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Abstract 

Globalization has brought people together from different countries with different aspects of 

life. Thus, the increase of globalization has brought different diversity topics in light both 

in era of researchers’ as well as an important political question regarding Board of 

Directors. However, research on diversity in the corporate world is something that exists 

and has been a topic of many researchers throughout the years. Nevertheless, many 

questions have not been entirely answered. The purpose of this dissertation is to explain 

how diversity in Boards of Directors mediated by board process influences organizational 

outcomes in public sector.  

We used six different diversity variables namely, age, gender, culture, tenure, education, 

and experience in order to see how they affect board process which in turn affects 

organizational outcome. A positivistic research philosophy has been used, with a deductive 

approach and a quantitative research, adding a pilot study to further strengthen the value of 

the dissertation. In addition, this study is based on assumptions stated in Non-profit 

governance, New Public management, Corporate Governance with Agency theory, 

Behavioural theory and Resource dependency. Due to the limited research on diversity in 

public sector with board process as a mediator in Sweden and on Swedish organizations, 

this dissertation attempts to fill this gap.  

This study is conducted on Swedish universities that are listed by the Swedish government. 

Several ways were used to measure our six diversity variables in Boards of Directors. 

Although board process is a broad term, decision-making was defined as board process in 

this dissertation. Furthermore, six different outcome variables were used to define 

organizational outcome in public sector. Our seven hypotheses were all based on earlier 

research from both the private and the public sector. Similarly to earlier research our 

results were mixed. Four of our seven hypotheses was not supported due to no significant 

relationship regarding decision-making and outcome whilst three of them were supported.  

This research may be of value for Swedish government and the public sector due to the 

increasing globalization.  

Keywords: Diversity, Organizational outcome, Boards of Directors, Public Sector, Board 

Process, Black box 
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Key Concepts 

  

Diversity  

Diversity refers to a mix of people with different factors that set them apart or bind them 

together in one way or another. There are two types of diversity namely, Demographic 

diversity which refers to gender, age, culture and tenure and Cognitive diversity which 

refers to education and experience. 

 

Board of Directors  

Board of Directors is a body of members elected or appointed to formulate strategies, 

oversee activities and monitor an organization.   

 

Public Sector  

The Public sector concludes organizations which are more or less dependent of the state, 

thereof also called the state sector. The public sector often works for its government and 

citizens. Healthcare, higher education and universities are often concluded in the public 

sector in Sweden.  

 

Board Process 

The Board process refers to the behavior of the board and in general mainly refers to the 

decision-making in the board. The aspects of process of decision-making are amongst 

others: speed and comprehensiveness which have been chosen in this dissertation.  

 

Organizational Outcome 

There are a number of different organizational outcomes depending on which sector and 

perspective one view it. Through a public sector aspect with higher education and 

universities as organizations organizational outcomes are amongst others: the amount of 

graduates, the evaluations of programs in the university and ranking results of the 

universities.  
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1. Introduction 

 

The following chapter describes the background and defines the problems within diversity 

and organizational outcomes followed by the research question and the purpose of this 

dissertation. 

 

 

1.1. Background 

This section will present the background of the topic.  

The world’s countries, nations and people have been bound together through modern 

communication which has given them an increased mutual perspective of economy, 

culture, politics and environment (Kommerskollegium, 2011). People are in a continual 

movement, some move because of wars, some because of economic issues and some only 

because of pleasure. Oranges from Spain, bananas from Brazil, coffee from Colombia, 

Salmon from Norway, DVD players, iPods and computers from east Asia, all these kinds 

of products we have in our everyday lives due to globalization (Kommerskollegium, 2011). 

As Martin Luther King Jr once said: “We came in different ships but we are all in the same 

boat now”. 

Sweden is one of the most globalized countries in the world and it is in the top ten list of 

sixty countries included in a globalization index measure (Ernst & Young, 2013). This is 

due the fact that Sweden is a multicultural country with around 15 per cent of the 

population born abroad (Statistiska Centralbyrån, 2011). According to Svenskt Näringsliv 

(2001), diversifying the labour market is one of the most important issues needed to 

forward the Swedish economy; hence, it contributes with innovation and creativity. To 

facilitate diversity in the labour market the parliament in Sweden has stated that the goals 

for Swedish politics are amongst others, equal rights and possibilities, regardless of ethnic 

or cultural background (Regeringens proposition 1997/98:16). These goals and the 

increased diversity has lead Sweden to become one of the countries in Europe with the 

highest labour participation of women (Svenskt Näringsliv, 2001).  

Diversity can be divided into two categories namely; demographic diversity and cognitive 

diversity with both positive and negative effects on a country, a society and an 
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organization (Erhardt, Werbel & Shrader 2003; Smith, 2007; Broadnax, 2010; Groeneveld 

& Verbeek, 2011; Zhang, 2011; Umans, 2012; Umans & Smith, 2012; Zainal, Zulkifli & 

Saleh, 2013). Various studies show that diversity in organizations can provide competitive 

advantages by increased competence, knowledge, creativity and innovation (Siciliano, 

1996; Simons & Pelled, 1999; Erhardt et al., 2003). However, other studies state that 

diversity of labour can lead to communication, coordination and information problems 

which affect organizations negatively (Forbes & Milliken, 1999; Zhang, 2011). 

Furthermore, Färgerlind (2004) claims that resistance towards diversity can occur amongst 

co-workers with no foreign background, who also are majority (Svenskt Näringsliv, 2011), 

due to the fact that a focus on diversity of minority groups in labour market are higher in 

Sweden. One reason for resistance can be because majority groups feel alienated and 

neglected since they do not get as much attention. Thus, majority groups are more likely in 

risk of not seeing any benefits of diversity which leads to higher persistence (Färgerlind, 

2004). However, Färgerlind (2004) explains that by focusing on diversity for all groups in 

the labor market such risks can be prevented.  

All types of diversity can be found more or less in each step of an organizations’ hierarchy. 

Several authors claim that upper echelons have an impact on organizations in a way that 

they are providers of the “key resources”, meaning that they play an important role in 

corporate strategic decision (Hillman, Cannella, & Paetzold, 2000; Hillman & Dalziel, 

2003; Huse, 2007; Paul, Friday & Godwin, 2011; Ben-Amar, Francoeur, Hafsi & Labelle, 

2013). Thus, the proportion of diversity in upper echelons is considered to be affecting 

organizations (Ben-Amar et al., 2013). However, according to Cox (1993) positive 

organizational outcome because of successful diversity implementation depends on the 

upper echelons ability to handle miscommunication and providing employees enough 

space to contribute. If the ability is not well handled diversity can alloy the organizations 

outcome (Cox, 1993).  

While diversity in private sector has been well studied, public sector, however, has so far 

been kept in the shade. Public sector organizations were amongst the first to emphasize 

diversity by pointing out the importance of employing a diverse workforce referring to 

public values of legitimacy and social justice, still few studies can be found about diversity 

in this particular sector (Groeneveld & Verbeek, 2012). According to Groeneveld and 

Verbeek (2012) “employers of the public sector are supposed to serve as an example to 

private sector employers”. One reason for this is because public sectors are more driven 

into improving democracy due to the political pressure and moral claims while conversely 
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in private sector organizations economic motives and objectives are more strongly 

emphasized (Groeneveld & Verbeek, 2012).  

Diversity in all its colours is a loaded term, with positive and negative effects on an 

organization. Thus, the awareness around the continuous globalization, the special role of 

upper echelons and the importance of diversity has, for us, developed a large interest to 

study. 

 

1.2 Problem formulation 

This section will present previous research and gaps which leads to the choice of topic.   

Upper echelons are considered a very powerful group of people; they have influence over 

decision-making which may affect an organizations future. However, upper echelons is a 

rather generalized word, hence, there exists different levels of power as well as different 

levels of titles in upper echelons (Huse, 2007). Boards of directors and Top Management 

Teams are, amongst others, an example of two different groups in the context of upper 

echelons. Several studies have been carried out to investigate the effects of diversity in 

both Top Management Teams and Boards of Directors (Huse, 2007; Umans & Smith, 

2012; Umans, 2012). Umans (2012) describes Board of Directors as a group of people 

creating policies and strategies which then Top Management Teams, a group of executives, 

are held responsible of implementing in the best way possible. One of the main differences 

between Boards of Directors and Top Management Teams is the amount of time each 

group spends with each other. Board of Directors gather very seldom, formulates strategies 

and policies within short timeframe and then communicates them further to Top 

Management Teams (Umans, 2012). Top Management Teams, however, have gatherings 

more continuously and have a bigger timeframe to work with strategy implementation 

(Umans, 2012).  

The composition of the board influences organizational outcomes (Smith, 2007; Miller & 

Triana, 2009; Groeneveld & Verbeek, 2012; Umans, 2012) as well as board diversity has 

been thoroughly discussed as an important influential aspect on organizational outcomes 

(Hillman et al., 2000; Hillman & Dalziel, 2003; Huse, 2007; Paul et al., 2011; Ben-Amar et 

al., 2013). Board diversity has been considered to have both positive and negative 

influence on organizational outcome. Several researchers address the benefits of diverse 

boards where problem solving, becomes more efficient as there is an increased level of 

creativity and innovation amongst members in a diverse board (Zhang, 2011; Miller & 
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Tirana, 2009). Furthermore, Hermanlin, Weisbach and Adams (2010) argue that board 

members’ different characteristics affect the acquisition of external contacts. Boards that 

are gender and culturally diverse indicates that organizations have more success in meeting 

the needs of a diverse market. Thus, meeting the needs of a diverse market is of an 

importance due to increased globalization (Miller & Triana, 2009). However, Zhang 

(2011) explains that cultural board diversity show technical weakness due to difficulties in 

processing a greater deal of information within the board. Forbes and Milliken (1999) 

similarly argue that due to demographic differences, problems such as, communication and 

coordination can occur. Furthermore, Umans (2012) argue that cultural diversity in groups 

may also lead to lack of communication and that not only can cultural diversity decrease 

the level of communication within the group but also increase the level of conflict.  

Several studies show contradictory results (Forbes & Milliken, 1999; Carter et al., 2003; 

Miller & Triana, 2009; Hermanlin et al., 2010; Zhang, 2011; Umans, 2012). Thus, a way of 

understanding why the results are contradictory may be viewing it in another perspective, 

namely: board process. Board process could be taken into consideration as a mediator 

between diversity and organizational outcome when measuring the relation between these 

two (Maharaj, 2009; Huse, Hoskisson, Zattoni & Vigano, 2009). Many factors that has 

been encountered about diversity and organizational outcomes such as communication, 

conflict, problem solving and social interference (Carter et al., 2003; Zhang, 2011), could 

be improved or better understood by taking the board process into consideration (Huse et 

al., 2009; Maharaj, 2009). Thus, using the board process as a mediator hopefully clarifies 

why empirical results has been contradictory and could lead to better understanding around 

the relationship between diversity and organizational outcome.  

Public organizations differ from private organizations in the way that they are non-profit 

driven. Measuring the final outcome in public organizations is complex due to the fact that 

financial reports lose its relevance in non-profit driven organizations (Adcroft & Willis, 

2005; Gazley et al., 2010; Williams, 2011). Typical financial ratios that would be used to 

measure final outcomes in the private sector are irrelevant in the public sector. Not only is 

the final outcome difficult to precise in public organizations but the outcomes differs 

tremendously depending on which industry it belongs to (Murray, 1992). Furthermore, Ter 

Bogt and Scapens (2012) explain that due to the rise of the New Public Management, 

which focuses on improving performance, efficiency and effectiveness of the public sector, 

over the last decades more attention has been drawn towards the research of outcomes in 

public organizations. Furthermore, a large amount of general studies about processes in 
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public sectors have been done (Ter Bogt & Scapens, 2012). However, studies of Board of 

Directors mediated by board process in public sector are less common. Previous research 

carried out in the private sector shows that Board of Directors’ characteristics and 

processes are important for organizational outcome (Huse et al., 2009; Maharaj, 2009; 

Miller & Triana 2009; Zhang, 2011). Thus, the public sector will therefore provide an 

interesting aspect to this dissertation. 

This dissertation, which is inspired by the purpose to further research by Umans (2012), 

will hopefully expand the research about processes in boards as a mediator in the 

relationship between diversity and organizational outcome in public organizations.  

 

1.3 Research question  

How demographic and cognitive diversity in Boards of Directors will influence 

organizational outcomes mediated by Board of Director process in public sector. 

 

1.4 Purpose 

The purpose with this dissertation is to explain how demographic and cognitive diversity in 

Boards of Directors will influence organizational outcomes mediated by Board of Director 

process in public sector. 

 

1.5 Limitations 

This dissertation will address the public sector, more precisely Board of Directors in 

universities. The main reason for these limitations is that universities are more transparent 

with information than other public organizations, hence the choice of organization. The 

dissertation will only address the universities that are affiliated with the Swedish 

government and not all universities in Sweden. Furthermore, the theory is based on Non-

Profit Governance, New Public Management and Corporate Governance with 

consideration taken to three main theories of Corporate Governance namely: Agency 

theory, Behavioural theory and Resource independence theory which are appropriate to 

implement in our study. Even though Corporate Governance is more known in the private 

sector, theories of the Corporate Governance has been used in public sector and borrowed 

to develop New Public Management. However, other theories which are included in 

Corporate Governance are left outside due to the size of the study and again time pressure. 
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Although our theme is worldwide discussed, this particular study is geographically 

restricted to Sweden.    

 

1.6 Disposition  

Chapter 1 - Introduction 

In the first chapter the background of the study is presented and the problems are discussed 

thoroughly where after the research question and the research purpose is formulated. The 

first chapter is ended with a presentation of the limitations and disposition.   

 

Chapter 2 - Research Method  

In the second chapter the research method is introduced with a brief presentation of the 

research philosophy, research approach, and theoretical framework. The second chapter 

ends with a presentation of the chosen method.  

 

Chapter 3 - Theoretical framework   

In the third chapter the theoretical framework with different theories is thoroughly 

presented. These theories explain the different factors that are the dissertations aim which 

then leads to different hypothesis.  

 

Chapter 4 - Empirical method  

In the fourth chapter the empirical method and the approach of the study is presented. The 

fourth chapter contains research design, time horizon, data collection, sample collection, 

operationalization, reliability, generalizability and is ended with the ethical considerations.  

 

Chapter 5 - Empirical results and analysis 

In the fifth chapter the empirical results from the study, which have been used to test the 

hypothesis, are presented and analysed.   

 

Chapter 6 - Conclusion  

In the sixth chapter a conclusion of the study and its results is presented followed by 

practical limitations, critical review and is ended with suggestions for further research.  
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2. Research Method  

 

The following chapter methodology choices are presented containing, introduction, design, 

research approach, philosophy and lastly theoretical framework with the purpose of giving 

the method used for this study.  

 

 

2.1 Introduction  

This section will present the introduction of the different stages of research methodology. 

Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2009) have developed a useful onion model which 

contains different stages of research methodology. This particular model will be used 

throughout the dissertation. If one uses the onion model it is essential to begin working 

with the outer stages and continue towards the inner stages (Saunder et al., 2009). The 

different stages within the onion model of research methodology are: research philosophies, 

research approaches, research strategies, research choices, research time horizons and lastly 

data collection methods (Saunders et al., 2009).  

 

Figure 2.1 The research onion model 

 (Based on Saunders et al, (2009) Research methods for business students p. 138) 

http://www.google.se/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=onion+model+research+methodology&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&docid=8wtKJglFoJoR8M&tbnid=NVLkqYwwHo1CRM:&ved=0CAUQjRw&url=http://www.institut-numerique.org/chapter-3-research-meth
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2.2 Research Philosophy 

This section will present the research philosophy of the dissertation. 

According to Saunders et al. (2009) adopting the philosophy in a dissertation influences the 

assumptions on the theories, facts and general implications of the research. Therefore, it is 

of an importance that the choice of philosophy is made with consideration due to the fact 

that the interpretations made by the researchers are going to be affected by the adopted 

philosophy.  

Positivism, interpretivism, realism and pragmatism are foremost discussed philosophies 

that can be used in a study (Saunders et al., 2009; Creswell, 2007). A positivistic theory 

bases knowledge on mind experience. Thus, positivism grounds thoughts in facts (Bryman 

& Bell, 2003). In a study with a positivistic research philosophy, objective analysis of 

observable facts is done with theories that already exist are used to create hypotheses, 

which further in the study will possibly lead to law-like generalization of these facts 

(Saunders et al., 2009; Creswell, 2007). An interpretivism philosophy, on the other hand, 

claims that the world is to complex and unique to generalize (Saunders et al., 2009). Thus, 

the interpretivistic philosophy does not have the aim to generalize due to the fact that the 

world is in a continuous change. According to Bryman and Bell (2003) the validity 

decreases due to continuous changes in world, therefore, generalizing at one point does not 

have to mean anything in the future. Thus, the main assumption of the interpretivism 

philosophy is that every situation and social actor is unique. Furthermore, realism is one of 

the philosophies that are concerned with strong belief and confidence in the scientific 

approach (Saunders et al., 2009). Realism on the other hand gives the reality which is seen 

through our senses, thus, what one sees is what one gets (Saunders et al., 2009). Lastly, 

pragmatism philosophy puts focus on the research question as the most important 

component of the research (Saunders et al., 2009). According to Creswell (2007) the main 

focus is moved from methods to the actual problem that is investigated in the research. 

Thus, researchers concentrate on perceived outcome of the research often using multiple 

methods of data collection.  

Our dissertation is based on a positivistic philosophy, hence, existing theories and research 

fields about Non-profit governance, New public management, Agency theory, Behavioral 

theory and Independency resource theory are used. Using these research fields, theories 

and empirical data, hypotheses are to be formed, which possibly will give an explanation 

of how different factors of demographic diversity affects organizational outcomes on a 
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board level, in public sector. Thus, the main intention of our study is to use already 

existing theories to create a model which will be tested.  

 

2.3 Research approach 

This section will present the research approach of the dissertation. 

There are two different approaches of a study, 1) Deductive approach, which means that a 

new theory is to be developed and tested. Thus, “A deductive approach is concerned with 

developing a hypothesis (or hypotheses) based on existing theory, and then designing a 

research strategy to test the hypothesis” (Wilson, 2010 pp.7). 2) Inductive approach, which 

means that observations and theories are formulated towards the end of the research and as 

a result of observations (Goddard & Melville, 2004). Thus, the approach “involves the 

search for pattern from observation and the development of explanations – theories – for 

those patterns through series of hypotheses” (Bernard, 2011 pp.7). In summary, one can 

say that the deductive approach goes from theory to empirics while the inductive goes from 

empirics to theory (Saunders et al., 2009; Bryman & Bell, 2003).  

Our dissertation is based on a deductive approach where interactions between different 

variables are to be found and hypotheses are to be built upon that. A deductive approach 

request that the research is independent by what is studied and formed in a way that 

quantitative methods are possible to practice (Saunders et al. 2009). However, Saunders et 

al. (2009) claim that the numbers of correspondents have to be in such an amount that 

generalization is possible.  

 

2.4 Theoretical framework 

This section will present the theoretical framework of the dissertation. 

Studies performed show that diversity in boards affects organizations in different ways 

(Umans, 2012; Smith & Umans, 2013). Demographic factors such as: gender, age, tenure, 

education and experience are looked at when investigating the effects of diversity on an 

organization or a board. However, most studies are focused on the private sectors which is 

profit driven and less is studied around public sector. Furthermore, the effects of diversity 

on boards are taken into consideration and are considered affecting organizational 

outcomes (Erhardt, Werbel & Shrader 2003; Smith, 2007; Broadnax, 2010; Groeneveld & 

Verbeek, 2011; Zhang, 2011; Umans, 2012; Umans & Smith, 2012; Zainal, Zulkifli & 

Saleh, 2013). However, studies show mixed results on organizational outcomes and a 
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possible way of solving these are to use board process as a mediator between board 

diversity and organizational outcomes. Several theories can be used within this type of 

study, however, those which we find applicable are the ones chosen, namely: Agency 

theory and Behavioral theory. These theories lay within the Corporate Governance which 

is most commonly used in the private sector. However, our study is based on research 

fields such as Non-profit governance and New Public Management which are newly 

developed and used in public sector, inspired by the methods used in private sector. 

Therefore, we find the theories appropriate for our dissertation.   

 

2.5 Method 

This section will present the chosen method of the dissertation. 

There are two main methods that can be used in a dissertation namely: quantitative method 

or qualitative method (Bryman, 2001; Saunders et al., 2009). The quantitative method 

concludes hypotheses which are developed through different theories and are to be studied 

through data collection, processing and analyzing. Thus, the quantitative method is used to 

gather a big amount of data which gives the possibility to generalize. The qualitative 

method on the other hand focuses on interviews and lays weight in words (Patel & 

Davidsson, 2003). According to Pater and Davidsson (2003) the qualitative method gives a 

perspective of reality through every person’s individual thoughts. Furthermore, Holme and 

Solvang (1997) claim that a qualitative method gives a deeper understanding of the 

problem.  

The research question of this study is going to be answered through a quantitative method.   

