1,411 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,037 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 

 

Histogram  

 

 

Figure 11. Histogram (ROE 2006) 
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1.3.2.ROA 2006 

 
Table 12. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test- ROA 2006 

 ROA 2006 

N 48 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean ,13810800 

Std. Deviation ,085069301 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute ,148 

Positive ,148 

Negative -,132 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 1,025 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,244 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 

 

Histogram 

 

 

Figure 12. Histogram (ROA 2006) 
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1.3.3. ROE 2007 

 
Table 13. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test-ROE 2007 

 ROE 2007 

N 48 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean ,37967206 

Std. Deviation ,618596033 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute ,303 

Positive ,303 

Negative -,253 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 2,097 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 

 
 
Histogram 

 

Figure 13. Histogram (ROE 2007) 
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1.3.4. ROA 2007 

 
Table 14. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test-ROA 2007 

 ROA 2007 

N 48 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean ,12138794 

Std. Deviation ,085679720 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute ,143 

Positive ,143 

Negative -,081 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z ,989 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,282 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 

 

Histogram 

 

 

Figure 14. Histogram (ROA 2007) 
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1.4 Control variables 

1.4.1. Turnover2006 

Table 15. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test-Turnover 2006 

 
Turnover 2006 

MSEK 

N 46 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean 48913,14 

Std. Deviation 56406,018 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute ,196 

Positive ,189 

Negative -,196 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 1,330 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,058 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 

 

 
Histogram 

 

Figure 15. Histogram (Turnover 2006) 
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1.4.2 Turnover 2007 

 
Table 16. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test-Turnover 2007 

 
Turnover 2007 

MSEK 

N 46 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean 55341,97 

Std. Deviation 63728,819 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute ,199 

Positive ,199 

Negative -,195 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 1,350 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,052 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 

 
 
Histogram 

 

Figure 16. Histogram (Turnover 2007) 
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1.4.3Board Size 

 
Table 17. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test-BoD Size 

 BoD Size 

N 48 

Normal Parametersa,b Mean 7,85 

Std. Deviation 1,762 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute ,174 

Positive ,174 

Negative -,168 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 1,209 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,108 

a. Test distribution is Normal. 

b. Calculated from data. 

 
 
Histogram 

 

Figure 17. Histogram (BoD size) 
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Appendix 2-Descriptive Statistics 
 

2.1 Independent variables BoD 

 
Table 18. Descriptive Statistics-Independent variables BoD 

 N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Tenure Diversity BoD 48 11,787 ,000 11,787 4,31636 2,666758 

Age Diversity BoD 48 17,759 1,581 19,340 8,06106 3,373799 

Education Diversity BoD 45 1,215 ,000 1,215 ,73425 ,308705 

Nationality Diversity BoD 48 1,000 ,000 1,000 ,32946 ,343629 

Gender Diversity BoD 48 1,000 ,000 1,000 ,32402 ,209876 

Valid N (listwise) 45      

 
 

2.2 Independent Variables TMT 

 
Table 19. Descriptive Statistics-Independent variables TMT 

 N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Tenure Diversity TMT 43 11,826 ,500 12,326 4,84253 3,037818 

Age Diversity TMT 45 9,717 2,430 12,147 6,15094 2,197852 

Education Diversity TMT 39 ,991 ,000 ,991 ,58074 ,293250 

Nationality Diversity 

TMT 

45 ,857 ,000 ,857 ,30735 ,310150 

Gender Diversity TMT 45 ,500 ,000 ,500 ,14635 ,151925 

Valid N (listwise) 39      

 
2.3 Dependent Variables 

 
Table 20. Descriptive Statistics-Dependent variables 

 N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

ROE 2006 48 1,776119 -,049514 1,726605 ,31717040 ,260645725 

ROA 2006 48 ,466542 -,021794 ,444748 ,13810800 ,085069301 

ROE 2007 48 4,401391 -,032606 4,368785 ,37967206 ,618596033 

ROA 2007 48 ,486429 -,026971 ,459458 ,12138794 ,085679720 

Valid N (listwise) 48      
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2.4 Control Variables 

 
Table 21. Descriptive Statistics-Control variables 

 N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Turnover 2006 MSEK 46 258175 660 258835 48913,14 56406,018 