According to Saunders et al. (2009) a positivistic philosophy with a deductive approach 

should have a quantitative method. Furthermore, a number of studies performed confirm 

the usage of quantitative methods when studying diversity in higher echelons such as 

Boards of Directors and Top Management Teams (Goodstein, Gautam & Boeker, 1994; 

Erhardt, Werbel & Shrader, 2003; Smith, 2007; Roth, Kanfer & Schmidt, 2008; Umans, 

2012). Since our study aim to generalize and get an objective perspective the quantitative 

method is the most appropriate (Bryman, 2001). However, before making a quantitative 

study, a pilot study is done through an interview. A pilot study is a small study which is 

done before large scale quantitative research and is appropriate; hence, it gives the chance 

to improve the design and information of the large scale research (Pallant, 2011). This 

study is carried out on the relevant population, in our case, board members with possession 

of their seats until the beginning of 2013. This because new members have been elected by 
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the government and will take effect on the 1
st
 of May 2013 (Regeringen, 2013). Thus, new 

board members elected 2013 are not included in the study.  
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3. Theory 

 

The following chapter will describe the theoretical framework that will be used for this 

dissertation as well the definition of Board, Board Diversity, Board process and its 

influence on organizational outcome and lastly the Public organizational outcomes. 

 

 

3.1 Non-Profit Governance and Public Sector  

This section will present Non-Profit Governance and its influence on public sector. 

Essential aspects of democracy are amongst others, good governance and good public 

administration. In order to have a well-functioning society equality of all individuals is 

required (Regeringskansliet, 2008). Therefore, restraining the abuse of power and 

corruption is important, as well as ability to distribute society’s resources 

(Regeringskansliet, 2008).  

Good governance refers to several types of governance namely: Corporate Governance, 

Global Governance, Regulatory Governance and Non-Profit Governance (Hewson, 1999; 

BoardSource, 2010; Rosenau, 2011; Johnson, Whittington & Scholes, 2011). Although this 

study focuses on public sector which makes Non-Profit Governance appropriate, Corporate 

Governance with appropriate theories will also be presented. Hence, the public sector has 

implemented a lot of managing skills from the private sector, Corporate Governance is 

therefore of relevance since it refers to private sector (Mallin, 2004; Adcroft & Willis, 

2005; Ter Bogt & Scapens, 2012). 

“[...]The Non-Profit Governance primarily focuses on the fiduciary responsibility that a 

board of directors has with respect to the exercise of authority over the explicit public trust 

that is understood to exist between the mission of an organization and those whom the 

organization serves” (BoardSource, 2010 pp. 15). According to Smith, Buckling and 

Associates Inc (2000) Non-profit governance takes the government and law into 

consideration when developing strategies. Thus, monitoring role of board members are of 

an importance in public sector, in order to live up to governmental and law expectations 

when forming the goals (Smith, Buckling & Associates Inc, 2000).  
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The public sector is claimed to be organizations of the people, hence, the expression public 

has its origin from the Latin word publicus which is translated “of the people, open to all” 

(Perry & Rainey, 1988). Non-Profit Governance or New Public Governance as it is called, 

refers to public sector, hence, public sector organizations are not driven by factors such as: 

market share, share value or benchmarking. Williams (2011) states that unlike the private 

organizations whose owners have direct ownership in the organization, the relation to 

ownership is different in the public organizations (Oster, 1995). The organizations within 

the public sector are classified as non-profit driven (Oster, 1995; Gazely et al., 2010). 

Therefore, discussions due to complexity in measuring outcomes in public organizations 

have occurred (Oster, 1995; Adcroft & Willis, 2005; Gazley et al., 2010; Williams, 2011).  

Groeneveld and Verbeek (2012) points out that diversity policy in private sectors is to a 

greater extent driven by economically motives comparing to public sectors. This due to the 

fact that public sectors in amongst other, Sweden, are mainly financed through the state, 

county council or municipality by taxes analogous half of Sweden’s GDP which is around 

3 555 billion Swedish SEK. The largest amount of the money, around 41 per cent goes to 

social security and 13 per cent each goes to public management, health care and education 

(Ekonomifakta, 2013). Thus, satisfying needs and concerns are social responsibilities of 

the government towards every member of society (Regeringskansliet, 2008). It is therefore 

of an importance that diversity in public sector is well handled. Thus, the ability of 

handling diversity in public sector reflects the vision of diversity in the country since 

governments are closely linked, sometimes even owners of public sector organizations 

(Groeneveld & Verbeek, 2012).  

The public sector has grown tremendously and so has the awareness around diversity 

(Williams, 2011). Countries are therefore aware that in order to deliver better public 

services and respect democracy and legitimacy, understanding the needs of different 

groups in society is meaningful (Watson, 2004). These different groups differs in ages, 

gender, culture, education and so on which is what diversity concludes (Watson, 2004; 

Zainal et al., 2013). Furthermore, political pressures towards public sector occur due to the 

fact that Sweden, amongst other countries, has to act according to law (Regeringen, 2012). 

Politicians in Sweden put a lot of weight on the law about equality and democracy which 

reflects the view of human rights of the country. Therefore, the essence of diversity when it 

comes to political pressure is to put in light the rights of the people and give a 

democratically reflection (Pestoff, 2011). Thus, importance of diversity is well discussed 

and therefore: “Non-Profit Governance may also be able to solve, in part, some of the 
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ethical issues related to interest conflict and corruption, due to greater citizen participation 

in public service delivery” (Pestoff, 2011 pp.16).  

Thus, studies on boards in the public sector is of an interest in this dissertation due to the 

new governance and new strategic management developed with regards to political 

pressure and social responsibility (Oster, 1995; Watson, 2004; Pestoff, 2011) 

 

3.2 New Public Management 

This section will briefly present New Public Management and its importance to the public 

sector.  

New terms of managing and governing organizations in public sector have been introduced 

through the years which have increased the interest of public sector. The New Public 

Management is one such idea which has been of a great interest in the west world, in 

countries amongst others, Sweden, Norway, Denmark, France, Canada, Australia, New 

Zeeland and Netherlands (Almqvist, 2010).  

The New Public Management developed due to critics of the native traditional 

management which claimed to lack efficiency, value and management (Almqvist, 2010). 

The new public management has borrowed methods like privatization, exposure of 

competition and decentralization to reach an ideal rank (Almqvist, 2010). Thus, it is a 

model based on measuring the performance applied in public sector organizations with the 

use of private sector methods (Adcroft & Willis, 2005; Ter Bogt & Scapens, 2012). The 

idea has brought several changes in the public sector namely 1) going from detailed 

budgeting to a more flexible budgeting, 2) going from a centralized possess of power to a 

decentralized and 3) going from administration and management to guidance and 

governance (Henriksson, 2008).  

The New Public Management has given public sectors a greater meaning to financial 

control, more concentration to higher echelons and greater awareness of the importance 

over responsibilities within the organization (Henriksson, 2008). Thus, New Public 

Management will provide an interesting perspective in this dissertation.  

 

3.3 Corporate Governance  

This section will present the Corporate Governance followed by relevant theories for 

which will be applied in this dissertation  
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The New Public Management developed, amongst others, due to the lacks of managing in 

public sectors. Therefore an idea which was considered appropriate from the private sector 

was borrowed to develop new public management. Thus, theories from Corporate 

Governance which is more commonly used in private sector are today applicable in public 

sector (Miller, 2002).  

Corporate Governance is a field of research that has grown during the past several years and 

become very important for organizations in a controlling and managing perspective 

(Mallin, 2004). “Corporate Governance is concerned with the structures and systems of 

control by which managers are held accountable to those who have a legitimate stake in an 

organization” (Johnson, Whittington & Scholes, 2011 pp. 123). Thus, the field of research 

could be defined as a system that directs and controls organizations and the different roles 

and relationships between members of an organization such as: boards, shareholders and 

other stakeholders such as: employees and customers (Douma & Schreuder, 2008).. 

According to Douma and Schreuder (2008) it is the higher echelons in organizations that 

provide the principles, rules and procedures to guide the members of organizations which 

higher echelons then continuously monitor if followed. Therefore, Corporate Governance 

is of an importance to organizations today, hence, it has increased the awareness of the 

value of reaching organizational goals (Mallin, 2004).  

Corporate Governance is more commonly known in the private sector; however, theories 

such as Agency theory and Behavioural theory are applicable in the public sector as well 

(Miller, 2002). Therefore, these are to be presented thoroughly and implemented.  

 

3.4 Agency theory 

Problems between employers and employees often occur due to different interpretations 

and opinions. These types of problems are often described by the agency theory which is a 

theoretical framework consisted of namely; the principal and the agent. The principal is 

often the employer and the employees are often known as the agents (Eisenhardt, 1989; 

Johnson, Whittington & Scholes, 2011; Umans, 2012). Johnson et al. (2011) claims that 

principal-agent relationships can occur in every step of an organization, where 

beneficiaries are principals while fund trustees and investment managers are agents. 

Further down the chain board members are principals with senior executives as their agents 

(Johnson et al., 2011). According to Eisenhardt (1989) the relations between the principal 
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and the agent are regulated through a contract where rights and responsibilities are 

presented to each part.  

The role of the principal is delegating work to the agent who should perform it; however, 

verification of what the agent is actually doing is very hard (Eisenhardt, 1989). Thus, two 

main problems that agency theory is concerned with are; 1) problems when there are 

different views of reaching organizational goals. These different views often occur when 

information and expectations are improperly passed from principals down the governance 

chain to agents (Johnson et al., 2011). Therefore, principals’ are to give correct and 

understandable information as well as feedback so that the agents develop similar views. 

Johnson et al. (2007) adds that realistic goals are of an importance in order to avoid such 

problems. 2) Problems with differences in risk perspectives and risk-taking between 

principals and agents (Eisenhardt, 1989). These different perspectives of risk-taking can 

occur when agents use their knowledge and skills to act for own welfare (Forbes & 

Milliken, 1999; Huse, 2007). Thus, it is predicted that agents are more likely driven by 

self-interest which leads to organizational goals being misinterpreted (Eisenhardt, 1989). 

These two problems presented are considered breaking the contract which means that 

monitoring is required in order to keep the contract running (Eisenhardt, 1989).   

Through a principal-agent framework Board of Directors constitutes an important function. 

According to Erhardt et al. (2003) boards fulfil a monitoring role that consists of 

monitoring the proper use of the organizations’ wealth, strategy implementations and 

compensating and monitoring top management work (Umans, 2012). However, outcomes 

such as profits per employee and return are measured in the private sector and therefore the 

monitoring role becomes more evident (Miller, 2002). According to Miller (2002) the 

monitoring role is more complicated in the non-profit sector, hence: “Organizations expect 

their non-profit boards to be accountable to the competing interests of multiple 

stakeholders with no clear indication of how performance will be assessed and no 

agreement as to who owns the non-profit organization.” (Miller, 2002 pp. 447). 

Furthermore, Miller (2002) claims that the monitoring is able only when boards determine 

ownership. Thereafter, boards can effectively monitor executive action to assure that 

managerial behaviour is consistent with owner expectations if they have established 

performance expectations (Miller, 2002). However, the Agency theory is applicable on 

public sector, hence, the monitoring is essential in a public sector matter; this due to the 

fact that the country and the government have often its interests in public sector by 

showing principals and standards of the country through the organizations (Pestoff, 2011). 
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Thus, through monitoring, boards of directors can therefore protect the countries and the 

governments’ interests and reputation.  

In summary, Agency theory presumes that agents do not always act according to principals 

expectations. Thus, when boards provide richer information, executive action is likely to 

be aligned with the owners’ interests (Eisenhardt, 1989). Organizations can therefore 

reduce information asymmetries and control agent opportunism by investing in formal 

information systems (Eisenhardt, 1989). According to Miller (2002) a Board of Directors is 

one such mechanism. Thus: “A board of Directors is one type of information system that 

owners can use to monitor the potential for self-interested managerial behaviour” (Miller, 

2002 pp. 433). Yet, according to Miller (2002) “non-profit board members do not expect 

conflict between the executive director and the purpose for which the organization was 

created.” (pp. 446).  

 

3.5 Behavioural theory of the firm 

Agency theory has dominated the research field about strategies and management research 

in Board of Directors for decades (Huse et al., 2009). However, Huse et al. (2009) argues 

that the agency theory needs to be challenged, hence, agency theory’s behavioral insights 

are rather limited and that this could eventually lead to new found perspectives about 

research in Boards of Directors and Corporate governance. Thus, there has been little 

research about actual board behavior where the behavior and decision-making within 

boards is considered a black box that needs to be opened (Huse, 2007; Huse et al., 2009).  

There are four main blocks which can be considered as building blocks in behavioral 

theory of the firm namely 1) Bounded rationality, which means that the rationality in 

decision-making is limited by the information available, the cognitive limitations and the 

time available to make the fully satisfying decision (Huse, 2007; Huse et al., 2009). 2) 

Satisficing and problematic search, meaning being satisfied with choices that are mediocre 

rather than spending time and effort on finding the optimal choice. Problematic search has 

then grown as an issue of itself from satisficing behavior which means seeing only short-

term solutions and focusing on immediate problems rather than thinking long-term optimal 

solutions (Huse, 2007). 3) Routines and learning, meaning Board of Directors being 

influenced by operation through routines rather than finding new ways to operate. 4) 

Political bargaining and quasi-resolution of conflicts which addresses the issues of 

coalitions and sub-coalitions of actors within the organization. Furthermore, political 

bargaining and quasi-resolution of conflicts can be seen as a complex political system 
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where negotiation and bargaining among coalitions occur due to different preferences and 

objectives; and conflict resolving occurs through political bargaining rather than through 

objective alignment (Huse, 2007).   

These are the four building blocks in behavioral theory of the firm which addresses how 

organizational problems is solved through applying norms, memorized routines and so 

forth; hence, it reduces the complexity of decision-making whilst the Behavioral theory 

stresses the importance of decision-making as a process in better understanding of board 

behavior (Huse, 2007; Huse et al., 2009). 

 

3.6 Boards 

This section will thoroughly present and discuss Boards and its important role.  

Boards in general contain a number of people normally aiming for the same goals for an 

organizations best interest, depending on who the owners might be. There are two types of 

boards namely; 1) unitary boards which include both executive and non-executive directors 

where decisions are made in a unified group and 2) two-tier boards which means that the 

board is divided into a management board and a supervisory board (Zahra & Pearce, 1989). 

The management board focuses on operational issues where it includes only executives and 

chief executives whilst the supervisory board provides strategic decisions and consists of 

non-executive directors (Hofstede & Bond, 1984). EU countries and USA normally uses 

the unitary board system while Germany, Austria and Netherlands use the two-tier board 

system.  

Boards usually consist of a group of people which have been composited by a headman to 

manage an organization. This headman is usually the owner of an organization and if there 

are different owners they cooperate together in a board composition (Hilb, 2005). 

Furthermore, Hilb (2005) explains that boards consist of a chairman, external or internal, 

dependent or independent board members and a board secretary, where the chairman is 

considered to have experiences and competencies enough to be the overall leader. The 

number of members in a board depends from organization to organization and therefore a 

specific number is not stated (Johnson et al., 2011).  

Board members are important people for organizations; hence, the main role that board 

members have is overseeing how management serves the long-term expectations and 

interests of share owners and other stakeholders (Johnson et al., 2011). Good boards 



25 
 

ensures that organizations fulfils missions by monitoring, guiding and enabling good 

management since they have the power of decision-making regarding strategies, directions, 

policies and governance of organizations. Furthermore, Mallin (2004) argue that boards 

have the responsibility of appointing a CEO with qualities needed for the organization.  

In summary, the monitoring role of Board of Directors is of an importance to secure that 

the strategy is correctly implemented further down of the organizations chain (Johnson et 

al., 2011).  

 

3.7 Board diversity 

This section will present and generally discuss diversity within boards.  

Corporate Governance focuses on the importance of how the relationships, between 

members in upper echelons, influence their ways to operate (Mallin, 2004). Non-Profit 

Governance on the other hand, focuses on reflecting democracy and equal rights through 

management (Groeneveld & Verbeek, 2012). Thus, Board of Director diversity may 

therefore be considered of significant value when researching on how Board of Directors 

influence organizational outcome through board process; due to the impact high or low 

board diversity has on behavior and board process. Hence, Boards of Directors in 

particular, have to address the diversity questions all the more to make their firms more 

efficient due to increasing globalization (Ruigork, Peck & Tacheva, 2007). Studies show 

that there have been discussions about board diversity and the effects of it in both public 

and private organizations for a long time (Triandis, 1960; Cox, Lobel & McLeod, 1991; 

Watson, Kumar & Michaelsen, 1993). Boards are therefore of an interest since they make 

the important decisions regarding the organization, financing and governance (Mallin, 

2004; Hilb, 2005; Johnson et al., 2011) 

Board diversity is divided into demographic and cognitive diversity (Erhardt et al., 2003; 

Zainal et al., 2013). The observable demographic factors are, amongst others, culture, 

gender, age and tenure (Pelled, 1996), while the non-observable cognitive factors are such 

as education, knowledge, values and personality characteristics (Zainal et al., 2013). 

According to Erhardt et al. (2003) most of the researchers uses demographic observable 

factors when studying diversity and its impact on performance, a possible explanation 

could be that these factors are easier to measure than the non-observable. 
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The differences of people reflect the priorities in government strategies. Thus, these 

differences of people are not only semantic. In order to prevent discrimination in terms of 

gender, age, ethnicity, religion or belief, sexual orientation, political views, disability and 

physical appearance, diversity is of an importance to the public sector guaranteeing 

neutrality (Organisation for Economic Co-operation & Development, 2009). Another 

reason of importance of diversity in public sector is to understand, appreciate and realise 

the benefits of different life experiences, competencies and socio-economic and cultural 

backgrounds (Organisation for Economic Co-operation & Development, 2009). Thus, 

diversifying the public sector contributes to a better representation of the society as well as 

the country (Organisation for Economic Co-operation & Development, 2009). Diversity in 

the labour market is therefore essential, not only for the country but for organizational 

outcomes and wellbeing as well (Ruigork, Peck & Tacheva, 2007). Hence, the following 

section will shortly present if and how the observable as well as the non-observable factors 

affects organizational outcomes.  

 

3.7.1 Demographic Observable factors 

Gender diversity 

Statistics from both the Unites States and the United Kingdom show that women are highly 

under-represented in boards (Singh & Vinnicombe, 2003, 2004; Singh, Terjesen & 

Vinnicombe, 2008), as well as several studies show the same conclusions (Hyland & 

Marcellino, 2002; Burke, 2003; Singh & Vinnicombe, 2004). Hence, this has led several 

countries to implement legislations of achieving a minimum percentage of women in 

boards to minimize this gap (Hoel, 2004; Singh & Vinnicombe, 2006). Thus, legislations 

and encouragement such as these provides women the great opportunity to gain seats in the 

boardroom (Miller & Triana, 2009). Moreover, Carter et al. (2003) and Erhardt et al. 

(2003) found results that show that gender diversity has an positive effect on firm 

performance due to greater effectiveness of corporate leadership because top managers 

usually take a broader view in diverse boards. Diverse boards also influence the public’s 

perception of its social performance by signaling dedication to social justice by the firm to 

the public (Bilimoria, 2000; Miller & Triana, 2009). However, Shrader, Blackburn and Iles 

(1997) found a negative relationship between the percentage of women in boards and firm 

performance as other studies were not able to find any link between these two at all 

(Dwyer, Richard & Chadwick, 2003; Dimovski & Brooks, 2006; Umans & Smith, 2012). 
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Age diversity 

“Wisdom comes with winters” Oscar Wilde once said, based on that argument a board 

consisting only of older members would be considered the ultimate board but that may not 

always be the case. Studies show that members of an older age have a more significant 

impact on decision-making (Hambrick & Mason, 1984; Bantel & Jackson, 1989; 

Wiersema & Bantel, 1992). However, they are likely to be more risk averse and 

conservative in decision-taking due to carefulness in adapting new strategies (Wiersema & 

Bantel, 1992) which could lead to a “we do as we always have done” - mentality, whilst 

younger members tend to be bigger risk takers (Hambrick & Mason, 1984). Mahadeo, 

Soobaroyen and Hanumanas (2011) implies that a broader age-diverse board is of an 

advantage for organizations in a way that 1) the older members provide the experience and 

knowledge, 2) the middle-aged members are usually in charge of the executive 

responsibilities and lastly 3) the younger members contribute to fresh perspectives while 

developing knowledge about the organization. Wiersema and Bantel (1992) agree in some 

extent and argue that age diversity should enhance easier ways to adopt new way of 

thinking due to variety of perspectives. According to Marimuthu (2009) firm performance 

is partially positively influenced by age diversity. Milliken and Martins (1996) agrees and 

means that higher age diversity is resulting in higher turnover rates. 

 

Culture diversity  

The cultural diversity question has gradually become of an important matter in order to 

better understand cultural diverse boards. Several studies show that cultural board diversity 

has a positive influence on firm performance (Carter et al., 2003; Erhardt et al., 2003; 

Ruigrok et al., 2007). Furthermore, Carter et al. (2003) argue that directors with a different 

background and culture are more likely to ask questions from a broader perspective that 

might not have been asked by directors from a traditional background. Thus, this enhances 

the independence of the board which is important for the best interest of the stakeholders 

(Carter et al., 2003). Ruigrok et al. (2007) states one benefit of having cultural diversity 

namely that foreign directors possess cultural knowledge, expertise and contacts which 

benefits the firm when doing business in foreign markets. However, Umans (2008) claim 

that many researchers show that cultural diversity has a negative influence on 

communication which can result in competitive conflicts and may therefore eventually 

influence the firm performance negatively (Triandis, 1960; Ruhe & Eatman, 1977; 

Kirchmeyer & Cohen, 1992). 
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Tenure diversity  

Tenure refers to for which amount of time a member has worked at the same location 

(Koufopoulos, Zoumbos, Argyropoulou & Motwani, 2008).  Kosnik (1990) argue that 

tenure has a positive effect on firm performance in a way that they are more familiar with 

the firms specific governance issues and may therefore address them more rapidly (Ben-

Amar et al., 2013). Furthermore, Ben-Amar et al. (2013) argue that directors with more 

experience with their particular firm have the tendency to better understand the firms’ 

resources and operations, thus, their association with the board lasts for over a long period 

of time. Carson et al. (2004) agrees and states that tenure diversity in Top Management 

Teams has a positive influence on firm performance, whilst in Board of Directors, tenure 

diversity is preferred to be kept on a lower level due to complexity in proceedings which 

requires more knowledged members (Kesner, 1988). Thus, Top Management Teams have 

less complex proceedings which do not make them dependent on having long tenure 

members. Furthermore, low tenure diversity in Top Management Teams shows a negative 

influence on firm performance (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992). However, studies show that 

long tenure may lead directors to become less effective in monitoring management, hence, 

leading to lowering the quality of decision-making due to possibly making decisions 

through routines instead of exploiting new optimal solutions (Goll et al., 2001; Ben-Amar 

et al., 2013). 

 

 3.7.2 Cognitive Non-observable factors 

Education 

Educational diversity addresses the educational background of members, thus any 

schooling that has successfully been completed, college degrees achieved, completed 

credits from online courses and so forth counts as merits within the educational 

background. According to Mahadeo et al. (2011) more research has been made about how 

gender and age diversity impacts board performance rather than educational diversity, 

hence, cognitive diversity may be less transparent than demographic diversity. 

Furthermore, educations’ relevance depends on what type of education a member has and 

how it is relevant to the specific occupation, there has therefore been contradictory results 

regarding the relationship between educational diversity and performance (Simons & 

Pelled, 1999; Mahadeo et al., 2011). Bantel (1993) found that higher diversity in 

educational background in the banking industry does have a positive influence of board 

performance. However, Tuggle, Schnatterly and Johnson (2010) discovered that a higher 
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educational board diversity in firm/industry contributed to more consideration when 

processing entrepreneurial issues as well as directors with similar educational background 

tend to focus on issues they are familiar with rather than managing issues outside their 

comfort zone due to alike thinking (Mahadeo et al., 2011). 

 

Experience 

Forbes and Milliken (1996) explain that the diversity of skills usually refers to the 

functional background, occupational background and range of industry experience. We 

will use the word experience as an overall term of the different experiences and 

backgrounds in the hypothesis; however they will be separately discussed in the section 

below.  

Ibrahim, Angelidis and Howard (2007) states that there is very little literature that focuses 

on the overall background of Board of Directors. Forbes and Milliken (1996) argue that 

members with different experiences in upper echelons may lead to significantly different 

perspectives regarding handling issues within the organization. Furthermore, Ben-Amar et 

al. (2013) states that directors with more experience have a better understanding of the 

organizations resources and operations as well as they to a greater extent can contribute to 

the organizations strategy. However, Ibrahim el al. (2007) state that top executives’ 

background may bias their strategic orientation. Thus, Ibrahim et al. (2007) did a research 

about the impact of occupational background of directors in the health care industry and 

found that top executives were less engaged in their work even though they have former 

occupational background in health care. Whilst top executives with no health care 

occupational background seemed to be more engaged (Ibrahim et al., 2007). Furthermore, 

occupational diversity may lead to difficulties to interact with fellow members as well as it 

may lead to low level of behavior integration (Forbes & Milliken, 1996). Moreover, Forbes 

and Milliken (1996) argue that high industry experience diversity may lead to less 

integration which reduces the members’ ability to make high-quality strategic decisions. 

Evidence also shows that members with non-similar backgrounds and skills tend to have 

greater coordination costs than members with similar background and skills (Forbes & 

Milliken, 1996). 

Thus, introducing the board process as a mediator to understand why and how members 

operate the way they do and how this influences performance and outcome could possibly 

lead to fully understand why the results have been contradictory. Hence, the following 
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section will open the “black box” in further discussion about the board process and its 

impact on firm performance and outcome.  

 

3.8 Board process 

This section will briefly present the meaning of Board process and its importance in the 

boardroom 

The knowledge about how power and influence inside and outside the boardroom 

contributes to board process and organizational outcome are rather limited (Huse et al., 

2009). Studies about board process have become more of an essential factor in better 

understanding how Boards operate and how this affects organizational outcome (Huse et 

al., 2009).  

Huse et al. (2009) argue that there is mixed opinions about what board process actually are 

and that this research of field lacks a theoretical framework, hence it leads to researchers 

often rejecting this particular topic. Board process generally emphasizes both context and 

behavior of the board (Huse et al., 2009). Thus, essential factors that are considered 

characteristics of board process are, in no particular order, 1) independence and power of 

the board, 2) board composition and board member characteristics and lastly 3) events or 

outcomes of board decision-making (Huse et al., 2009). Furthermore, Ingley and Van der 

Walt (2005) states that an important aspect in achieving a good board process is that board 

members need to interpret their role in order to operate correctly. Hence, achieving higher 

board process effectiveness means that the board members need to focus on finding 

appropriate strategies to address different matters rather than addressing them through 

routines (Ingley & Van der Walt, 2005). Maharaj (2009) agrees and argues that neglecting 

board process could have a great impact on organizations; hence, it reduces the 

effectiveness of corporate governance. 

The Behavioral theory of the firm is of relevance since it focuses on the interactions and 

behavioral processes amongst actors in and around the boardroom (Huse et al., 2009). It 

stresses the importance of decision-making as an essential factor in understanding board 

behavior (Huse et al., 2009). Thus, the main focus of board process in this dissertation will 

be seen through decision-making on a general level and strategic decision-making on a 

deeper level in better understanding of board behavior. 
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3.8.1 Strategic Decision-making 

This section will present strategic decision-making and its importance in both boardrooms 

and organizations  

Huse (2007) states the importance of opening the “black box” to better understand board 

behavior, accurately decision-making, as well as Nutt and Wilson (2010) explains that 

decision-making in general has become more of a central question the more organizations 

grow and become more complex. However, strategic decision-making, which is a form of 

decision-making, is of an essential importance when measuring organizational outcome 

due to the fact that 1) different processes results in that different choices are being made 

and 2) different choices results in different outcomes (Dean & Sharfman, 1996). Nutt and 

Wilson (2010) argue that there are several characteristics of strategic decision-making; the 

most relevant for this dissertation will be addressed hereafter: 1) Strategic decision-making 

rarely have one best solution, but often a series of possible solutions, 2) Strategic decisions 

have competing interests that prompt key players to use political pressure to ensure that a 

choice aligns with their preferences, 3) They are elusive problems that are difficult to 

define precisely and lastly 4) They require an understanding of the problem to find a 

sustainable solution. 

Furthermore, Nutt and Wilson (2010) argue that when organizations implements a certain 

strategic decision-making it becomes hard to reverse since human and financial resources 

already has been committed to their cause. The boards are a typical example of this as they 

are considered “historians”.  They are reconstructing the past to prevent future disasters of 

happening (Nutt & Wilson, 2010); hence it leads to “we do as we always have done” –

mentality as mentioned earlier.  Nutt and Wilson (2010) mean that strategic decision-

making could be seen as patterns, meaning decisions being made without thorough 

planning due to the lack of access for knowledge required to proceed with creating a plan 

of action. Hence, these behaviors lead to strategies being formed in the organizations based 

on these patterns (Nutt & Wilson, 2010), a sort of routine with different words (Huse, 

2007). Strategic decision-making could also be seen as perspectives which mean decisions 

being characterized as a reflection of how strategists in an organization perceive the world 

and their organization (Nutt & Wilson, 2010). Hence, this reflects and can be noticed by 

observing organizations in similar industries that often choose similar strategic decisions. 

Universities and large retailers, amongst others, tend to follow similar strategic decision-

making from this perspective point of view (Nutt & Wilson, 2010). 
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There have been several studies carried out about comparing strategic decision-making in 

private and public sector to see if they differ in any way (Rainey, Ronquillo, & Avellaneda, 

2010). Rainey et al. (2010) states that general decision-makers in both profitable and non-

profitable organizations do not differ distinctively, hence, they face similar decisions. 

However, Public organizations must take other factors, such as political interventions, legal 

influences and absence of economic markets for organizational outcome into consideration 

when observing the decision-making process (Rainey et al., 2010). High level decisions 

may be of an issue in public organizations rather than in private due to strong external legal 

and institutional constrains involved in decision-making combined with complex and hard-

to-specify goals (Rainey et al., 2010). Avoiding decisions as far-reaching goals may result 

in less opposition from authorities in the political process which makes the decision-

making less complex and time consuming (Rainey et al., 2010). Child, Elbanna and 

Rodrigues (2010) stated that decision-making is a political process in the context that 

political realism is incorporated into the behavioral theory of the firm, where conflicts 

occur due to interest based on different goals amongst coalitions and that this is considered 

as normal aspects of organizational life (Huse, 2007). Furthermore, Rainey et al. (2010) 

states that both private and public organizations do decision-making through routines and 

that these routines do not differ distinctively, which is normal. However, public 

organizations engage into decision-making through routines in a much larger extent than 

private organizations, hence this explains how decision processes can be both similar yet 

different in public organizations compared to private organizations (Rainey et al., 2010).   

Huse (2007) explains that in order to understand how the board influences outcome, we 

must understand how they operate. Therefore, board process is considered of essential 

value in this particular field of research. Thus, understanding how strategic decision-

making process is carried out by Board of Directors in the public sector may give us 

greater clarification of how it influences organizational outcome. 

 

3.9 How diversity characteristics influences efficiency of strategic decision-making 

This section will discuss how different diversity characteristics influences decision-making 

and will also present the hypothesis continuously throughout the text 

Different is good, that is what several authors claim when referring to diversity (Kosnik, 

1990; Zhang, 2011; Ruigork, Peck & Tacheva, 2007; Groeneveld & Verbeek, 2012). 

Diversity is a loaded term which concludes different measures namely: age, gender, tenure, 

culture, education and experience, amongst others (Zainal et al., 2013). Diversity provides 
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innovation with different characteristics and opinions which may help improve decision-

making and policy-making (Organisation for Economic Co-operation & Development, 

2009). Therefore, two different aspects to detect efficiency of strategic decision-making 

which further affects organizational outcomes, are presented 1) Strategic decision time 

efficiency, which refers to the rapidity of the strategic decision process (Eisenhardt, 1989). 

2) Strategic decision comprehensiveness, which refers to which extent the board members 

gather and process information in making strategic decisions. Hence, the effort, 

thoroughness and involvement of the members also show quality of decision-making 

(Fredrickson, 1984). According to Souitars and Maestro (2010), determination of 

efficiency of strategic decision-making can be done by examining the two different factors, 

time efficiency and efficiency of comprehensiveness. Time efficiency and 

comprehensiveness are considered to be the two integral parts of efficiency process 

(Talaulicar, Grundei & Werder, 2005). Thus, by studying results on these two factors one 

can argue if Board of Directors is efficient in strategic decision-making
1
. 

Prior research has shown a positive relationship between Directors’ characteristics and 

decision-making processes (Goll & Rasheed, 2005; Papadakis & Barwise, 1997). 

Moreover, several studies claim that board diversity may lead to more varied and strategic 

decision-making processes due to different perspectival views (Zhang, 2011; Carter et al., 

2003).  

Older generation workers have both benefits and disadvantages, meaning that they may 

have been at the same organization for a while which takes us to Tenure diversity. Studies 

show that long tenure may lead directors to become less effective in monitoring and 

management, hence, it can lead  to a lower the quality of decision-making due to the fact 

that decision are possibly made through routines instead of exploiting new optimal 

solutions (Goll et al., 2001; Ben-Amar et al., 2013). Time is one of the aspects of 

efficiency of strategic decision-making, thus, Kosnik (1990) claim that high tenure can 

lead to addressing governmental issues more rapidly (Ben-Amar et al., 2013). Therefore, 

higher tenure in boards can contribute to more rapidly addressed decision-making. 

However, the quality of decision-making may be lowered due to the fact that long tenure 

board members may become less effective and more focused on past routines instead of 

new solutions (Goll et al., 2001; Ben-Amar et al., 2013). Furthermore, due to complexity in 

                                                           
1
 Even though theoretically the two concepts, time efficiency and comprehensiveness form one grand concept 

namely, efficiency of strategic decision-making, the measures will be provided in the empirical method 

chapter.  
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proceedings in Boards of Directors, tenure diversity is preferred being kept on a lower 

level. Higher know ledged people in Boards of Directors are of a significant value because 

of the complexity of different tasks and knowledge comes with higher tenure (Kesner, 

1988). This indicates that tenure diversity should be held in a lower level. 

We argue that boards face more complex tasks, thus, a board with a higher tenure would 

probably be more efficient when it comes to strategic decision-making. Furthermore, 

higher tenured board members may have encountered problematic decision-making 

process and learned from previous mistakes and can address solutions more rapidly. Thus, 

this leads to our first hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1: Tenure diversity will have a negative influence on efficiency of strategic 

decision-making in Boards of Directors. 

 

However, from a gender diversity aspect specifically, monitoring and management are 

more efficiently done due to the fact that “women are more socially sensitive (identified as 

better at reading other people’s thoughts) than men.” (Credit Suisse Research, 2012 pp. 

17). Although, McKinsey & Company (2008) claim that women are very good at being 

strong mentors as well as defining responsibilities, in the same study, men were a lot better 

in taking individual decisions (McKinsey & Company, 2008). However, according to Burt 

(1982) and Ibarra (1993) women and minorities tend to have a broader range of network 

relationships and more weak ties than males do which in turn can ease decision-making. 

Furthermore, authors claim that women are more concerned with uncertainty, doubts, and 

the dynamism that are involved in the decision (Lizarraga, Baquedano & Elawar, 2007). 

Furthermore, women are more aware of the constraints that the setting and close persons 

put on them as well as their emotions are more important to them in the decision process 

(Lizarraga et al., 2007). Conversely, according to Lizarraga et al. (2007) “men assign more 

importance to the analysis of the information required to carry out the decision and to the 

definition of the goals or purposes of the decision. They are more motivated during the 

process and also feel more intensely the pressure from all the work-related aspects.” (pp. 

387). According to Singh and Vinnicombe (2004) gender diverse boards may have more 

alternatives to base decisions on. However, Smith, Smith and Verner (2006) mean that 

higher gender diverse boards may lead to different opinions and questions which in turn 

can be time consuming. Although it can be time consuming, Smith et al. (2006) claim that 

gender diverse boards leads to increased quality. Taking into consideration that men and 
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women have both positive and negative sides, combining them may lead to better solutions 

and more efficient decision-making. Thus, this leads to our second hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2: Gender diversity will have a positive influence on efficiency of strategic 

decision-making in Boards of Directors  

 

Decision-making processes can also be affected due to the different generations in a labor 

market. From an Age diversity aspect, different generations can bring both positive and 

negative things to an organization. Several studies performed claim that age of members 

have high impact on decision-making (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992; Hambrick & Mason, 

1984; Bantel & Jackson, 1989). Taylor (1975) claim that age has been contributing both to 

in which a decision is reached and the quality of decisions. According to studies 

performed, older workers have more knowledge and ability to help younger workers in 

complex decision-making tasks (Wegge, Roth, Neubach, Schmidt & Kanfer, 2008). While 

younger generations can offer wider knowledge regarding technology, older generations 

can contribute with different experiences which develop with age (Goessl, 2011). 

Furthermore, Taylor (1975) means that “older decision makers are far more susceptible to 

dysfunctional effects of information overload” (pp. 74). However, Goessl (2011) claim that 

young generations are more familiar with processes while older generations are better with 

seeing the whole picture and have better fundamental understanding. Thus, diversifying is 

for the organizations’ best, getting the best of both generations in the same workplace can 

increase the strategic decision-making efficiency. Other authors similarly claim that age 

diversity amongst board members may exert positive effects on an organization, by 

increasing the quality of decision making (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998; Jackson, Joshi & 

Erhardt, 2003; Gebert, 2004). We believe that combining different generations in Boards 

of Directors is essential, where younger board members may lead to more innovative ideas 

while older workers may have more experience on addressing information. Thus, this leads 

to our third hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 3: Age will have a positive influence on efficiency of strategic decision-making 

in Boards of Directors. 

 

From a cultural diversity aspect Milliken and Martins (1996) states that it is possible that 

cultural diverse boards may not have the ability to adequately process the greater pool of 

information and viewpoints brought in by minority board members. Indeed, prior diversity 

studies have found that diversity in upper echelons may be counter-productive; hence it 
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results in greater process losses, which may slow the decision-making process (Milliken & 

Martins, 1996). However, Kosnik (1990) explain that narrow-mindedness and smugness 

may be reduced with a broader diverse board which in turn may enhance wider range of 

solutions as well as alternatives for strategic decisions. Carter et al. (2003) argue that 

directors with a different background and culture are more likely to ask questions that 

might not have been asked by directors from a traditional background. Thus, this enhances 

the independence of the board and can affect strategic decision-making process positively. 

Therefore, this leads to our fourth hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 4: Cultural diversity will have a positive influence on efficiency of strategic 

decision-making in Boards of Directors.  

 

From an educational diversity aspect Olson, Parayitam and Bao (2007) claim that 

cognitive diversity is of relevance for executive decision making. Hence: “the cognitive 

perspective of executives includes their views on the aims and focus of the firm” (Olson et 

al., 2007 pp. 200). In the context of decision making cognitive diversity, such as education, 

is of an importance due to the fact that it leads to better decisions by generating multiple 

perspectives and engendering well thought-out alternatives (Olson et al., 2007). According 

to several authors educational diversity is positively related to innovative and qualitative 

solutions in decision-making (Bantel, 1994; Bantel & Jackson, 1989; Wiersema & Bantel, 

1992). Similarly, Bantel (1993) claim that well educated directors are more likely to be 

involved in the decision-making process in a way that they will demand more detailed 

information and extensive financial reports which contribute to better strategic decision-

making than not well educated directors would. Furthermore, Goll et al. (2001) claim that 

higher education contributes to increased creativity and solutions in an organization. 

Taking into consideration that previous research show more positive effects of educational 

diversity rather than negative it leads us to our fifth hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 5: Educational diversity will have a positive influence on efficiency of strategic 

decision-making in Boards of Directors.  

 

From an experience diversity aspect years of experience in boards matter when it comes to 

judging information value, time required and flexibility when making decisions (Kirchner, 

1958; Weir, 1964; Birren, 1964; Surwillo, 1964). Ben-Amar et al. (2013) argue that 

directors with more experience with their particular firm have the tendency to better 

understand the firms’ resources and operations, thus, their association with the board lasts 
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for over a long period of time. Therefore, people with more understanding over an 

organization can easier make appropriate decisions. Furthermore, Taylor (1975) found that 

there was a tendency to make more rapid decisions when having more experience, hence, 

supervised more. Several authors claim that past experiences can impact future decision-

making, hence, if previous decisions have been positive people are more likely to make 

same decisions if given a similar situation (Juliusson, Karlsson & Gärling, 2005). 

However, Sagi and Friedland (2007) claim that people are aware and tend to avoid 

previous mistaken decisions.  

Our arguments are similar as in for tenure diversity. Board members with high experience 

may have been through different paths, some mistaken other correct which they probably 

learn from. Furthermore, board members with high experience tend to get used to their 

work and therefore can manage strategic decision-making more efficiently. Thus, this leads 

to our sixth hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 6: Board experience diversity will have a negative influence on the efficiency 

of strategic decision-making in Boards of Directors.  

 

Different diversity characteristics affect decision-making in one way or another which in 

turn affects the outcomes of an organization. Thus, in the next section further discussion 

around decision-making and organizational outcomes is presented.  

 

3.10 Decision-making and organizational outcomes 

This section will discuss how decision-making influences organizational outcomes.   

 “As the economy recovers and expands globally, organizations face a heightened need for 

speedy and effective decision-making in order to remain competitive and flourish in the 

marketplace.” (Deloitte, 2012 pp. 2).  

According to Blenko and Mankins (2012) organizations with quickly made decisions and 

effectively implementation of them, get better outcomes. However, quickly made decisions 

are not often the right ones, which is why quality is of essential matter regarding decision-

making and reaching good outcomes (Blenko & Mankins, 2012).  