Turnover 2007 MSEK 46 284732 673 285405 55341,97 63728,819 

BoD Size 48 11 2 13 7,85 1,762 

Valid N (listwise) 46      
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Appendix 3-Frequency Statistics 
 
Table 22. Frequency statistics-Industry 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 0 2 3,6 4,2 4,2 

1 6 10,7 12,5 16,7 

2 15 26,8 31,3 47,9 

3 3 5,4 6,3 54,2 

4 3 5,4 6,3 60,4 

5 4 7,1 8,3 68,8 

6 10 17,9 20,8 89,6 

7 2 3,6 4,2 93,8 

8 3 5,4 6,3 100,0 

Total 48 85,7 100,0  

Missing System 8 14,3   

Total 56 100,0   
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Appendix 4-Regression Analysis 

4.1 Multiple regression analysis-ROE 2006 

 

4.1.1 TMT 

 
Table 23. Model Summary-ROE 2006 (TMT) 

Model 

R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,473a ,224 ,036 ,280759037 

a. Predictors: (Constant), BoD Size, Nationality Diversity TMT, 

Tenure Diversity TMT, Education Diversity TMT, Gender Diversity 

TMT, Turnover 2006 MSEK, Age Diversity TMT 

 
 
 

Table 24. Multiple Regression analysis- ROE 2006 (TMT) 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression ,658 7 ,094 1,193 ,338a 

Residual 2,286 29 ,079   

Total 2,944 36    

a. Predictors: (Constant), BoD Size, Nationality Diversity TMT, Tenure Diversity TMT, 

Education Diversity TMT, Gender Diversity TMT, Turnover 2006 MSEK, Age Diversity TMT 

b. Dependent Variable: ROE 2006 
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4.1.2.BoD 

 
Table 25. Model Summary-ROE 2006 (BoD) 

Model 

R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,357a ,127 -,047 ,265362726 

a. Predictors: (Constant), BoD Size, Age Diversity BoD, Gender 

Diversity BoD, Tenure Diversity BoD, Education Diversity BoD, 

Turnover 2006 MSEK, Nationality Diversity BoD 
 
Table 26. Multipel Regression Analysis-ROE 2006 (BoD) 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression ,360 7 ,051 ,730 ,648a 

Residual 2,465 35 ,070   

Total 2,824 42    

a. Predictors: (Constant), BoD Size, Age Diversity BoD, Gender Diversity BoD, Tenure 

Diversity BoD, Education Diversity BoD, Turnover 2006 MSEK, Nationality Diversity BoD 

b. Dependent Variable: ROE 2006 
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4.2 ROA 2006 

4.2.2 TMT 

 
Table 27.  Model Summary-ROA 2006 (TMT) 

Model 

R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,452a ,205 ,013 ,074187311 

a. Predictors: (Constant), BoD Size, Nationality Diversity TMT, 

Tenure Diversity TMT, Education Diversity TMT, Gender Diversity 

TMT, Turnover 2006 MSEK, Age Diversity TMT 

 
 
Table 28. Multipel Regression Analysis- ROA 2006 (TMT) 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression ,041 7 ,006 1,066 ,410a 

Residual ,160 29 ,006   

Total ,201 36    

a. Predictors: (Constant), BoD Size, Nationality Diversity TMT, Tenure Diversity TMT, 

Education Diversity TMT, Gender Diversity TMT, Turnover 2006 MSEK, Age Diversity TMT 

b. Dependent Variable: ROA 2006 
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4.2.2 BoD 

 
Table 29. Model Summary- ROA 2006 (BoD) 

Model 

R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,420a ,176 ,012 ,086087424 

a. Predictors: (Constant), BoD Size, Age Diversity BoD, Gender 

Diversity BoD, Tenure Diversity BoD, Education Diversity BoD, 

Turnover 2006 MSEK, Nationality Diversity BoD 
 
Table 30. Multipel Regression Analysis- ROA 2006 (BoD) 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression ,056 7 ,008 1,071 ,402a 

Residual ,259 35 ,007   

Total ,315 42    

a. Predictors: (Constant), BoD Size, Age Diversity BoD, Gender Diversity BoD, Tenure 

Diversity BoD, Education Diversity BoD, Turnover 2006 MSEK, Nationality Diversity BoD 

b. Dependent Variable: ROA 2006 
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4.3 ROE 2007 