Several studies performed show that strategic decision-making in a diversified workforce 

can lead to easier adapting environmental changes (Zald, 1969; Mintzberg, 1983; Pearce & 

Zahra, 1991). This in turn leads to better performance; hence, environmental changes 
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sometimes require modification. If this modification is effectively done through quick 

adaption it reflects on organizational outcomes (Zald, 1969; Mintzberg, 1983; Pearce & 

Zahra, 1991). However, several studies address the issues with boards being too little 

involved with the strategic decision-making processes in boardrooms (Judge & Zeithaml, 

1992). Hence, empirical findings regarding increased involvement with strategic decision-

making of the board resulted in improved organizational outcome (Judge & Zeithaml, 

1992). According to Child (1972) and Miles (1982) a lot of managers make poor strategic 

choices which leads to great organizational consequences. Furthermore, Judge and 

Zeithaml (1992) claim that boards’ lack of involvement depends on that the boards are 

accepting every solution and evaluation other higher echelons passes on without 

questioning and cooperating strategic decision-making along with the other higher 

echelons. Thus, such lack of involvement can lead to negative outcomes.  

Andrews (1980, p.30) stated that involved boards “should require of its management a 

unique and corporate strategy, review it periodically for its validity and use it as the 

reference point for all other board decisions” in order to achieve optimal decision-making 

and positive outcomes. Huse et al. (2009) addresses another issue and argue the importance 

of avoiding bias in the decision-making processes of boards. Thus, questions such as “what 

are the characteristics of the discussion style of boards and what impact do these styles 

have”, may be a solution in avoiding bias (Huse et al., 2009).  

Lastly, efficient decision-making, meaning time efficiency, comprehensiveness efficiency, 

or both is of an importance to organizations wellbeing. Such efficiency in decision-making 

is amongst others, quality, speed, involvement and effort which, if all correctly completed 

and put weight into, can lead to positive organizational outcomes (Blenko & Mankins, 

2012).  

We argue that boards that address decisions more rapidly may affect organizational 

outcomes positively, hence, boards of directors do not meet often which is why they have 

to be prepared to be rather time efficient. Although other authors claim that speed of 

decisions may affect organizational outcomes negatively because board members does not 

do a proper evaluation, it is of rather relevance that board members have to  

Hypothesis 7: Efficient Strategic decision-making will have a positive influence on 

organizational outcome in public sector.  
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3.11 Summary  

This section will summarize the theory chapter and present all the hypotheses. 

Diversity in Boards of Directors is well discussed and studied in the world of researchers. 

Several authors claim that different characteristics namely: age, gender, tenure, culture, 

education and experience, of diversity in Boards of Directors influence organizational 

outcomes (Kosnik, 1990; Zhang, 2011; Ruigork, Peck & Tacheva, 2007; Groeneveld & 

Verbeek, 2012; Umans, 2012; Umans & Smith, 2013). However, in this particular 

dissertation Boards of Directors are studied in public sector with board process, 

particularly strategic decision-making as a mediator. Thus, diversity in Boards with 

strategic decision-making as a mediator is considered affecting organizational outcomes. 

The organizational outcomes are studied in the public sector, more particular higher 

education such as universities.  

Different results by different authors are presented through the theory chapter, based on a 

thoroughly discussion in previous section following hypothesis are made:  

H1: Tenure diversity will have a negative influence on efficiency of strategic decision-making in Boards of 

Directors. 

H2: Gender diversity will have a positive influence on efficiency of strategic decision-making in Boards of 

Directors. 

H3: Age diversity will have a positive influence on efficiency of strategic decision-making in Boards of 

Directors. 

H4: Cultural diversity will have a positive influence on efficiency of strategic decision-making in Boards of 

Directors. 

H5: Educational diversity will have a positive influence on efficiency of strategic decision-making in Boards 

of Directors. 

H6: Board experience diversity will have a negative influence on efficiency of strategic decision-making in 

Boards of Directors. 

H7: Efficient strategic decision-making will have a positive influence on organizational outcome in public 

sector. 

Thus, a model based on all the concerning factors within this research question will be 

presented below to facilitate the understanding of the connection. 
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Figure 3.1 Summarized research model 
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4. Empirical Method  

 

The following chapter will present the empirical method in following order: research 

design, time horizon, data collection as well as sample selection, operationalization, 

reliability, validity and lastly generalizability. 

 

 

4.1 Research design  

This section will present the research design of the dissertation. 

Yin (2003) explains that a research design is: “a logical plan for getting from here to there” 

(p. 20). The research design can be out of three different forms explanatory, exploratory or 

descriptive. The explanatory purpose of a study investigates cause and effect to see if there 

are interactions between different variables. It aims to explain a certain problem in a study 

and to perform an explanation of causal relationship between variables (Saunders et al., 

2009). Exploratory purpose is however, focused on finding new instincts and causalities. 

Thus, building descriptions and unexplored circumstances in the literature is a part of the 

exploratory purpose (Marshall & Rossman, 1999; Kvale, 1996). This is appropriate when 

researchers want to understand the nature of a problem (Saunders et al., 2009). The 

descriptive purpose focuses on giving a truthful perspective without influencing it in any 

way (Saunders et al., 2009). Thus, illustrating the reality of person, events or situations are 

included in the descriptive purpose. This type of study is most commonly used together 

with either explanatory or exploratory study (Saunders et al., 2009).  

The purpose of our study is to explain how different factors of demographic diversity in 

boards affect organizational outcomes in public sector. Thus, an explanatory purpose is a 

proper choice due to the fact that our study is going to include interactions between 

different variables (Saunders et al., 2009). Since an explanatory purpose aims to study and 

establish cause and affect it is very appropriate choice for our dissertation (Sauders et al., 

2009). Hence, the dissertation aims to explain how diversity in boards affects 

organizational outcome with board process as a mediator. Thus, variables of diversity 

could in a certain degree affect organizational outcomes. Previous studies performed by 

several authors in the same study area as our dissertation have and found it appropriate to 
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use an explanatory purpose of study (Erhardt, Werbel & Shrader, 2003; Zhang, 2011; 

Umans, 2012). 

 

4.2 Research time horizon 

 

This section will present the research time horizon of the dissertation.  

Time horizon is one important characteristic of a dissertation. According to Saunders et al. 

(2009) there are two types of studies namely: 1) cross-sectional studies which are often 

used when studying a particular problem at a particular time and 2) longitudinal studies 

which is often used when studying a particular problem over a time spectra (Saunders et 

al., 2009).  

Our dissertation will use a cross-sectional perspective due to the fact that our study aims to 

look at diversity in Boards of Directors at a given time, thus, effects of different variables 

are going to be studied at a certain time (Saunders et al., 2009). The time constrains are 

another reason which does not allow us to use a longitudinal study perspective, thus, the 

cross-sectional perspective is the most appropriate.  

 

4.3 Data collection 

This section will present the data collection of the dissertation.  

There are two types of data collection namely: primary data which refers to the collection 

of new data and secondary data which refers to the collection of data that is already 

existing (Christensen et al., 2001; Eriksson & Weidersheim-Paul, 2006; Saunders, 2009). 

This type of data is needed to give the ability of answering the research question. 

Collection of primary data can be operated through amongst other, observations, 

questionnaires and interviews (Saunders et al., 2009). The secondary data collection can 

however, be divided into sub-categories namely: survey based, documentary and multiple 

source based data (Saunders et al., 2009).  

This dissertation aims to explain how different variables influences Board process which in 

turn influences organizational outcome. According to previous researchers quantitative 

method, with questionnaires are appropriate as primary data, hence, it gives us the 

opportunity to study the whole population and enables generalizing (Goodstein, Gautam & 

Boeker, 1994; Roth, Kanfer & Schmidt, 2008; Umans, 2012). Thus, two questionnaires 
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have been done electronically through monkey survey. Therefore our dissertation uses 

primary data consisting, questionnaires, pilot study, external sources and secondary data 

such as annual reports.  

In order to form a better questionnaire a pilot study has been developed and done. A pilot 

study is a way of increasing the reliability of the questions in the questionnaire and 

dissertation as a whole as well as it gives the opportunity to reduce mistakes of question 

formulations (Saunders et al., 2009 & Körner & Wahlgren, 2008; Pallant, 2011). Further 

information that has been collected through annual reports and external sources is to 

further strengthen the study.   

 

4.4 Sample selection 

This section will present the sample selection of the dissertation.  

There are possibilities of different sampling techniques, Saunders et al. (2009) mentions 

two main samplings, namely probability sampling and non-probability sampling. The 

probability sampling refers to that the selection from the population for each case is 

identified and equal, this contributes to allowing the researcher to approximately calculate 

the different factors statistically (Saunders et al., 2009; Denscombe, 2009). Meanwhile, the 

non-probability sampling are constructed in the opposite way meaning that the researcher 

do not know the possibility for each case from the population beforehand (Saunders et al., 

2009; Denscombe, 2009).  

Boards of Directors in higher education are the population in this dissertation. The main 

reason for choosing higher education is that our research aims to investigate the non-

profitable public sector; hence we ourselves are students and a part of the educational 

sector and therefore have interest in how the boards operate. Another choice of industry 

would have been health care but since the transparency is not as high as in educational 

sector there were risks of not being able to get the information needed.  

Boards do usually have many board members and due to time pressure and complications 

of gathering information of each member, limitations have been done. Normally Boards of 

Directors consists of, amongst others: people appointed by the government, 

teacher/employee representatives, students and other appointed external individuals. 

However, in this dissertation only people appointed from the government and 
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teacher/employee representatives have been included. Even though the transparency in the 

public sector is of a higher level than the private sector, gathering background information 

about student representatives has been rather complicated due to the fact that this 

information has more or less been non-transparent. Another reason is that student 

representatives are appointed each year rather than the three year-period that members 

appointed of the government is. Thus, taking the student and the other external 

representatives would have not been suited for the period of time we were given in writing 

this dissertation; it would have required more advanced proceedings in gathering the 

information. Another limitation is the amount of universities chosen. Thus, universities that 

are published by the government and more commonly known are included in this 

dissertation.  

In our dissertation the non-probability sampling is used since the population for which our 

research concerns is known to be Boards of Directors in higher education, however only 

board members appointed by the government are chosen. This means that the other 

universities which are part of the same population will not be included due to difficulties in 

accessing information and time pressure. Therefore, the subjective sample which is 

included in non-probability sampling is used, where the population is already known 

beforehand and not chosen randomly (Denscombe, 2009). The advantage of subjective 

sampling is that researchers can get closer to the chosen population which can be decisive 

for the dissertation (Denscombe, 2009). The main reason of choosing this type of sample 

collection is because the information about what members are appointed in which 

universities, are published on the government’s official page and therefore very available 

and transparent (Regeringen, 2010). Furthermore, the universities used in this dissertation 

will be presented in the appendix 5. According to Denscombe (2009) subjective sampling 

is amongst others, when researchers handpick their population. Through this list presented 

by the government of Sweden, we knew our exact population; however, principals were 

collected through the universities’ official pages (Regeringen, 2010).  

 

4.5 Operationalization 

This section will present the operationalization of the dissertation.  

According to Saunders et al. (2009) and Körner and Wahlgren (2002) operationalization 

means translating the abstract concepts into concrete measurable indicators. Furthermore 

Körner and Wahlgren (2008) claim that in order to do an analysis with different 
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relationships and connections it is important to know the cause and the effect. Therefore, 

concepts, especially when using a deductive approach, need to be operationalized in order 

for the researcher to know how to measure them (Saunders et al., 2009).  

 

4.5.1 Questionnaire 

In order to do the quantitative research and to collect the data we developed two 

questionnaires and divided them into two categories namely a background information part 

and strategic decision-making process part. The background information part will provide 

with necessary information that will be used to measure board diversity whilst the strategic 

decision-making part will provide with important information on how the respondents 

exercise the process making within the organization. Two questionnaires have been formed 

and sent. The first questionnaire which is directed to principals of the universities, higher 

education and chairmen of the boards, is composed of 14 questions in total whereof 11 are 

background questions and 3 are strategic decision process questions. The second 

questionnaire which is directed to the remaining board members is composed of 12 

questions in total whereof 11 are background questions and 1 is strategic decision process 

question. 354 questionnaires were sent in total whereof 190 answered. 

 
4.5.2 Variables explanation 

Since our dependent, independent and control variables vary depending on which relation 

we want to examine the different tests will be run in sections of three whereof the first 

section examines 1) The Board of Directors Diversity influential on Board process (See 

table 4.1), the second examines 2) Board process influential on organizational outcomes 

(See table 4.2) and lastly the third examines 3) Board of Directors influential on 

organizational outcome without any mediator (See table 4.3). 
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Board of Directors Diversity influential on Board process 

 Table 4.1 Variables     

Variable Name of Variable Type 

Independent Gender Div. Scale 

Independent Age Div. Scale 

Independent Culture Div. Scale 

Independent Tenure Div. Scale 

Independent Educational Div. Scale 

Independent Experience Div. Scale 

Dependent Comprehensivness Scale 

Dependent Comprehensivness 2 Scale 

Dependent Time Efficiency Scale 

Dependent Time Efficiency 2 Scale 

Control Number of meetings Nominal 

Control Board Size Nominal 

 

 

Board process influential on organizational outcomes 

Table 4.2 Variables     

Variable Name of Variable Type 

Independent Comprehensiveness Scale 

Independent Comprehensiveness 2 Scale 

Independent Time Efficiency Scale 

Independent Time Efficiency 2 Scale 

Dependent Outcome 1 Scale 

Dependent Outcome 2 Nominal 

Dependent Outcome 3 Nominal 

Dependent Outcome 4 Scale 

Dependent Outcome 5 Scale 

Dependent Outcome 6 Scale 

Control Total number of Students Scale 

Control Total number of Employees Scale 
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Board of Directors influential on organizational outcome without a mediator 

Table 4.3 Variables     

Variable Name of Variable Type 

Independent Gender Div. Scale 

Independent Age Div. Scale 

Independent Culture Div. Scale 

Independent Tenure Div. Scale 

Independent Educational Div. Scale 

Independent Experience Div. Scale 

Dependent Outcome 1 Scale 

Dependent Outcome 2 Nominal 

Dependent Outcome 3 Nominal 

Dependent Outcome 4 Scale 

Dependent Outcome 5 Scale 

Dependent Outcome 6 Scale 

Control Board Size Nominal 

Control Total number of Students Scale 

 

The following sections will present the variables as following: Board of Directors diversity 

as well as Board process as independent, Organizational outcome as dependent and lastly 

all of the control variables. However, keep in mind that the board process variables will be 

run as dependent as well as independent in the tests but will only be presented under the 

independent section below. Furthermore, as explained earlier in the dissertation, in order to 

determine if boards in universities are efficient in strategic decision-making, we have used 

efficiency of time and efficiency of comprehensiveness as measures. These two factors 

have been theoretically kept together through the dissertation as a definer of efficiency of 

strategic decision-making. However, it is an empirical question and in order to get further 

and deeper information on what actually influences outcomes, we have chosen to 

separately test if they have an influence on outcomes.  

 

4.5.3 Independent variables 

Gender diversity 

Gender diversity in Boards of Directors is operationalized as the women proportion of total 

board size which gives us a percentage number of total women of the board. Male 

members have been coded as 0 while women has been coded as 1. Gender diversity is 

placed on the continuum between 0 and 1 where 0.50 represents equal division of gender. 

Thus, a perfect diverse board would have the value .50, where the boards consist of 50 per 
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cent male members and 50 per cent female members (Umans, 2012). A value of 0 

represents a total male dominant board whether a value of 1.0 represents a total women 

dominant board (Umans, 2012).  

 

The data needed to determine the gender of the different Board of Director members is 

found in the annual reports of the universities, government sources, through questionnaires 

and in a few cases through photographs and impressions of names.  

 

Age diversity  

Age diversity in boards is operationalized as the spread of the age of the different board 

members. Thus, the age diversity was measured by using the standard deviation (McIntyre, 

Murphy & Mitchell, 2007; Umans, 2012). According to Körner and Wahlgren (1996) the 

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

mean of the summarized observations. The higher the spread is in relation to the mean the 

more age diverse a board is ought to be whilst a lower spread in relation to the mean 

indicates of a less age diverse board.  

The data to determine the age of the board members is found through questionnaires, 

annual reports and in a few cases calculated by the mean of all known ages in the particular 

board with the missing value. 

 

Cultural diversity  

Cultural diversity of the board members is measured by their nationality; with other words 

we are measuring the diversity of nationality (Umans, 2012). Board members with a 

Swedish nationality were coded as a 0 whilst non-Swedish members were coded as 1 

(Umans, 2012). The diversity is measured as the percentage of non-Swedish members of 

the total board size. Where a value of .50 indicates perfect diversity, 1 indicates a perfect 

non-Swedish dominant board and lastly a value of 0 indicates a perfect Swedish dominant 

board (Umans, 2012). 

The information was mainly found through questionnaires. However, the missing 

information was collected through other resources or impressions of names and 

photographs (Van der Walt, Ingley, Shergill & Townsend, 2003). In order to make sure 
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that these impressions receive higher reliability, observations of the data is conducted 

separately by two persons and then cross checked for similar observations.  

 

Tenure diversity  

Tenure diversity is operationalized as the spread of tenure in the boards and measured 

through standard deviation (McIntyre, Murphy & Mitchell, 2007). The standard deviation 

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

summarized observations. Thus, the higher the spread is in relation to the mean the more 

tenure diverse the boards ought to be and vice versa.  

The data collected for tenure of the different Board of Director members was found 

through questionnaires, external sources and through annual reports. Based on earlier 

governmental reports of elections of board members we were able to approximately 

estimate tenure for some of the members that were missing (Regeringen, 2010; 

Regeringen, 2007).  

 

Educational diversity  

Educational diversity in boards is operationalized through the Blau index which is used 

when we what a definition of the categorical diversity variables (Konrad, Pradad & 

Pringle, 2005). We had 10 educational levels in the questionnaire namely: elementary 

school, upper secondary school, college degree, vocational qualification on a basis level, 

bachelor, vocational qualification on an advanced level, two levels of master degree, 

licentiate degree and lastly PhD. These were coded as following 1 equivalent to less than 

bachelor, 2 equivalent to a bachelor degree, 3 equivalent to vocational qualification on an 

advanced level, 4 equivalent to master degree, 5 equivalent to licentiate degree and 6 

equivalent to a PhD degree (Ruigrok, Peck & Tacheva, 2007). According to Blau’s Index a 

score of 0 indicates a total homogenous board whilst a score of 1 indicates a total 

homogenous board (Konrad et al., 2005). Thus, in order to achieve a perfect educational 

diverse board a score of 1 is required. 

The data was collected through questionnaires, external sources and annual reports.  
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Board experience diversity  

Board experience diversity is operationalized as the spread of board experience in years, by 

the use of standard deviation. The higher the spread in relation to the mean is the higher 

experience diverse the boards ought to be whilst low spread in relation to the mean 

indicates less diverse boards. This variable distinguishes itself from the tenure variable in 

the way that total board experience refers to all experience the members have of boards 

irrelevant of the industry whilst tenure refers to how long they have been in their last board 

in the higher education industry.  

The collected information was mainly found through questionnaires and external sources. 

In the cases where we had missing values the mean of the particular board of all known 

experience was calculated and used to determinate the total experience of boards of the 

missing values. 

 

Time efficiency 

The time efficiency refers to the 12
th

 question in the questionnaire which was sent out to 

every member of the board. This question gives us the image of how time efficient they 

consider the board to be, meaning how rapidly decisions are handled and made. 

Furthermore, this question had a likert scale of 1 to 7 where 1 represented strongly disagree 

and 7 represented strongly agree. A mean was then calculated for each and one of the three 

sub questions in each board, these were then summarized in order to get one value of the 

time efficiency for each and one of the 32 boards. The boards were able to get a score of 

3.0 as the lowest and 11.33 as the highest with an average of 5.6. A value above average 

indicates that the boards are more time efficient whilst a score below average indicates low 

time efficiency. 

The data could only be collected through questionnaires which means that only the ones 

that answered the questionnaire is counted in this variable. However, the question is an 

interpretation of the boards time efficiency overall and not the time efficiency of one 

member. 

 

Time efficiency 2 

Time efficiency 2 refers to the second sub question in the 14
th

 question in the 

questionnaire. This question was only answered by the chairmen and principals of the 
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boards, where a total of 16 principals and chairmen answered. Furthermore, this question 

had a likert scale from 1 to 7 where 1 represented In no extent at all and 7 represented In a 

great extent. The boards could get a score of 1 as the lowest and 7 as the highest with an 

average of 3.5. A score above average indicates that the principals and chairmen consider 

the board to be more time efficient whilst a score below average indicates that they 

consider the board to be less time efficient.  

As the previous variable the data here could only be collected through questionnaires 

which means that only the ones that answered the questionnaire is counted in this variable. 

However, the question is an interpretation of the boards time efficiency overall and not the 

time efficiency of one member. 

 

Comprehensiveness 

Comprehensiveness refers to the 13
th

 question in the questionnaire and is only answered by 

the principals and chairmen of the board. This question gives us the information of how 

thorough and involved the chairmen and principals think the board is before making a 

decision. This question also had a likert scale from 1 to 7 where 1 represented strongly 

disagree and 7 represented strongly agree. The boards could as lowest score a value of 1 

which means that they do not consider the board to be much comprehensive and as highest 

a score of 7 which mean that they do consider the board to be very comprehensive, with an 

average of 3.5. Scores above average indicates high comprehensiveness whilst scores 

below average indicates low comprehensiveness. 

This data could only be collected through questionnaires which means that only the ones 

that answered the questionnaire is counted in this variable. However, the question is an 

interpretation of the boards comprehensiveness overall and not the comprehensiveness of 

one member. 

 

Comprehensiveness 2 

Comprehensiveness 2 refers to the second sub question in the 14
th

 question in the 

questionnaire which was only answered by the principals and chairmen of the board. This 

question is similar to the 13
th

 question and gives us the information of how thorough and 

involved the chairmen and principals think the board is before making a decision. This 

question also had a likert scale from 1 to 7 where 1 represented In no extent at all and 7 
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represented In a great extent. The boards could as lowest score a value of 1 which means 

that they do not consider the board to be much comprehensive and as highest a score of 7 

which mean that they do consider the board to be very comprehensive, with an average of 

3.5. Scores above average indicates high comprehensiveness whilst scores below average 

indicates low comprehensiveness. 

This data could only be collected through questionnaires which means that only the ones 

that answered the questionnaire is counted in this variable. However, the question is an 

interpretation of the boards comprehensiveness overall and not the comprehensiveness of 

one member. 

 

4.5.4 Dependent variables 

Outcome 1 

 

Outcome 1 refers to the proportion of students that graduates in the relation to the total 

number of students for each university 2012. This measure allows us to see how well the 

students coop during their student time, a larger number of graduates normally means that 

the students have better conditions to graduate whilst a lower number indicates the 

opposite. This number will be operationalized as a percentage of graduates of the total 

number of students for each and every university. The larger the value the more students 

graduates as a smaller value indicates the opposite. This outcome covers all of the 

universities in this dissertation. 

The data could be collected through annual reports as well as external resources.  

 

Outcome 2 

Outcome 2 refers to the evaluation of the quality in business bachelor programs 2012. 

According to the Universitetskanslersämbetet (2013) the criteria that affects the total grade 

is as following, for a bachelor diploma students must demonstrate: 1) Knowledge and 

understanding in their main field of study, including knowledge of the scientific basis, 

knowledge of applicable methods in the field, specialization in any part of the field and 

orientation of current research issues. 2) The ability to search, collect, evaluate and 

critically interpret relevant information about a problem and critically discuss phenomena, 

issues and situations. 3) The ability to identify, formulate and solve problems and to 

perform tasks within specified time frames. 4) The ability to orally and in writing to 
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present and discuss information, problems and solutions in dialogue with different groups. 

5) The ability to make judgments in the major field of study with consideration to relevant 

scientific, social and ethical aspects. 

These criteria are then graded as very high quality, high quality or insufficient quality and 

a final grade are given based on how well every university did on these five criteria. In 

order to operationalize this we coded the very high quality as 3, high quality as 2 and 

insufficient quality as 1. Whereof a score of or near 3 indicates very high quality and a 

score of or near 1 indicates insufficient quality in the descriptive statistics tables. Not every 

university in our dissertation offers a bachelor business program therefore this outcome do 

not cover all of the universities. 

The data was collected from an external source. 

 

Outcome 3 

Outcome 3 refers to the evaluation of the quality in sociological bachelor programs 2012. 

This outcome has the same five criteria of evaluation as outcome 2 and is also measured by 

the Universitetkanslersämbetet (2013).  

The criteria are as in outcome 2 then graded as very high quality, high quality or 

insufficient quality and a final grade are given based on how well every university did on 

these five criteria. In order to operationalize this we coded the very high quality as 3, high 

quality as 2 and insufficient quality as 1. Whereof a score of or near 3 indicates very high 

quality and a score of or near 1 indicates insufficient quality in the descriptive statistics 

tables. Not every university in our dissertation offers a bachelor sociological program 

therefore this outcome do not cover all of the universities. 

The data was collected from an external source. 

 

Outcome 4 

Outcome 4 refers to the “students” ranking, this is measured as a ranking scale from 1 to 

29, where 1 is the best and 29 the worst (Urank, 2013). Furthermore, three of the 

universities included in this rank are irrelevant for our dissertation and will therefore be 

excluded; the rank will therefore have a scale from 1 to 26. Outcome 4 was coded as the 

ranking scale 1 as the best and 26 as the worst. 
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According to Urank (2013) several criteria are taken into consideration when deciding the 

rank, these are namely: 1) The number of qualified first-choice applicants per accepted 

student. 2) Share of students with a higher score than 1.0 on the “Högskoleprovet” test. 3) 

Average grades from the upper secondary school. 4) The percentage of new entrants, 

exclusively exchange students. 5) Percentage of students that do their second year of 

studies in the particular university (incoming exchange students are excluded). 6) 

Percentage of graduates, alternatively students that have at least 180 credits after seven 

academic years  

The data was collected from an external source. 

 

Outcome 5 

Outcome 5 refers to the “social indicator” ranking, this is measured as a ranking scale from 

1 to 29, where 1 is the best and 29 the worst (Urank, 2013). Furthermore, three of the 

universities included in this rank are irrelevant for our dissertation and will therefore be 

excluded; the rank will therefore have a scale from 1 to 26. Outcome 5 was coded as the 

ranking scale 1 as the best and 26 as the worst. 

According to Urank (2013) several criteria are taken into consideration when deciding the 

rank, these are namely: 1) Number of teachers per student. 2) Level of performance. 3) The 

mobility factor. 4) The level of establishment. 5) Percentage of students that are studying 

on an advanced level. 

The data was collected from an external source. 

 

Outcome 6 

Outcome 6 refers to the total degree of quality in programs of all subjects, this is measured 

as a ranking scale from 1 to 29, where 1 is the best and 29 the worst (Urank, 2013). Three 

of the universities included in this rank are irrelevant for our dissertation and will therefore 

be excluded; the rank will therefore have a scale from 1 to 26. Outcome 5 was coded as the 

ranking scale 1 as the best and 26 as the worst. 

According to Urank (2013) several criteria are taken into consideration when deciding the 

rank, these are namely: 1) Number of first-generation students. 2) Comparative figures for 
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the proportion of students with foreign backgrounds. 3) Percentage of gender balanced 

courses. 

The data was collected from an external source. 

 

4.5.5 Control variables 

According to Saunders et al. (2009) control variables are used to make sure that the 

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

However, by controlling for all possible variables that could influence the dependent 

variable, one can make sure that this is the case, although it is very difficult to do 

(Saunders et al., 2009).  

There are several different control variables used in our dissertation namely, size variables 

which are 1) The size of the Boards of Directors, which is operationalized through the 

number of members of the boards in each university, 2) The size of the employees which is 

operationalized through the number of employees in the universities at the year of 2012, 

and 3) The size of students, which is operationalized through the number of students in 

total at the year of 2012. The last control variable which was used in our dissertation is 

operationalized through the number of meetings that the board members have during one 

year.  

In summary, we have chosen four different control variables because all of these may have 

an impact on our dependent and mediating variables. The size of Boards of Directors 

varies from university to university which may have an effect on decision-making due to 

the fact the larger boards may have a greater know how, which might lead to more efficient 

decision-making processes. Taking into consideration that the universities differ in size 

where some universities have 50 students while other have over 30.000 students, the 

employee size and the total students is of relevance. Hence, differences in employee size 

and student size may affect the decision-making due to the fact that universities with a 

greater size may have to put more weight in their decision-making than smaller 

universities. Furthermore, some boards meet three to four times a year while others meet 

more frequently and some less. Thus, number of meetings is a relevant control variable in 

our dissertation.  
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4.6 Reliability  

This section will present the reliability of the dissertation.  

Reliability refers to the consistency of a measure and if it produces similar results under 

consistent conditions it is of high reliability. Thus, if another author would want to perform 

the same study at another time the results would be the same if the present measures are of 

high reliability (Bryman, 2001; Saunders et al., 2009). Therefore, it is of an importance 

that the study is performed well so that less randomly errors occur (Körner & Wahlgren, 

2008). There are a number of menaces to reliability namely: 1) stability which means that 

if the same thing is measured twice the results should be approximately the same, 2) 

Internal reliability which refers to if the respondents point on one indicator is related to 

other indicators and 3) Internal assessors reliability which means that interpretations of 

data should be concordant, thereof formulations of questions should be understandable and 

simplified (Bryman, 2001). According to Bryman (2001) the amount of respondents in 

quantitative research, in order to get high reliability and generalizability should be around 

150 to 200.  

Our study is done on a Board of Director level which means that the collection of data is 

more difficult to access; moreover the chairmen in the boards are not as available as people 

on a lower level in an organization hierarchy would be. Thus, by getting around 200 

answers from different board members our dissertation the reliability is increased.  

In order to receive as high reliability as possible we have used identical questions in all 

questionnaires sent to chairmen and principals as well as identical questions in all 

questionnaires sent to remaining board members. Furthermore, the questions are formed in 

a very simplified way which eases the interpretation of the questions and decreases the 

misunderstanding risk. Another way for us to ensure high reliability has been by contacting 

the chosen universities which are included in the study to get the right email addresses to 

all the board members. This minimizes the risks of getting the wrong respondents which 

are not included in the population for this dissertation by sending out to wrong individuals.  

By searching background information through annual reports and external sources and 

formulating the same background questions in the questionnaires it increases the reliability 

of the answers and in that way it can be checked if the answers are identical with the 

gathered information. Furthermore, similar questions that are used in our questionnaire has 



58 
 

been used in previous research by Souitars and Maestro (2010), which increases the 

reliability, hence, the questions are reliable and validated. According to Saunders et al. 

(2009) implementing a pilot study strengthens the reliability of the study. Therefore, before 

forming a questionnaire we have accomplished a pilot study.    

 

Cronbach’s alpha 

According to Pallant (2011) an aspect of reliability that can be estimated is internal 

consistency. Internal consistency indicates in which degree items in a scale are measuring 

the same underlying capacity (Pallant, 2011). There are several ways of measuring internal 

consistency and one of most commonly used is Cronbach’s alpha. Cronbach’s alpha is an 

average correlation measure between all the items of a scale which shows the value of 

reliability (Pallant, 2011). According to Nunnally (1978) a results of an alpha value over 

the minimum of 0.7 is acceptable and can be considered as reliable. Our alpha was .825 

reliability for time efficiency and time efficiency 2 respectively .765 for 

comprehensiveness and comprehensiveness 2. 

 

4.7 Validity  

This section will present the validity of the dissertation.  

According to Saunders et al. (2009) and Bryman (2001) validity concerns around the 

question how different variables measure the correct concepts. Thus, the validity shows 

how well the questionnaires are consistent to what is intended to be measured (Körner & 

Wahlgren, 2008). In order to maintain validity in a study there has to be reliability in the 

same study, however, possessing reliability does not always mean that the questionnaires 

are valid (Saunders et al., 2009). In order to maintain validity, one should get 

approximately the same results no matter what measure instruments that are used 

(Christensen, Engdahl, Grääs & Haglund, 2008).  

In our dissertation, a pilot study was done, as mentioned in previous section. This in turn 

increases our validity, hence, we got the answers of how the questionnaire could be 

improved and developed. Furthermore, the pilot study showed us approximately which 

answers we were going to get. According to Christensen et al. (2008) combining 

quantitative method with pilot study of qualitative method increases the validity. We 

therefore chose to make the pilot study through an interview which then allows us to use 
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the developed information, which often is given through interviews, if needed (Saunders et 

al., 2009).  

According to Körner and Wahlgren (2008) loss of respondents can contribute to decreasing 

validity. Furthermore, Saunders et al. (2009) claims that by reminding respondents to 

answer the questionnaires one can reduce the risk for loss of respondents. Therefore, a 

program called monkey survey which has a reminder installed was used and in some cases 

we were obliged to remind the respondents twice which lead to more answers. 

Furthermore, we used the same structure and understandable, simplified questions which 

also decreases the risks of loss of the respondents (Körner & Wahlgren, 2008).  

 

4.8 Generalizability 

This section will present the generalizability of the dissertation. 

External validity is often referred to when taking generalizability into consideration 

(Saunders et al., 2009). Some results can be applicable in other researches, thus, it is of an 

importance that the author knows if the result of a study can be generalized or not 

(Saunders et al., 2009).  

Our study is of a deductive approach and reaches a big sample of individuals within the 

relevant research area, thus, it can be generalized. This leads to that the results of this study 

will be significant to the scientific world. According to Regeringen (2010) there are in total 

34 universities or higher education in Sweden that are considered and known. In order to 

make generalization possible we chose to include all of these higher educations and 

universities. As mentioned in previous section we have succeeded collecting over 200 

answers from different board members which according to Bryman (2001) is generalizable. 

However, if a study is carried out in the same area there is a possibility that the results 

differ due to the fact that the study is dependent on board members, whom, frequently 

every third year are re-elected. In some cases board members continue their work in the 

same place, however, not all. Therefore, depending on time, the study is of relevance to 

future researchers.  

 

 

 



60 
 

4.9 Ethical considerations 

This section will present the ethical consideration of the dissertation.  

Although the information in public sector is more transparent and easier to access there are 

some difficulties. In order to protect the participants included in the research there are 

some possibilities that the researcher can offer (Trochim, 2006). Researchers can guarantee 

confidentiality which means that the participants identifying information is only known to 

the ones directly involved in the study (Trochim, 2006; Resnik, 2011). In this case 

participants that do not want to publicly reveal information can still contribute to a study. 

Furthermore, researchers can offer a stricter standard namely: anonymity which gives 

higher privacy of the identifying information (Trochim, 2006; Resnik, 2011). This means 

that the participants can remain anonymous without revealing name or any other 

information that can connect to them. Thus, guaranteeing anonymity means that the 

researchers and public do not know the person behind the answers given to a research. 

According to Resnik (2011) there are several aspects mentioned concerning ethics in 

research amongst others, 1) Objectivity which means that the data handed should be 

viewed objectively in order to avoid bias in amongst others, data analysis, 2) Integrity 

which means that the researchers should keep promises and agreements and act sincerely 

when collecting data, 3) Carefulness which means handling the data carefully and without 

negligence, however critically, 4) Openness which means that the researchers should be 

able to share the data collected and be open to potential criticism and 5) Legality which 

means that the researchers have to obey the law when it comes to revealing information 

about sources and participants.  

In our dissertation consisting of a quantitative method, we have guaranteed confidentiality 

regarding the participants identifying information. However, Trochim (2006) claim that 

even if anonymity is a stronger guarantee of privacy it cannot always be easy to 

accomplish, especially when it comes to measuring variables which reveal part of 

identifying information. Therefore, our dissertation, consisting of a quantitative method 

with variables of diversity such as: age, gender, education, experience and tenure are 

variables to be measured in order to check the interactions with other variables, cannot 

guarantee anonymity. This because we have to be able to track the participants in order to 

see the different diversity characteristics.  
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During the data collection we thought about the difficulties that we could run into when 

gathering rather sensitive information such as age and nationality. To our surprise the 

respondents were very open about all the background information, including age and 

nationality. One reason of this could be that we were very communicative with our 

respondents, meaning that we exchanged a lot of mails explaining the importance of the 

dissertation and the importance of their participation for us. This communication led to 

increased interest of our dissertation from their side which helped us a lot through the 

process, especially when questions needed to be answered. Another reason of their 

openness was because many of the board members are public figures which mean that the 

information that we gathered through questionnaires was in many times available on the 

internet as well which they were very aware about.  

Furthermore, we have handled all the data with full carefulness and according to the law 

(Offentlighets- och sekretesslag 2009:400) which means that information from public 

documents from government and information about home address and other identifying 

information about participants (Personuppgiftslagen 1998:204) that we may have gotten 

will not be mishandled or in any way mistreated to harm the participants in our study. 

Openness has been achieved in a very efficient way by continuous criticism and feedback 

by supervisors which have also improved the study. We believe that we have perceived 

high integrity by keeping promises and agreements with our participant when performing 

an interview at a scheduled time for our pilot study.  

In summary ethical considerations are of an importance in a study, hence, there are a lot of 

difficulties and limitations one do not count on in the beginning. However, being aware of 

the perspectives of the ethical considerations eases the communication with the 

participants and makes the study more efficient by being prepared.  
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5. Empirical findings and analysis  
 

 

The following chapter will present our empirical findings and analysis. The chapter will 

begin with a brief introduction followed by the results of the findings. The results will be 

divided into three sections for best possible comprehension; each section will include its 

own Pearson Correlation, Descriptive statistics and regression result table relevant for 

that particular section.  Lastly an analysis of the findings will be presented followed by a 

brief summary of the whole chapter.  

 

 

5.1 Introduction 

The composition of the empirical findings and analysis chapter will be divided into three 

sections, namely; 1) The Board of Directors Diversity influential on Board process, 2) 

Board process influential on organizational outcomes and lastly 3) Board of Directors 

influential directly on organizational outcome without any mediator. Each section will 

present its own Descriptive statistics table, Pearson Correlation table and selected Liner 

regression tests relevant for the specific section. Thus, the dependent, independent and 

control variables vary from section to section which is the main reason for the selected 

composition. 

The first section will continuously answer the first six hypotheses and the second section 

will answer the last hypothesis. The last section will not address or answer any hypotheses 

but will instead provide an interesting analysis of the findings on how diversity in Board of 

Directors influence organizational outcome without any mediators. Thus, the summarize 

will then combine and conclude all of the empirical findings and analysis. 

 

5.1.1 Description of test 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov  

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is a nonparametric test also called a goodness-of-fit test. 

The test shows if the continuous variables are normally distributed (Pett, 1977; Dytham, 

2003). According to Dytham (2003) the significant value of the variable has to be equal to 

or exceed 0.05 in order to be claimed as normally distributed data. Another option of verify 
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if the data is normally distributed is the 5 per cent trimmed mean (Pallant, 2010). The 5 per 

cent trimmed mean removes 5 per cent of the top and bottom of the cases and calculates a 

new mean value. The new mean value is then compared with the original mean value, if 

these two values are very similar or equal it gives an indication of no extreme values in the 

cases and can therefore be considered normally distributed (Pallant, 2010). A Kolmogorov-

Smirnov test was made on all of the variables which showed normal distribution with a 

value of .20. We also analysed the 5 per cent trimmed means with the original mean, all of 

our values were very similar or almost equal to the original mean which indicates that there 

is no extreme values that affects the mean. 

 

Pearson Correlation 

In order to evaluate the strength and correlation between two variables a correlation table is 

of importance (Pallant, 2010; Djurfeldt, Larsson & Stjärnhagen, 2010). The determination 

of the strength between two variables is measured in the range between – 1.00 to 1.00, 

where a strong relationship has values between .50 to 1.0, a medium between .30 to .49 

and lastly a small between .10 to .29 (Pallant, 2010). Pallant, 2010 also states the 

importance of ignoring whether the values are positive or negative when determining the 

strength of the correlation, a value of - .50 is as strong as .50. The positive and negative 

values instead indicates that a positive value will result in that the second variable will 

increase whilst the first variable increases and a negative value indicates that the second 

variable will decrease when the first one increases (Pallant, 2010). 

Pallant (2010) states that Pearson Correlation is useful when the research involves a scale 

as the likert scale or have variables that are continuous and dichotomous. Pearson 

Correlation can also be suited when the research data is not suitable for a Spearman 

Correlation (Pallant, 2010). Thus, we will be using Pearson Correlation in this dissertation 

due to the fact that it involves the likert scale as well as the continuous and dichotomous 

variables. Moreover, Pearson allow in some cases samples of 30, as long as the variables 

are normally distributed (Pearson, 1929). Our dissertation has a sample of 33 universities 

whereof one excluded, which results to a sample of total 32 universities, with variables all 

normally distributed. 
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Linear regression tests 

A liner regression shows the relationship between a dependent variable and two or more 

independent variables (Djurfeldt et al., 2010; Körner & Wahlgren, 2005). The regression 

analysis shows how the value of the dependent variable changes when one of the 

independent variables changes and the other independent variables are held fixed 

(Djurfeldt et al., 2010; Körner & Wahlgren, 2005). The independent variables are 

considered to be explanatory variables to the dependent variable. By fitting a linear 

equation to observed data a relationship between variables can be analyzed (Djurfeldt et 

al., 2010; Körner & Wahlgren, 2005).    

The liner regression test was run in three sets, each set representing one section, with the 

choice of variables used for the specific section presented in the descriptive statistic table 

in the beginning of each section.  

A few regulations were made regarding the Liner regression tests. The Board process 

variables were divided into two groups and run separately namely; the first with the Time 

efficiency independent variable and the other with the Time efficiency 2, 

Comprehensiveness and Comprehensiveness 2 independent variables. A division was 

necessary in order to separate the process question answered by all Board of Director 

members and the process questions answered by only the principal and the chairman of the 

Board. 

The same control variables were used throughout each section during the run of the 

regression tests; however in cases we encountered multicollinearity the independent 

variable were run separately with another control variable.  