4.3.1 TMT 

 
Table 31. Model Summary-ROE 2007 (TMT) 

Model 

R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,436a ,191 -,005 ,694241440 

a. Predictors: (Constant), BoD Size, Nationality Diversity TMT, 

Tenure Diversity TMT, Education Diversity TMT, Gender Diversity 

TMT, Turnover 2006 MSEK, Age Diversity TMT 

 
 
Table 32. Multiple Regression Analysis- ROE 2007 (TMT) 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 3,290 7 ,470 ,975 ,468a 

Residual 13,977 29 ,482   

Total 17,267 36    

a. Predictors: (Constant), BoD Size, Nationality Diversity TMT, Tenure Diversity TMT, 

Education Diversity TMT, Gender Diversity TMT, Turnover 2006 MSEK, Age Diversity TMT 

b. Dependent Variable: ROE 2007 
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4.3.2 BoD 

 
Table 33. Model Summary-ROE 2007 (BoD) 

Model 

R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,292a ,085 -,098 ,677885618 

a. Predictors: (Constant), BoD Size, Age Diversity BoD, Gender 

Diversity BoD, Tenure Diversity BoD, Education Diversity BoD, 

Turnover 2007 MSEK, Nationality Diversity BoD 

 
 
Table 34. Multiple Regression Analysis-ROE 2007 (BoD) 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 1,500 7 ,214 ,466 ,852a 

Residual 16,084 35 ,460   

Total 17,583 42    

a. Predictors: (Constant), BoD Size, Age Diversity BoD, Gender Diversity BoD, Tenure 

Diversity BoD, Education Diversity BoD, Turnover 2007 MSEK, Nationality Diversity BoD 

b. Dependent Variable: ROE 2007 
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4.4 ROA 2007 

4.4.1. TMT 

 
Table 36. Model Summary-ROA 2007 (TMT) 

Model 

R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,463a ,214 ,025 ,064733010 

a. Predictors: (Constant), BoD Size, Nationality Diversity TMT, 

Tenure Diversity TMT, Education Diversity TMT, Gender Diversity 

TMT, Turnover 2006 MSEK, Age Diversity TMT 

 
 
Table 36. Multiple Regression Analysis-ROA 2007 (TMT) 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression ,033 7 ,005 1,131 ,371a 

Residual ,122 29 ,004   

Total ,155 36    

a. Predictors: (Constant), BoD Size, Nationality Diversity TMT, Tenure Diversity TMT, 

Education Diversity TMT, Gender Diversity TMT, Turnover 2006 MSEK, Age Diversity TMT 

b. Dependent Variable: ROA 2007 
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4.4.2. BoD 

 
Table 37. Model Summary-ROA 2007 (BoD) 

Model 

R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,417a ,174 ,009 ,080968878 

a. Predictors: (Constant), BoD Size, Age Diversity BoD, Gender 

Diversity BoD, Tenure Diversity BoD, Education Diversity BoD, 

Turnover 2007 MSEK, Nationality Diversity BoD 

 
 
Table 38. Multiple Regression Analyisis-ROA 2007 (BoD) 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression ,048 7 ,007 1,053 ,413a 

Residual ,229 35 ,007   

Total ,278 42    

a. Predictors: (Constant), BoD Size, Age Diversity BoD, Gender Diversity BoD, Tenure 

Diversity BoD, Education Diversity BoD, Turnover 2007 MSEK, Nationality Diversity BoD 

b. Dependent Variable: ROA 2007 
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Appendix 5-Kruskal Wallis 

5.1 Age Diversity 

5.1.1.TMT- ROE 2006 

 
Table 39. Test Statistics 

 ROE 2006 

Chi-square 4,340 

df 3 

Asymp. Sig. ,227 

a. Kruskal Wallis Test 

b. Grouping Variable: Age 

Diversity TMT recode 

 
5.1.2.TMT-ROE 2007 

Table 40. Test Statistics 

 ROE 2007 

Chi-square 5,150 

df 3 

Asymp. Sig. ,161 

a. Kruskal Wallis Test 

b. Grouping Variable: Age 

Diversity TMT recode 

 
5.2 Tenure Diversity 

5.2.1.TMT ROE 2006 

Table 41. Test Statistics 

 ROE 2006 

Chi-square ,405 

df 2 

Asymp. Sig. ,817 

a. Kruskal Wallis Test 

b. Grouping Variable: 