 

5.2 Results and analysis 

The following two sections will answer the seven hypotheses whilst the last section only 

presents Board of Director diversities influence on organizational outcome. Only the most 

relevant Liner regression tables will be presented below whilst further information and 

tests will be presented in the appendix. The results represent 190 answers from board 

members whereof 35 of these are answered by either the chairmen of the board or the 

principal of a specific university. 
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5.2.1 Board of Directors Diversity influential on Board process 

 

Table 5.1  Descriptive Statistics - Bod Diversity and Board process 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Gender diversity 32 ,30 ,70 ,4954 ,10016 

Age diveristy 32 3,71 10,51 7,2307 1,80724 

Cultural diveristy 32 ,00 ,25 ,0619 ,07645 

Tenure diversity 32 1,14 3,50 1,9174 ,57905 

Educational diversity 32 ,51 ,79 ,7038 ,05870 

Experience diversity 32 1,07 11,72 6,0982 2,60945 

Time Efficiency 32 3,00 11,33 8,6044 1,98702 

Time Efficiency 2 16 1,00 6,00 4,0000 1,41421 

Comprehensiveness 16 3,60 6,40 4,9500 ,90185 

Comprehensiveness 2 16 2,00 7,00 5,7500 1,43759 

Board Size 32 9,00 14,00 11,4545 1,12057 

Number of meetings 32 3,00 7,00 5,3030 1,10354 

Valid N (listwise) 15     

 

H1: Tenure diversity will have a negative influence on efficiency of strategic decision-

making in Boards of Directors – Not supported 

According to Pearson Correlation (see table 5.4) tenure diversity has relatively low 

correlation with the dependent variables since the correlation orbits around .00 with .291 as 

the highest peak of correlation with the variable time efficiency. The correlation table as 

well as all the regression tests showed no statistical significance between tenure diversity 

and the dependent variables. However the interesting part is that tenure diversity has only 

positive correlations with the dependent variables where one could draw the conclusion 

that more tenure diverse boards are more likely to contribute to increased time efficiency 

and comprehensiveness regarding decision-making (See table 5.4). Researchers state that 

directors with long tenure become less effective regarding decision-making (Goll et al., 

2011; Ben-Amar et al., 2013). Furthermore, the behavioural theory of the firm addresses 

the issue of operating through routines and habits (Huse, 2007; Huse et al., 2009), which 

often develops from directors with long board tenure (Goll et al., 2011; Ben-Amar et al., 

2013). This is all implications that suggest that tenure diverse boards are more likely to be 

good for the organization rather than bad. 
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The descriptive statistics table (see table 5.1) indicates that boards do have a standard 

deviation for tenure diversity from 1.14 as the lowest and 3.50 as the highest. The higher 

this value is the more tenure diverse the boards ought to be, a high value represents higher 

variation in tenure for the members of the board combined. According to the mean, most of 

the boards circle around 1.91 standard deviation which is above the average value of 1.75, 

this lets us draw the conclusion that the boards in our dissertation is more tenure diverse 

than homogenous.   

The findings do however not show any statistically proven relationship between tenure 

diversity and the dependent variables. Thus, this leads us to the conclusion of not 

supporting the first hypothesis.  

 

H2: Gender diversity will have a positive influence on efficiency of strategic decision-

making in Boards of Directors – Supported 

The regression results show that gender diversity has a positive influence on strategic 

decision-making, more accurately comprehensiveness (see table 5.2). More gender diverse 

boards are more likely to have better comprehensiveness regarding decision-making. 

Furthermore, the behavioural theory of the firm address the issue with boards not making 

fully satisfying decisions due to lack of time, cognitive limitations or in what way one uses 

information before making a decision (Huse, 2007; Huse et al., 2009).  

According to the descriptive statistics table (See table 5.1) the mean of gender diversity 

amongst the boards is .4954 with a standard deviation of .10. A total accurate translation of 

this would be that boards with more men have a positive influence on strategic decision-

making due to the fact that men was overrepresented by .5 per cent in the mean score. 

However, taking into consideration that the standard deviation commutes between a 

percentage of 39 to 59 women as well as some of the boards had a percentage of 30 to 70 

per cent women one may round off the .495 and draw the conclusion that these could be 

considered as relatively gender diverse boards. Since gender diverse boards have a positive 

influence on comprehensiveness, which essentially means thoroughness when making a 

decision, one could also draw the conclusion that gender diverse boards helps to reduce the 

mentioned issue within the behavioral theory of the firm.  

Even though the whole regression model as such showed a significance value of .204, 

Pearson’s Correlation showed a strong correlation .683 with a statistical significant value 
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at a .001 level (See table 5.4). An explanation for this issue could be that the other 

independent variables in the regression test influenced the significance of the whole model 

whilst the gender diversity variable alone is significant with the dependent variable and 

therefore has a positive influence on comprehensiveness. Furthermore, Pearson Correlation 

shows no statistical significant correlation between gender diversity and the other 

dependent variables except comprehensiveness (See table 5.4).  

Thus, even if gender diversity does not have a positive influence on every strategic 

decision we were still able to find one strong positive relationship which leads us to the 

conclusion to supporting the second hypothesis. 

 
 
Table 5.2 Result of regression - Bod Diversity and Comprehensiveness 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Age div -.089   .116 

2. Gen div .634*   1.983 

3. Cul div .296   2.949 

4. Tenure div .135   .425 

5. Bod size .051   .185 

6. Nr. of meet. .013   .204 

Constant  1.532   2.514 

F-value 1.819     

Adjusted R square .247     

Highest VIF value  1.49     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10   

 

H3: Age diversity will have a positive influence on efficiency of strategic decision-making 

in Boards of Directors – Supported 

Many researchers claim that age diverse boards benefits the organization in the way that it 

improves decision-making (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998; Jackson, Joshi & Erhardt, 2003; 

Gebert, 2004; Goessl, 2011). Our results show nothing less (See table 5.3), the regression 

results show significance on the whole model at a .010 level as well as it shows 

significance on age diversity at a .005 level. Furthermore, Pearson’s Correlation indicates 

that age diversity has a medium strong relationship with both time efficiency 0.337 and 

time efficiency 2 0.361, however only time efficiency was statistically significant (See 

table 5.4).  
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According to the descriptive statistics table the lowest and highest standard deviation 

amongst the boards are 3.71 years respectively 10.51 years (See table 5.1). The mean tells 

us that the majority of boards have a standard deviation with 7.23 years which puts them 

above the average of 5.25 years, this lets us draw the conclusion that the boards in this 

dissertation are more age diverse than homogenous. 

This regression model was particularly interesting since age diversity was not the only 

significant variable, number of meetings as well as cultural diversity is influencing 

strategic decision-making (See table 5.3). Age diversity combined with number of board 

meetings have both positive influence; thus, the more age diverse the board is as well as 

the more often they meet is resulting in time efficiency. Another interesting aspect worth 

mentioning is the pattern between age diversity and the comprehensiveness variables, 

which both have a negative correlation (See table 5.4). The correlation is saying that the 

more age diverse the board is the lower the comprehensiveness is ought to be regarding 

decision-making. However, none of the comprehensiveness correlations are statistically 

significant and therefore not relevant in the answering of the hypothesis. 

Findings show statistical significance for the dependent variable time efficiency on the 

regression test as well as the Pearson Correlation test, thus this leads us to the conclusion 

of supporting the third hypothesis. 

           
 

Table 5.3 Result of regression – Bod Diversity and Time efficiency 

Variables Std B   Std Error     

1. Age div .078*   3.824     

2. Gen div .469   .205     

3. Cul div -.388*   4.758     

4. Tenure div .091   .625     

5. Bod size .049   .309     

6. Nr. of meet. .368 †   .324     

Constant  -1.666   4.408     

F-value 5.793**         

Adjusted R square .236         

Highest VIF value  1.005         

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
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H4: Cultural diversity will have a positive influence on efficiency of strategic decision-

making in Boards of Directors – Not supported  

Culture diversity is as mentioned earlier a significant independent variable in this 

regression test (See table 5.3). However, the variable indicates of a negative relationship 

between cultural diversity and time efficiency. Thus, the more cultural diverse a board is 

the less time efficient the board members are ought to be. A possible explanation for the 

negative relationship could be communication issues or misunderstandings which is more 

likely to occur in cultural diverse boards rather than in non-cultural diverse boards 

(Triandis, 1960; Ruhe & Eatman, 1977; Kirchmeyer & Cohen, 1992; Umans, 2008). 

Furthermore, Milliken and Martins (1996) argued that cultural diversity may slow the 

decision-making process due more complexity in processing a greater pool of information.   

According to Pearson’s correlation table the independent variable have very low 

relationships with the dependent process variables, except with comprehensiveness which 

indicates a medium strong relationship (See table 5.4). In either case none of the 

correlations turned out statistically significant according to Pearson’s Correlation.  

One very interesting aspect in this calculation is that according to the descriptive statistics 

table the culture diversity was at 25 per cent at the highest and 0 per cent at the lowest with 

a mean of 6 percent. A value of .50 indicates a totally diverse board whilst our findings 

indicate that none of the boards could particularly be considered as diverse. This means 

that more homogeneous boards (in this case more or almost only Swedish members) 

contributes to a negative influence on strategic decision-making; “Less culturally diverse 

boards have a negative influence on strategic decision-making” would have been a more 

accurate hypothesis in this case.  

We were not able find any positive relationship between cultural diversity and strategic 

decision-making, as well as the diverse values would have been too low to draw any 

conclusion about this relationship. Thus, this leads us to the conclusion of not supporting 

the fourth hypothesis. 
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H5: Educational diversity will have a positive influence on efficiency of strategic decision-

making in Boards of Directors – Not supported 

The regression tests all show no statistical significance between educational diversity and 

the dependent process variables whilst Pearson’s Correlation table shows a medium strong 

statistically significant correlation with time efficiency 2 (See table 5.4). This statistically 

significant correlation states that the more educational diverse boards are the less time 

efficient they become. A possible explanation for this negative correlation may be that 

homogenous boards operate and think more alike than heterogeneous boards do.  

According to the descriptive statistics table the highest value of Blau’s Index was .79 

whilst the lowest was .51, with a mean of .70 (See table 5.1). Since a value of 1 indicates a 

perfect homogenous board and a value of 0 a perfect heterogeneous board, one can draw 

the conclusion that the boards in this dissertation was rather diverse since the lowest value 

were above average. Furthermore, the standard deviation was rather small with a value of 

.058, which indicates that the majority of boards were in the interval of .65 to .75 on the 

Balu’s Index scale. Additional to the above findings all the regression results of 

educational diversity commuted between .162 as the lowest and .830 as the highest, which 

means that no statistical significance could be found.  

According to these empirical findings, educational diversity seems not to have any 

influence on strategic decision-making which leads us to the conclusion of not supporting 

hypothesis five.   

H6: Board experience diversity will have a negative influence on efficiency of strategic 

decision-making in Boards of Directors – Not supported  

In similarity with educational diversity, experience diversity did not show any statistical 

significance in the regression tests either. All the regression models resulted in a 

significance level of over .40, which means that educational diversity variable does not 

have any statistical relationship with the dependent variables. The descriptive statistics 

table lets us know that the interval for total experience of boards vary from 1 year variation 

as the lowest respectively 11.72 years variation as the highest, with a mean of 6 years 

variation. Since this scale is measured in standard deviation a high value indicates high 

diverse experience in boards and a low value indicates low diversity. The mean of 6 years 

indicates that most of the boards are barely above average value of 5.86; thus, this means 
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that the boards could just about be considered as more experience diverse than less 

experience diverse.  

Furthermore, the experience diversity variable seems to have a statistically significant 

medium strong correlation with the control variable board size according to the Pearson 

Correlation (See table 5.4). This correlation is negative which indicates that an increase or 

decrease in either of the variables will have the opposite effect on the other variable; an 

increase in board size would for example decrease experience diversity and vice versa.  

We were able to find a negative statistical correlation with the control variable board size, 

however no significant relationship could be found with the dependent variables. Thus, this 

leads us to the conclusion of not supporting the sixth hypothesis. 
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Table 5.4 Pearson Correlation - Bod Diversity and Board Process                 

                          

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1.  Gender diversity 1                       

2.  Age diversity -,152 1                     

3.  Cultural diversity ,040 ,087 1                   

4.  Tenure diversity ,199 ,137 -,371* 1                 

5.  Educational diversity ,188 -,112 ,102 -,202 1               

6.  Experience diversity -,429* ,210 -,113 ,189 -,212 1             

7.  Comprehensiveness ,683** -,124 ,301 ,064 ,191 -,202 1           

8.  Time Efficiency ,031 0,337 † -,291 ,291 -,040 ,121 ,135 1         

9.  Time Efficiency 2 ,120 ,361 ,226 ,021 -0,450 † ,052 ,533* ,333 1       

10.  Comprehensiveness 2 ,327 -,138 -,210 ,265 ,352 ,224 ,103 ,201 -,197 1     

11.  Number of meetings -,163 -,214 ,258 -,123 ,100 ,198 ,081 ,149 ,124 ,051 1   

12.  Board Size ,210 ,003 ,222 -,133 ,225 -0,342 † ,133 ,054 ,394 -,281 ,239 1 

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10 
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5.2.2 Board process influential on organizational outcomes 

The following section will analyse each Outcome separately with the independent 

variables divided in two groups since they are separately run with the dependent variables. 

These two groups are 1) Time efficiency and 2) Time efficiency 2, Comprehensiveness and 

Comprehensiveness 2. Keep in mind that this division is important to separate when 

analysing significant models or variables since the first group is based on all of the board 

members answers whilst the second group only holds the answers of the chairman and 

principal of each university. Furthermore, the hypothesis will be answered last in this 

section.   

 

Table 5.5 Descriptive Statistics – Board process and Organizational Outcome 

 
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Time Efficiency 32 3,00 11,33 8,6044 1,98702 

Time Efficiency 2 16 1,00 6,00 4,0000 1,41421 

Comprehensiveness 16 3,60 6,40 4,9500 ,90185 

Comprehensiveness 2 16 2,00 7,00 5,7500 1,43759 

Outcome 1 32 ,03 ,56 ,1570 ,10372 

Outcome 2 32 ,00 3,00 1,2727 ,97701 

Outcome 3 32 ,00 3,00 ,9697 1,01504 

Outcome 4 26 1,00 26,00 13,5000 7,64853 

Outcome 5 26 1,00 26,00 13,5000 7,64853 

Outcome 6  26 1,00 26,00 13,5385 7,69535 

Total number of Students 32 39,00 64000,00 15643,4848 14778,01866 

Total number of Employees 32 60,00 7200,00 1824,4242 2098,60571 

Valid N (listwise) 9 
    

 

Board process and Outcome 1 

The regression tests did not show any relationship between all of independent variables 

and the dependent variable outcome 1. According to the Pearson’s Correlation table all of 

the independent variables had low correlations with Outcome 1 as well as none of them 

turned out statistically significant (See table 5.10). However, we found one statistically 

significant regression model with a .10 level significance which had the control variable, 

total number of students, as a significant variable on a .05 level; this relationship turned out 

to be negative. A possible explanation for the lack of a significant correlation between the 

independent and dependent variable could be that strategic decision processes does not 
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affect the proportion of graduates; whilst rather an increasing number of students lower the 

proportion of graduates, which sounds fully logical. 

 

Board process and Outcome 2 

According to the first regression model (See table 5.6) the independent variable time 

efficiency did not show any relationship with the dependent variable Outcome 2. Instead 

we have a similar situation as the previous one where the total number of students showed 

to be significant for this type of outcome. Furthermore, the Pearson Correlation table 

supports the regression test and shows a low correlation between the dependent and 

independent variable (See table 5.10). If we were to assume that there was a significant 

correlation this would have been positive, which would have indicated that the quality of 

Business programs in universities is more likely to increase the more time efficient the 

boards ought to be. A possible explanation for this could be that greater time efficiency 

enables more decisions being made which can regard important quality improvements and 

such which in turn effects the quality evaluation on business programs.  

        
Table 5.6 Result of regression – Board process and Outcome 2 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Time Efficiency .072   .078 

2. Tot. Stud .524**   0 

Constant  .408   .695 

F-value 5.793**     

Adjusted R square .236     

Highest VIF value  1.005     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
        

When analyzing the other dependent variables, which are only answered by the principals 

and chairmen, we found a negative relationship between time efficiency 2 and outcome 2 

(See table 5.7). According to the descriptive statistics table the time efficiency 2 variable 

show that the boards are above average regarding time efficiency when making decisions 

(See table 5.5). Furthermore, Nutt and Wilson (2010) claim that strategic decision-making 

rarely have one solution but often many different. Thus, a possible explanation for this 

result may be that focusing on making fast strategic decisions rather than looking over the 

options, which may take longer time, could result in quality losses of programs, which in 

this case concerns business programs.  
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As the previous regression model, the total number of students showed out to be very 

significant in this model as well (See table 5.7), only that this model suggest a positive 

relationship between the control variable and outcome 2. One may therefore draw the 

conclusion that an increasing number of students results in higher quality of business 

programs. 

        
Table 5.7 Result of regression – Board process and Outcome 2 

  

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Comprehensiveness .347   .251 

2. Comprehensiveness 2 -.092   .144 

3. Time Efficiency 2 -.400*   .160 

4. Tot. Stud .795**   0 

Constant -.296   1.395 

F-value 5.316*     

Adjusted R square .535     

Highest VIF value  1.551     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10   

        
 

Board process and Outcome 3  

When analysing the findings of the time efficiency variable and its influence on outcome 3, 

we found the regression model statistically significant with the control variable total 

students also significant. Once again is the dependent variable irrelevant for this model and 

will therefore not be further discussed. 

Findings show that the second regression model presented below was significant on a .10 

level (See table 5.8). The comprehensiveness variable as well as the total number of 

students variable turned out to be significant on a .10 level respectively on a .05 level (See 

table 5.8). Furthermore, Pearson’s Correlation table also showed a medium strong 

correlation between comprehensiveness and outcome 3; however this correlation was not 

statistical significant (See table 5.10).  

Thus, one can draw the conclusion that more comprehensiveness contributes to better 

quality in programs, which in this case concerns the sociological program. Furthermore, 

Jugde and Zeithaml (1992) claim that lack of involvement in boards can lead to board 

members only accepting every solution presented which may affect an organization 

negatively. According to the descriptive statistics table the boards show mediocre 
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comprehensiveness since they are right on the average value of comprehensiveness (See 

table 5.5). One can therefore not draw the conclusion that higher comprehensiveness 

influences outcome 3 but rather state that comprehensiveness in general does influence 

quality of sociological programs in universities positively. 

        
Table 5.8 Result of regression – Board process and Outcome 3 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Comprehensiveness .481†   .311 

2. Comprehensiveness 2 .241   .178 

3. Time Efficiency 2 -.082   .198 

4. Tot. Stud .697*   0 

Constant  -3.500†   1.726 

F-value 2.663 †     

Adjusted R square .307     

Highest VIF value  1.549     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
        
 

Board process and Outcome 4 

The first regression model regarding time efficiency and its influence on outcome 4 show 

no significance in either the regression model as well as the Pearson Correlation table, 

which show low correlation between the two variables (See table 5.10). Thus, because of 

its insignificance it will not be further discussed. 

During the second regression test, where we ran the second groups variables, we 

experienced multicollinearity between the comprehensiveness variable and the total 

number of students control variable. Multicollinearity is the degree of linear context where 

two or more variables are highly correlated with one another and could be solved by 

removing one of the variables that collide with the other (Pallant, 2009; Djurfeldt & 

Barmark, 2010). Thus, we were therefore forced to run the comprehensiveness variable 

separately with another control variable, namely total number of employees, as well as the 

other two independent variables with the ordinary control variable total number of 

students.  

The first regression model was significant with a value of .075 as well as the control 

variable showed a significance with a value of .037 whilst the independent variable showed 

no significance. The second regression with the remaining variables time efficiency 2 and 
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comprehensiveness 2 came back insignificant. Due to these insignificant results this 

models will not be further discussed.  

 

Board process and outcome 5 

The first regression test that was run with the first group variable, time efficiency, show 

significant value on the whole model as such as well as it shows significance with both of 

the variables, independent and control (See table 5.9). The interesting part is that the 

Pearson Correlation shows strong negative statistical correlation between time efficiency 

and outcome 5 whilst the regression model indicates of a positive influence on the 

dependent variable (see table 5.9 and 5.10). A possible explanation may be that the control 

variable influences whether independent variable will have a positive or negative influence 

on the dependent variable whilst the Pearson Correlation only measures the correlation 

between the time efficiency and outcome 5 variables alone.  

Based on the regression results a time efficient board will influence the ranking of the 

category students positively whilst according to Pearson’s Correlation a more time 

efficient board will influence the same outcome negatively. 

        
Table 5.9 Result of regression – Board process and Outcome 5 

  

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Time Efficiency  .322†   .681 

2. Tot. Stud -.410*   0 

Constant  7.623   6.349 

F-value 3.976*     

Adjusted R square .199     

Highest VIF value  1.001     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10   
 
    
In the second regression test with the second group variables we experienced 

multicollinearity with the comprehensiveness and control variables once again; we 

therefore ran comprehensiveness separately with the control variable total number of 

employees. The first model show a significance value on a .10 level as well as the control 

variable show significance at the same level. One may therefore draw the conclusion that 

the fewer employees a university has the better will it contribute to the ranking of the 

category students. Thus, the independent variable was once again irrelevant and will 

therefore not be further discussed. 
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The second model of the remaining variables shows no significance at all and will neither 

be further discussed. 

 

Board process and Outcome 6 

Three regression tests were made in total, due to multicollinearity with the 

comprehensiveness and control variables one third time. All three of the regression tests 

run for outcome 6 show no significance for all of our independent variables. Furthermore, 

Pearson’s Correlation table supports the regressions result by having very low correlation 

between all of the independent variables and the dependent outcome 6. 

Thus, these findings are not significant in any way and therefore we are not able to draw 

any conclusion about the relationship between decision-making and ranking of universities 

by the category social indicators. 

 

H7: Efficient strategic decision-making will have a positive influence on organizational 

outcome in public sector – Not supported  

We were able to find positive, negative as well as no relationships between strategic 

decision-making and organizational outcome. Since we only have one hypothesis that aims 

to answer all of our findings regarding decision-making and its influence on organizational 

outcome, we can only come to the conclusion of not supporting the last hypothesis.   
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Table 5.10 Pearson’s Correlation - Board Process and Organizational Outcome                 

                          

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1.  Time Efficiency 1                       

2.  Time Efficiency 2 ,333 1                      

3.  Comprehensiveness ,135 ,033*  1                    

4.  Comprehensiveness 2 ,201 -,197 ,103 1                 

5.  Outcome 1 -,220 -,041 -,131 ,161 1               

6.  Outcome 2 ,108 -,137 -,029 -,314 -,486** 1             

7.  Outcome 3 ,180 ,180 ,328 ,011 -,375* ,481** 1           

8.  Outcome 4 ,126 -,260 ,265 ,077 -,599** ,423* ,163 1         

9.  Outcome 5 ,312 -,046 ,012 -,455 -,575** ,215 ,074 ,710** 1       

10.  Outcome 6 ,085 ,192 ,117 -,015 -,139 -,114 ,083 ,010 -,059 1     

11.  Total number of Students ,069 ,076 -,192 -,424 -,373* ,527** ,480** -,279 -,397* ,122 1   

12.  Total number of Employees -,005 ,326 -,042 ,036 -,091 ,197 ,266 -,632** -,781** ,171 ,787** 1 

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10                       
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5.2.3 Board of Directors diversity influential on organizational outcome without a 

mediator 

The following section will not answer any hypothesis but will instead provide interesting 

and useful information for further analysis. Hence, analysing the influential effects of 

diversity directly on organizational outcome allows us to see if there are any similarities or 

dissimilarities with or without the board process as a mediator. The most important 

findings will be presented below whilst the other regression tests can be found in the 

appendix.  

Table 5.11 Descriptive Statistics – Bod Diversity and Organizational Outcome 

 
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Gender diversity 32 ,30 ,70 ,4954 ,10016 

Age diveristy 32 3,71 10,51 7,2307 1,80724 

Cultural diversity 32 ,00 ,25 ,0619 ,07645 

Tenure diversity 32 1,14 3,50 1,9174 ,57905 

Educational diversity 32 ,51 ,79 ,7038 ,05870 

Experience diversity 32 1,07 11,72 6,0982 2,60945 

Outcome 1 32 ,03 ,56 ,1570 ,10372 

Outcome 2 32 ,00 3,00 1,2727 ,97701 

Outcome 3 32 ,00 3,00 ,9697 1,01504 

Outcome.4 26 1,00 26,00 13,5000 7,64853 

Outcome 5 26 1,00 26,00 13,5000 7,64853 

Outcome 6 26 1,00 26,00 13,5385 7,69535 

Board size 32 9,00 14,00 11,4545 1,12057 

Total number of Students 32 39,00 64000,00 15643,4848 14778,01866 

Valid N (listwise) 25 
    

 

Board of Directors diversity and Outcome 2 

The first interesting regression results show that tenure diversity has a negative effect on 

outcome 2, which is the quality evaluation of business programs. The whole model as such 

show a significance value at a .05 level as well as the independent variable, tenure 

diversity, along with the control variable, total number of students, show a significance 

value at a .05 level respectively at a .01 level (See table 5.12). Thus, high tenure diversity 

contributes to lowering the quality of evaluation of business programs. According to 

Pearson’s correlation no statistical significant correlation exists between tenure diversity 

and outcome 2, however the correlation is negative which aligns with the regression model 
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result (See table 5.15). A possible explanation for this result may be that homogenous 

boards think more alike and are therefore able to avoid miscommunication issues, which 

would allow them to possibly make better decisions. Hence, we only know that tenure 

diverse boards have a negative influence on outcome 2; whilst we do not know if a 

homogenous board consisting of either long tenure members or short tenure members will 

have a positive influence on outcome 2. 

Another interesting aspect in this model is the significance of the control variable total 

number of students. One may draw the conclusion that the number of students influences 

outcome 2 positively, hence the more students a university has the more likely they are to 

score a higher value on the quality evaluation of business programs. 

 

Table 5.12 Result of regression – Bod Diversity and Outcome 2 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Age div .065   .084 

2. Gen div .162   1.601 

3. Cul div -.177   2.123 

4. Tenure div -.384*   .288 

5. Bod size -.226   .138 

6. Tot. Stud .539**   0 

Constant 3.318†   1.826 

F-value 3.234*     

Adjusted R square .295     

Highest VIF value  1.325     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10   
    
 

Board of directors diversity and Outcome 3 

The second interesting regression model, that was run with outcome 3 as a dependent 

variable, shows a significance at a .05 level as well as the independent variables gender  

and tenure diversity show a significance level at .05 respectively .10 (See table 5.13). The 

control variable total number of students shows a high significant value at a .001 level, 

thus an increase in students will increase the grades of the evaluation of the program. 

According to the regression model gender diversity has a positive influence on the quality 

of sociological programs; the more gender diverse the boards are the better graded they 

will be. However, tenure diversity shows a negative influence on the quality of the 

program. Thus, more tenure diverse boards will consequently contribute to lower grades 
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for the quality of sociological programs. Furthermore, Kesner (1988) argue that tenure 

diversity in boards is preferred to be kept on a lower level, hence, tasks in boards are of a 

complex matter with higher knowledge expected.  

When analysing the Pearson Correlation table no statistical significant correlation was 

found between any of the independent variables and the dependent variable (See table 

5.15). A possible explanation could be that tenure and age diversity has an influence on 

each other and therefore makes the regression model significant whilst no significant 

correlation exists. 

        
Table 5.13 Result of regression - Bod Diversity and Outcome 3 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Age div .100   .087 

2. Gen div .351*   1.664 

3. Cul div .124   2.206 

4. Tenure div -.306†   .300 

5. Bod size -.043   .144 

6. Tot. Stud .569***   0 

Constant -.440   1.898 

F-value 3.230*     

Adjusted R square .295     

Highest VIF value  1.325     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10   
 

Board of Directors diversity and Outcome 4 

Few regression models have shown any significance between the cognitive diversity 

variables and the dependent outcomes. However, we were able to find a significant 

relationship between educational diversity and outcome 4 even though the model as such 

shows no significance (See table 5.14). Furthermore, the Pearson Correlation table 

confirms the relationship between our independent and dependent variable. Educational 

diversity shows a medium strong correlation with the dependent variable; this correlation is 

also significant on a .10 level (See table 5.15).  

Thus one can therefore draw the conclusion that more educational diverse boards may 

increase the ranking for students. A possible explanation for this may be that board 

members with long experience of boards are more familiar with what to do in certain 

situations combined with board members with less board experience contributes with fresh 
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and new ways of thinking (Kesner, 1988; Mahadeo, 2011), this in turn contributes to 

positive influence outcomes like outcome 4.  

        

Table 5.14 Result of regression - Bod Diversity and Outcome 4 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Educational div .396†   25.994 

2. Experience div -.038   .601 

3. Bod size -.173   1.415 

4. Tot. Stud -.287   0 

Constant -4.429   23.213 

F-value 1.497     

Adjusted R square .295     

Highest VIF value  1.218     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10   
 

In summary, most of the findings show that demographic variables are the ones influencing 

the dependent variables whilst the cognitive variables do not have any significant 

relationship within a whole model as such. A possible explanation for this could be that the 

demographic variables does have a larger impact on a human beings characteristics than 

the cognitive, this may therefore influence how a board member operates and in turn 

influence eventual outcome. Thus this is not always relevant, if findings show statistical 

significant relationship between two variables and there exists a statistical significant 

correlation one may still draw the conclusion of that this variable is influencing the 

dependent positively or negatively.  
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Table 5.15 Pearson’s Correlation - Bod Diversity and Organizational Outcome 

                            
                              

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1. Gender diversity 1                           

2. Age diversity -,152 1                         

3. Cultural diversity ,040 ,087 1                       

4. Tenure diversity ,199 ,137 -,371* 1                     

5. Experience diversity -,429* ,210 -,113 ,189 1                   

6. Educational diversity ,188 -,112 ,102 -,202 -,212 1                 

7.  Outcome 1 ,033 -,052 ,175 ,022 ,020 -,265 1               

8.  Outcome 2 -,102 -,017 -,077 -,215 ,129 ,103 -,486** 1             

9.  Outcome 3 ,142 ,028 ,246 -,228 ,105 -,046 -,375* ,481** 1           

10.  Outcome 4 ,001 ,277 ,038 -,444* -,171 0,377 † -,599** ,423* ,163 1         

11.  Outcome 5 ,089 ,302 -,045 -,282 -,266 ,237 -,575** ,215 ,074 ,710** 1       

12.  Outcome 6 -,259 ,408* ,282 ,152 ,287 -,228 -,139 -,114 ,083 ,010 -,059 1     

13. Board size ,210 ,003 ,222 -,133 -0,342 † ,225 ,126 -,288 -,015 ,035 ,230 -,101 1   

14. Total number of Students -,227 ,021 -,009 ,061 ,211 -,041 -,373* ,527** ,480** -,279 -,397* ,122 -,201 1 

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10                         
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5.3 Pilot study results  

According to Denscombe (2009) interviews helps the researcher to get a deeper 

understanding around the topic. In order to prepare questionnaires we developed a pilot 

study which was made through an interview with a chairman of a board in a university. 

The chairman is in this section is mentioned as the respondent. The chairman had a wide 

board experience with over 30 years in different boards and over 5 years in university 

boards.  

Descriptive statics show that boards of the different universities are rather time efficient 

and have a rather high comprehensiveness. The respondent further strengthens the results 

by implying that fast decision-making is of an importance, especially when it comes to 

student questions. Furthermore, time efficiency of decision-making is essential when it 

comes to extensive decisions such as re-appointing and removing a principal. However, the 

respondent points out that in all the years of being a board member in university it has 

never happened that rapid decisions are required frequently, with the exception of the over 

mentioned and often rapid decisions are made by the principal of the university. Still, 

according to the respondent time efficiency is of an importance and boards in universities 

are always prepared to rapid decision-making. However, the respondent claims that weight 

is put to quality as well. The respondent explains that board members put a lot of effort in 

making the most appropriate strategic decisions which are carefully thought-out. These 

types of decisions are often around the economy, the financial statement but also around 

different policy documents regarding the future of the university; what the university 

should prioritise and what it should aim for. Therefore, quality is essential for board 

members in universities which are similar to our results.  

According to previous studies, board members are claimed to be too little involved with 

strategic decision-making processes (Judge & Zeithaml, 1992). However, according to the 

respondent it is the opposite. The respondent claims that board members in universities are 

very involved and motivated during board meetings and planning, in some cases the 

passion for the university results in them giving their maximum to do a good job. The 

respondent explains that board members often develop a relationship to the university 

which they always cherish, this the respondent knows from earlier experience of university 

boards. Furthermore, the respondent claims that preparations of questions and material 

before decisions are always developed beforehand. Thus, preparations are not always done 

by the board, instead the faculty and the jurist takes care of some preparations. This shows 
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similarity to our results of comprehensiveness where most of the universities showed high 

comprehensiveness which concluded questions of how well board members put effort in 

preparations before decision-making.  

According to Rainey et al. (2010) there are no big differences in strategic decision-making 

between private and public sector. Furthermore, Rainey et al. (2010) claims that the only 

difference is that public sector must take amongst other, political interventions and legal 

influences in public sector. Similarly the respondent claims that the board members have to 

follow governmental directions and laws regarding the decision-making and the university. 

According to several authors New Public Management developed borrowing methods from 

the private sector, one such idea amongst others, decentralization of the power (Adcroft & 

Willis, 2005; Ter Bogt & Scapens, 2012). The respondent claims that although there is 

decentralization of the power over strategic decision-making and decision making overall 

in the universities, there still exists limitations of the power to an extent. The respondent 

claims that all decisions cannot be made by the board members, hence, directions, 

regulations and governmental laws limits the actions of the board.  

Furthermore, the respondent explains that diversity within the board is rather high, 

especially gender diversity due to the fact that the government in Sweden puts weight into 

equal division of gender in higher echelons, such as boards. According to several authors 

cultural diversity may result in competitive conflicts and eventually influence 

organizational performance negatively (Traindis, 1960; Ruhe & Eatman, 1977; 

Kirchmeyer & Cohen, 1992; Umans, 2012). Our results show that cultural diversity affects 

strategic decision-making negatively. However, the respondent claims that cultural 

diversity does not make a difference in strategic decision-making. Neither has the 

respondent seen any differences of ambition and decision-making depending on nationality 

and cultural differences. Furthermore, our respondent claims that during all of the 

experience of university boards, the respondent has never encountered problems due to 

different cultural backgrounds with boards.  

According to Kesner (1988) board directors with higher tenure are more appropriate in 

boards; hence, they possess a bigger knowledge within their organization. Similarly our 

respondent claims that new members of the board with no experience have more 

difficulties in adapting the process in boards in universities. However, our results show that 

tenure diverse boards tend to have a positive impact on the efficiency of the time.  
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The respondent lastly claims that diversity within boards does not lead to any heavy 

difficulties or problems and the decision-making process can continue as always regarding 

cultural or national background, or differences in gender and age. 

 

5.4 Discussion  

Globalization is the factor that has brought countries, nations and people together 

(Kommerskollegium, 2011). With globalization comes diversity, diversity in a country, in 

organizations and within different level of groups. Sweden is one of the most globalized 

countries which is also one of the reasons of why our dissertation is geographically 

restricted to this country (Ernst & Young, 2013).  

Groups are developed in every step of the organizational hierarchy; however this 

dissertation focused on the particular group of higher echelons, more precisely members of 

Boards of Directors. Huse et al. (2007) claims that there is no clear definition of what 

board process actually is and that this lacks a field of research and theoretical framework. 

However, decision-making process of the board is essential in order to understand how 

boards operate and to what extent it affects organizational outcome (Huse et al., 2007). 

Moreover, Huse et al. (2007) calls this rather not well researched topic as the “black box”. 

Thus, our dissertation focused on strategic decision-making as one of the elements of board 

process to understand the mediating role it has on outcomes. Using this as a base, a model 

was developed in order to open the “black box”.  

 

5.4.1 The black box  

Our model is constructed in a way where tests are made to see if different diversity 

characteristics affect board process, more accurately on the strategic decision-making 

which in turn is tested if it affects organizational outcome. According to Huse (2007) it is 

of an importance to open the “black box” in order to understand decision-making in 

boards. Thus, our complex model is done in order to open the black box, where board 

process acts as a mediator between board diversity and organizational outcome. 

In the theory chapter previous research argue that board process is of an essential matter 

when it comes to organizational outcomes (Ingley & Van der Walt, 2005; Huse, 2009). 

According to Huse et al. (2009) board process can ease the understanding of how boards 

affect organizational outcomes as well as Maharaj (2009) argues that neglecting board 
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process could have a great impact on organizations; hence, it reduces the effectiveness of 

corporate governance.  

Furthermore, researchers show mixed results regarding cultural diversity. Some 

researchers argue that cultural diversity has a positive influence on organizational outcome 

(Carter et al., 2003; Erhardt et al., 2003; Ruigrok et al., 2007). Other researchers claim that 

cultural diversity has a negative influence on communication which eventually affects 

results in an organization negatively (Triandis, 1960; Ruhe & Eatman, 1977; Kirchmeyer 

& Cohen, 1992). Our results show that cultural diversity have a negative influence on time 

efficiency whilst time efficiency have a positive influence on outcome 5, however we were 

not able to find any direct relationship between cultural diversity and outcome 5 but can 

instead draw the conclusion that less cultural boards have a positive influence on time 

efficiency which in turn have a positive influence on outcome 5 (See figure 5.1). Thus, one 

reason may be similarly to previous researchers, communication problems which may 

decrease the efficiency of time in strategic decision-making.  

Previous research shows that firm performance is positively influenced by age diversity 

which is similar to our findings (Marimuthu, 2009). Moreover, our results show that age 

diversity had a positive influence on time efficiency which in turn had a positive influence 

on outcome 5. Although, no direct relationship could be found between age diversity and 

outcome 5 we can draw the conclusion that age diversity has a positive influence on 

outcome 5 by taking board process into consideration as a mediator.  

 

Figure 5.1 Cultural diversity 

According to Singh and Vinnicome (2004) diverse boards have more alternatives to base 

decisions on. Furthermore, previous research found that gender diverse boards leads to 

increased quality in an organization (Smith et al., 2006). Similarly to previous research, we 

found that gender diversity shows a positive influence on comprehensiveness which in turn 

shows positive influence on outcome 3. We were able to find a direct relationship between 

gender diversity and outcome 3 which indicates that we found the reason why gender 

diversity has a positive influence on outcome 3, namely through the efficiency of 
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comprehensiveness (See figure 5.2). Thus, we argue that a gender diverse board 

contributes to higher quality of strategic decision-making which in turn leads to positive 

organizational outcomes. 

 

Figure 5.2 Gender diversity 

 

Further results show that tenure diversity has a negative influence on outcome 3. However, 

we were not able to statistically prove why. Thus, this indicates that there may be other 

mediating variables in the board process than comprehensiveness and time efficiency that 

may explain why tenure diversity influences outcome 3 in a certain way (See figure 5.3). 

 

  

Figure 5.3 Tenure diversity 

Moreover, similar results were found where we could see that a certain independent 

variable had a certain effect on a dependent variable but we were not able to explain why.  

For example tenure diversity had a positive influence on outcome 2 and educational 

diversity had a positive influence on outcome 4. These results further indicate that there 

may be other factors in board process which are not investigated and may have an 

influential mediating role on organizational outcomes. Furthermore, Huse (2007) argued 

that by understanding how boards operate we can understand how boards influence 

organizational outcomes. Therefore, one can argue that even though strategic decision-

making show results as a mediator between diversity and organizational outcome, other 

mediating factors in boards may possibly affect organizational outcome; thus, this shows 

why board process is important to take into consideration as a mediator when studying the 

relationship between Board diversity and organizational outcomes. 



90 
 

 

Figure 5.4 Board diversity, Board process and Organizational outcome 

 

5.5 Summary of analysis 

In this section the summary of the analysis will be presented.  

Results imply that the “black box” in some cases affect the outcome as a mediating role in 

this dissertation. However, other results show that the independent variables have a direct 

influence on the dependent variables regardless of the mediating variables. This indicates 

that other factors may be affecting organizational outcome beyond efficient strategic 

decision-making.  

Furthermore, results from the pilot study show similar results to our tests regarding board 

diversity, with the exception of cultural diversity; where according to our results from the 

pilot study does not make a difference in Boards of Directors. However, taking into 

consideration that the pilot study gave the perspective of only one board member, one can 

argue that the general result weights more, thus, cultural diversity does have an effect on 

organizational outcome similarly to previous research.  

As a conclusion, the results showed that boards of directors in universities were rather 

efficient in strategic decision-making. Several tests were conducted to test our hypothesis 

based on earlier research, two of them were accepted. Four hypotheses showed no 

significant relationship whilst one hypothesis was not supported due to the fact that it 

showed the opposite relation to our hypothesis. Furthermore, Pearson correlation test was 

used in the analysis where different variables showed significant correlation to dependent 

variables. Thus, the results of our models are presented in order to better understand the 

findings.  
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Figure 5.5 Summarized research model  
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6. Conclusion 

 

The following chapter concludes the findings and the analysis as well as it presents the 

summary of dissertation, critical review report, practical implications and suggestions for 

further research. 

 

 

6.1 Summary of dissertation 

In this section the summary of the dissertation will be presented and conclude the purpose 

of the research as well as the findings of our research. 

The purpose of this dissertation was to explain how diversity in Boards of Directors will 

affect organizational outcomes mediated by Board of Director process in public sector. 

Diversity has been the topic of many researchers over the years. However, not all questions 

have been answered. Our study aims to give an explanation of how different diversity 

characteristics affect organizational outcome by using board process, more precisely 

decision-making as mediator. The study is geographically restricted to Sweden using 32 

universities with their respectively board members as the population.  