Tenure Diversity TMT 

recode 
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5.2.2. TMT ROE 2007 

 
Table 42. Test Statistics 

 ROE 2007 

Chi-square ,789 

df 2 

Asymp. Sig. ,674 

a. Kruskal Wallis Test 

b. Grouping Variable: 

Tenure Diversity TMT 

recode 

 
5.2.3. BoD ROE 2006 

 
Table 43. Test Statistics 

 ROE 2006 

Chi-square 2,310 

df 2 

Asymp. Sig. ,315 

a. Kruskal Wallis Test 

b. Grouping Variable: 

Tenure Diversity BoD 

recode 

 
5.2.4. BoD ROE 2007 

 
Table 44. Test Statistics 

 ROE 2007 

Chi-square 1,432 

df 2 

Asymp. Sig. ,489 

a. Kruskal Wallis Test 

b. Grouping Variable: 

Tenure Diversity BoD 

recode 
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Appendix 6-Mann Whitney 

6.1 BoD Gender ROE 2006 

 
Table 45. Test Statistics-Gender 

 ROE 2006 

Mann-Whitney U 216,000 

Wilcoxon W 651,000 

Z -1,254 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,210 

a. Grouping Variable: Gender 

Diversity BoD recoded 

 
6.2 BoD Gender ROE 2007 

 
Table 46. Test Statistics-Gender 

 ROE 2007 

Mann-Whitney U 233,000 

Wilcoxon W 668,000 

Z -,896 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) ,370 

a. Grouping Variable: Gender 

Diversity BoD recoded 
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Appendix 7-ANOVA 
 

7.1 TMT Tenure ROA 2006 
 

Table 47. Oneway ANOVA- Tenure 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups ,002 2 ,001 ,190 ,827 

Within Groups ,230 40 ,006   

Total ,232 42    

 

 

7.2 TMT Tenure ROA 2007 
 

Table 48. Oneway ANOVA-Tenure 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups ,007 2 ,004 ,662 ,521 

Within Groups ,214 40 ,005   

Total ,222 42    

 

 

7.3 BoD Tenure ROA 2006 
 

Table 49.  Oneway ANOVA-Tenure 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups ,016 2 ,008 1,077 ,349 

Within Groups ,325 45 ,007   

Total ,340 47    

 

 

7.4 BoD Tenure ROA 2007 
 

Table 50. Oneway ANOVA-Tenure 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups ,004 2 ,002 ,234 ,793 

Within Groups ,341 45 ,008   

Total ,345 47    

 
 

 



 

 

106 

 

7.1 BoD Age ROA 2006 
 
Table 51. Independent Samples Test-Age 

 

Levene's 

Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference 

Lower Upper 

ROA 

2006 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

1,994 ,165 2,167 46 ,035 ,051281697 ,023665954 ,003644602 ,098918793 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

2,137 39,533 ,039 ,051281697 ,023994578 ,002768976 ,099794418 

 

7.2 BoD Age ROA 2007 
 
Table 52. Independent Samples Test-Age 

 

Levene's 

Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference 

Lower Upper 

ROA 

2007 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,028 ,869 ,110 46 ,913 ,002763835 ,025019415 -

,047597635 

,053125305 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

,109 41,433 ,913 ,002763835 ,025286719 -

,048287544 

,053815213 
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7.3 Gender BoD ROA 2006 

 
 
Table 53.  Independent Samples Test-Gender 

 

Levene's 

Test for 

Equality 

of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference 

Lower Upper 

ROA 

2006 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,008 ,931 -

,400 

46 ,691 -

,010139848 

,025335699 -

,061137964 

,040858269 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

-

,407 

40,744 ,686 -

,010139848 

,024922436 -

,060481345 

,040201649 

 
7.4 Gender BoD ROA 2007 

 
Table 54. Independent Samples Test-Gender 

 

Levene's 

Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference 

Lower Upper 

ROA 

2007 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

,004 ,948 -

,016 

46 ,987 -

,000409976 

,025561813 -

,051863238 

,051043285 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

  

-

,017 

43,829 ,987 -

,000409976 

,024452642 -

,049696479 

,048876526 

 