To present the important role that the Boards of Directors have as well as to address the 

difference in public sector, the fields of research New Public Management, Non-profit 

governance and Corporate governance with the theories, Agency theory and Behavioural 

theory of the firm was used (Almqvist, 2010; BoardSource, 2010; Oser, 1995; Johnson, 

Whittington & Scholes, 2011; Huse, 2007; Hillman & Dalziel, 2003). The constructed 

model of our research provided an overview of how the different parts were going to be 

investigated and tested if showing a relationship. However, after the findings the model 

was updated where a new model was presented in order to show the different results of the 

hypotheses.  

Our dissertation continues by fronting previous studies about diversity and its effect on 

organizational outcome and decision-making. The results are very mixed where several 

authors address positive relationships while others present the opposite. Thus, based on 

earlier research and own arguments hypotheses were formed. Furthermore, the hypotheses 
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were tested using several statistical tests namely: Cornbach’s alpha test, Kolmorogov-

Smirnov test, Pearson’s Correlation test and lastly linear regression test and presented in 

empirical findings.  

The study was performed through a quantitative method as well as a pilot study was 

constructed through an interview directed to board members in public sector. The data was 

collected through primary data and the university boards were chosen through a subjective 

sampling which is concluded in the non-probability sampling method (Denscombe, 2009). 

The main goal of the pilot study was to strengthen the questionnaires and get a deeper 

understanding of the relations in our model and to test the implications from the theories 

studied (Holme & Solvang, 1997; Pater & Davidsson, 2003).  

 

6.3 Conclusion 

The conclusion of our research is similar to other authors, firstly mixed results which 

indicate that there are a lot of other uncovered factors that may affect organizational 

outcome and secondly strategic decision-making in public organizations is rather limited 

due to the fact that the governments often are the prior owners.  

The New Public Management has given public sectors a greater meaning to financial 

control, more concentration to higher echelons and greater awareness of the importance 

over responsibilities within the organization (Henriksson, 2008). However, financial 

control in public sector, such as universities, is rather limited due to the fact the main 

financing is provided by the government. Thus, public organizations tend to focus more on 

other relevant responsibilities such as maintaining good reputation regarding important 

diversity questions such as equal gender diversity in higher echelons. Furthermore, the 

development of New Public Management has brought decentralization of power as an idea 

from the private sector to the public sector (Almqvist, 2010). However, according to our 

respondent such decentralization of the power is only in a certain amount, hence, the 

government have the main power over the universities. This indicates that even though 

decentralization of power is essential in New Public Management not all public sector 

organizations can fully exercise it due to the strains attached to the government. Although 

public sector organizations cannot claim fully decentralization of the power the importance 

of higher echelons are clearly shown by our results. Our respondent claimed that one of the 

most important questions that boards in universities face is those about the future. Thus, 
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one can argue that is out of right that boards in public sector has gotten a greater meaning 

due to the fact that they are entrusted with the faith of the universities.  

Eisenhardt (1989) discuss the important responsibilities of boards of directors, however, 

not all board members follow these correctly. The Agency theory state that agents are 

capable of acting after own welfare instead of the organizations’ best if they are not 

correctly monitored (Eisenhardt, 1989). However, through our study we have come to the 

conclusion that the risk of acting by self-interest in public sector is lower due to the fact 

that they are non-profit driven. Moreover, universities always have to have in mind that 

there are regulations and laws which have to be followed in order not to act after self-

interest according to our respondent. These regulations are more commonly followed in 

public sector organizations; hence, the government is the main actor, thus, a more 

transparent information flow. The Non-profit governance strengthens this statement in the 

way that countries have to act according to law and regulations (Regeringen, 2012) as well 

as develop strategies by taking government and law into consideration (Associates Inc, 

2000). Although Agency theory emphasizes that it is through monitoring that the 

organizations can ensure that every strategy is implemented correctly, our pilot study has 

given many indications that the members of the boards do not have the same extent of 

monitoring responsibility as in private sector. Miller (2002) strengthens the statement by 

claiming that the monitoring role in public sector organizations is more complicated, 

hence, it is more difficult to clearly define the exact owners and the assess of performance. 

Although monitoring is not as strongly exercised in boards of public sector, more precisely 

boards of universities as in private sector boards,  authors claim that it is essential in order 

to live up to governmental and law expectations when forming strategies and goals in 

public sector (Smith, Buckling & Associates Inc, 2000). However, we argue that public 

sector boards may never have the same extent of monitoring; hence, the financial interest is 

not prior and in many cases is harder to corrupt or mishandle. Thus, the type of monitoring 

that is needed in the private sector is not necessarily needed in the public sector. 

Furthermore, Pestoff (2011) argue that political pressure is of an importance for diversity 

in public organizations meaning that it gives a democratically reflection of the country to 

the public. Our results show that university boards of directors are rather gender diverse, 

which is due to the political pressure (Svenskt Näringsliv, 2001). Taking into consideration 

that public sector organizations may be the face of a country, providing equality of genders 

is an important way of showing a countries standards and aims of the labour market. 
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According to Watson (2004) countries have to focus on democracy and legitimacy by 

understanding the needs of different groups, with differences in age, gender, education and 

culture, in society in order to provide better public services (Zainal et al., 2013). However, 

our results show that cultural diversity is kept on a lower level in boards of universities 

which can have a negative impact on the public picture of a country; hence, public 

organizations tend to show the face of a country and its democracy and equal rights. 

Having a less cultural diverse board may indicate that the government has not put enough 

pressure and aim into diversifying boards culturally. Taking into consideration that Non-

profit governance may be able to solve in some cases ethical issues, corruption and 

conflicts of interest (Pestoff, 2011), one would think that cultural diversity would be of a 

higher level in public sector, more precisely universities. Moreover, Perry and Rainey 

(1988) claim that the public sector concludes organizations of the people. In order to fully 

live up to the statement it is therefore essential to give a truthful face of the public 

organization, by including all characteristics.  

Huse (2007) states that in order to understand how the boards influence outcomes the way 

they do, we must understand how the boards operate. From a Behavioral theory of the firm 

point of view Boards should avoid certain problems in order to make the decision-making 

less complex (Huse, 2007; Huse et al., 2009). We were for example able to find that the 

boards examined in this dissertation avoid satisficing search due to the fact that they put a 

greater effort and involvement when decisions are being made; due to more 

comprehensiveness. They may therefore be considered as they are finding an optimal 

choice rather than satisfying with the mediocre choices. Furthermore, our findings show 

the importance of opening “black box” in order to better understand the relationships 

between the different variables used in this dissertation. Thus, some conclusions would not 

been able to be drawn if the board process were not taken into consideration. However, a 

few findings showed that there are diversity characteristics that influences organizational 

outcome without the board process as a mediator which indicates that there can be other 

meaningful unknown mediating factors of the board process besides strategic decision-

making. Hence, further future research regarding board processes could eventually solve a 

lot of questions of why and how variables influence other variables the way they do, thus, 

the real underlying reason of why certain outcomes are influenced.  

Moreover, one can come to the conclusion that efficiency of time and comprehensiveness 

in strategic decision-making was rather high in university boards and this in turn affected 
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their outcomes, some positively and other negatively. Furthermore, results show that there 

are links between diversity, board process and organizational outcomes. Thus, the linking 

model shows a relationship which previous researchers have not investigated so far. This in 

turn contributes positively to organizations in way that finding the mediating reason; one 

can easily improve it in order to maximize outcome results.  

In summary, our findings indicate mixed results as many previous researchers in the same 

topic of research indicated before. As mentioned in previous chapter, our seven formed 

hypotheses showed different results, some proved us right others the opposite. Four of the 

hypotheses were not supported while two of the other hypotheses were supported. 

However, we were able to find a few more connections with the help of the mediating 

variable Board process. Huse et al. (2011) claims that board process is a broad term which 

other authors have not investigated thoroughly, however, we were able to study one 

important part of board process, namely strategic decision-making which showed 

interesting relations to our outcomes. This indicated not only that strategic decision-

making influences outcomes in public organizations but also showed that there are 

possibilities of other mediating factors influencing organizational outcomes.  Thus, if this 

research area was to be expanded more questions like these could be solved.  

 

6.3 Critical review  

In all types of dissertations there are actions leading to certain results that could be 

improved. Although many claim that outcomes vary in public sector, especially 

universities, the variation of outcomes was not as big as we thought. The outcomes chosen 

are those frequently mentioned in earlier research. However, we could also have used the 

amount of first priority applicants as an outcome to see if the universities ways of handling 

decision-making process affected the number of applicants. 

During our tests we discovered that one of the universities was excluded due to the fact 

that when managing the data we missed to put the data of the university in the right row. 

This led to that the programme SPSS only managed results from 32 universities with no 

missing values. Thus, the one university that was included in the dissertation had to be 

excluded.  

Furthermore, research of board process in the public sector is rather new and in order to 

form hypotheses we had to originate from research made in the private sector as well. Yet 
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one would think that functions of the board and strategic decision-making would not differ 

tremendously and therefore similarly affect organizational outcomes.  

In the questionnaires questions that were formed were originally to all board members. In 

the beginning only one questionnaire was going to be sent out to all members of the board. 

However, when a pilot study was made through an interview the directions of our thoughts 

were changed. According to the respondent, who was a chairman of a university all board 

members in universities were not relevant to the questions that we asked. The respondent 

claimed that principals and chairmen are more of relevance. Furthermore, we thought 

about the risks of respondents not answering at all because of complexity reasons and in 

order to prevent drops of respondents we decided to hand out two different questionnaires. 

To our surprise many board members, whom were neither chairmen nor principals of the 

universities showed an extraordinary interest in answering more questions about the 

decision-making process. However, due to the time pressure there were no possibilities to 

give them the opportunity of developing their answers and include them in the rest of the 

process question results. If we would have handed out only one and the same questionnaire 

to all board members, maybe our results would differ and some of the outcomes that 

showed no significance would show the opposite.  

The efficiency of strategic decision-making was measured through time efficiency and the 

efficiency of comprehensiveness. In our dissertation only one hypothesis was formed about 

efficiency of strategic decision-making affecting organizational outcomes. However, 

during the study we discovered that it would have been better to divide efficiency of 

strategic decision-making into two hypotheses namely: “Time efficiency will have a 

positive influence on organizational outcome in public sector” and “Efficiency of 

comprehensiveness will have a positive influence on organizational outcome in public 

sector”.  

Furthermore, the number of outcomes chosen might have been too ambitious and all of 

them measure one concept namely, outcomes on a higher theoretical level. Yet these six 

outcomes chosen mean different things on the lower conceptual level, for example research 

performance, educational performance and so on. Thus, we could possibly have been more 

consistent in identifying more limited number of outcomes which would simplify the 

analysis.  
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6.3 Theoretical Implications 

According to Lukka and Kasanen (1993) the credibility and novelty of the results of a 

study are one of the most important parts of the quality when conducting a scientific 

research. Thus, theoretical implications need to be thoroughly formulated and presented.  

Our aim of this study was to see if diversity influenced organizational outcomes with board 

process as a mediator, in the public sector. Huse et al. (2011) claims that there is a 

limitation in knowledge about how power inside and outside the boardroom contributes to 

board process and organizational outcome. Furthermore, Huse et al. (2011) argue that there 

are mixed opinions about what board process actually consist of and that the field lacks a 

theoretical framework. Even though this particular topic lacks a theoretical framework 

(Huse et al., 2011), our study has contributed into clearing up some important parts that are 

included in the board process and seem to influence organizational outcome. Similarly to 

other authors we believed that Strategic decision-making is an important part of the board 

process (Nutt & Wilson, 2010; Huse et al., 2011). Thus, our study confirms that 

understanding how boards operate can clear up many unanswered questions of why and 

how organizational outcomes are influenced and the reason behind it. We have shown that 

efficiency of strategic decision making through time efficiency and efficiency of 

comprehensiveness influences organizational outcome in different ways. Therefore, our 

study is of value into further developing the importance of board process as a mediator. We 

have through our study not only provided results but also identified an important part in 

board process that in fact works as a mediator which is a rather important contribution 

theoretically.  

Furthermore, throughout the theory chapter we explain the important role of Boards of 

Directors. According to Johnson et al. (2011) the boards are explained to have the 

monitoring, guiding and decision-making power regarding strategies, directions, policies 

and governance of organizations. However, we have provided results showing that boards 

of directors in public sector have rather limited power and are in a big extent dependent on 

the governmental directions. Thus, theoretically the role of boards in the public sector 

differs in some extent when it comes to managing an organization.  

Moreover, this study has put into light the lack of theoretical framework that the public 

sector has. The New public management and the Non-profit governance are fields of 

research that has been developed by borrowing ideas from the private sector. However, 
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some ideas like decentralization of the power and financial ideas are rather limited in the 

public sector because of the governmental interest. With the exception of The Behavioural 

theory of the firm which addresses the behavioural part of members in higher echelons and 

their influences on firm performance/outcome, other ideas and theories borrowed from the 

private sector are not very well suited for the public sector.  

As a conclusion previous research have been providing mixed results without any 

mediating reason to explain it. Our study has in a deeper extent managed to explain that a 

reason for these mixed results are the underlying mediating factors. Our study also shows 

that not only does strategic decision-making influence organizational outcome, as a 

mediator but also indicates that there may be more mediating factors in the board process 

which influence organizational outcomes. This study is only a start on something big that 

can be developed and investigated thoroughly. However, our study has provided the start 

pitch of it.  

 

6.4 Practical Implications  

This study was done in order to explain if there was diversity in Boards of Directors in the 

public sector mediated by board process. Taking into consideration that very few 

researchers have put this particular topic into light we wanted to fill this gap. Therefore, 

this research is of academic value.  

Although studies on diversity in Boards have been done, the particular value of our 

research is that the study is done on public sector which is of an importance for the country 

and its citizens. It is clearly defined that the Swedish politics put a lot of weight in equal 

rights and possibilities regardless of ethnic or cultural background (Regeringens 

proposition 1997/98:16). Thus, this study can contribute as a reminder to governments and 

employees, the importance of diversity in Boards of Directors and the effect that decision-

making has on university outcomes as well as it shows that there are mediating factors in 

the board process that affects organizational outcome. As mentioned throughout the 

dissertation, the face of a country can be pictured through the public organizations. By our 

study we show clear results of diversity level of different characteristics which can be out 

of worth for the public organizations to look at. Furthermore, women have been an 

important question all over the world. Women have now more than ever gotten the 

opportunity to get the higher posts in organizations due to equality demands of gender 

from the governments in many countries. This study shows an interesting positive result of 
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this particular political pressure. We can clearly argue that women have climbed the 

hierarchy of an organization and that of all our chosen diversity characteristics, gender is 

one of the most equally divided one. Thus, it can work as a reminder to the public sector 

and the government, that this type of strategy has given results and actually is followed. 

Furthermore, it can also be a type of indication that maybe new laws around other 

nationalities are needed in order to further diversify the labour market, especially the 

public sector.  

Due to the increasing globalization in the European countries as well as outside Europe, it 

is of an importance that the diversity characteristics are put into light to show that it brings 

both positive and negative results to a country. This, taking into consideration that the 

public sector organizations serves as a model to its country and shows how well the laws 

and regulations and the development of a country works.  

 

6.5 Future research  

Our topic is very well discussed and in many areas researched, however, there are many 

interesting aspects of this topic for future research. Due to the size of this dissertation and 

the amount of time we have left things out of this study. One aspect that could be very 

interesting is to study diversity including all board members in a board and see if there are 

any changes depending on the inclusion of all members. Another aspect could be too make 

the similar research on public sector with less transparency which can be very important 

findings for the country. The healthcare could be one of the options to make the study, 

which we had to reconsider due to the risks of not getting information in a short amount of 

time.  

Furthermore, one aspect could be to use other outcomes than those used in our dissertation. 

There are a lot of outcomes, such as number of publications, number priority one applying 

students and quality of employee. In this case one can show different aspects by using 

different outcome to measure if there are any similarities or differences depending on what 

outcomes researchers use.  Since public organizations are mostly financially supported by 

the state and through funding one interesting aspect could be to investigate in what way 

universities, or other public sector organizations use their skills, knowledge and contacts to 

gather financial support and if it differs depending on diversity of Boards of Directors.
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Appendix 1 – Interview guide Chairman of Board 
 

Fråga 1: Anser du att tidigare erfarenhet i styrelser är av relevans för att kunna ta bättre, 

mer utvecklade beslut?  

Fråga 2: Ungefär hur lång erfarenhet har du själv utav styrelser i samtliga branscher? 

Fråga 3: Har du tidigare erfarenhet i högskole- och universitets styrelse, om ja, ungefär 

hur lång erfarenhet har du fram till 1 januari, 2013? 

Fråga 5: Hur många år har du suttit/satt du i styrelsen på din senaste/nuvarande 

högskola/universitet fram till 1 januari, 2013? 

Fråga 6: Hur ofta brukade er styrelse träffas om året? 

Fråga 7: Ungefär hur många omfattande beslut togs inom loppet av ett år? 

Fråga 8: Vad anses som ett omfattande beslut enligt dig? 

Fråga 9: Om någonting oförutsätt händer, där ni måste fatta ett beslut eller agera på något 

sätt, hur går det till, sätts några extra möten till? 

Fråga 10: Anser du att alla i styrelsen var delaktiga och aktiva vid beslutstagande?  

Fråga 11: Brukade ni göra en noggrann undersökning innan ett beslut togs? 

Fråga 12: Om något oförutsett skulle hända där det krävs att ni måste besluta eller agera 

snabbt vad väljer ni då, kommer ni att utföra en undersökning och se till att ni har all 

information eller kommer ni att avvakta? 

Fråga 13: Anser du att det var viktigt att ta snabba beslut? Om ja/nej, varför? 

Fråga 14: Anser du att styrelsen brukade noggrant överväga flera alternativ innan ett 

beslut togs? 

Fråga 15: Anser du att utfallen av era beslut för det mesta var positiva, negativa eller både 

och? Vad kan det bero på? 

Fråga 16: Finns det någonting du vill lägga till? 
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Appendix 2 – Questionnaire to principals and 

chairmen 

 
Undersökning i hur mångfald på styrelsenivå påverkar organisationers utfall med 
beslutsprocess som medlare 
  
 

Enkäten består av totalt 14 frågor och riktar sig till rektorer och ordföranden som satt (eventuellt 

fortfarande sitter) i styrelsen fram till och med styrelsebytet år 2013.  

Hjälp oss att föra forskningen framåt med hjälp av Era viktiga och omsorgsfulla svar, Tack på förhand! 

1. Kön 

Man 

Kvinna 

 

 

2. Ålder 

 
 

3. Modersmål 

Svenska 

Om annat vänligen ange vilket: 

 
 
 

4. Har/hade Er mor rötter/ursprung från något annat land än Sverige? 

 Nej 

Om ja vänligen ange vilket: 

 

 

5. Har/hade Er far rötter/ursprung från något annat land än Sverige? 

Nej  

Om ja vänligen ange vilket: 
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6. Vänligen markera Er högsta utbildningsnivå 

Grundutbildning - Grundskola 

Grundutbildning - Gymnasium 

Examina på grundnivå - Högskoleexamen 

Examina på grundnivå - Kandidatexamen 

Examina på grundnivå - Yrkesexamen 

Examina på avancerad nivå - Magisterexamen 

Examina på avancerad nivå - Yrkesexamen 

Examina på avancerad nivå - Masterexamen 

Examina på forskarnivå - Licentiat 

Examina på forskarnivå - Doktorrand 

 

7. Ungefär hur många års arbetserfarenhet har Ni utav styrelser i samtliga branscher 
fram till och med 1 januari 2013? 

 
 

8. Ungefär hur många års arbetserfarenhet har Ni utav styrelser i samtliga högskolor 
och universitet fram till och med 1 januari 2013? 

 
 

9. Ungefär hur många års arbetserfarenhet, oavsett arbetstitel, har Ni inom 
utbildningssektorn fram till och med 1 januari 2013? 

 
 

10. Hur många år har Ni sammanlagt suttit i styrelsen på Er senaste/nuvarande 
högskola/universitet innan det senaste styrelsebytet år 2013? 

 
 

11. Hur många gånger i genomsnitt per år träffades Er dåvarande styrelse som Ni satt i 
under åren 2010-2013?  

 
 
 

12. Vi i styrelsen brukade föredra att: 
 

 
Instämmer 

inte alls 
  

Varken 
eller 

  
Instämmer 

helt 

Ta vår tid vid beslutstagandet 
       

Lägga generellt stor vikt vid att ta 
snabba beslut        

Hellre fokusera på ett och samma 
projekt i taget än på delar av flera 
projekt samtidigt 
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13. Inför omedelbara, viktiga samt icke rutinmässiga hot eller möjligheter, brukade vi: 

 
Instämmer 

inte alls 
  

Varken 
eller 

  
Instämmer 

helt 

Utveckla många alternativa lösningar innan 
beslutstagandet        

Överväga flera olika alternativ och kriterier 
innan beslutstagandet        

Noggrant undersöka flera alternativa 
förklaringar för problemet eller möjligheten 
innan beslutstagandet 

       

Genomföra flera undersökningar för det 
föreslagna tillvägagångssättet innan 
beslutstagandet 

       

Omfattande undersöka möjliga lösningar 
innan beslutstagandet        

 
 
14. Vänligen markera för i vilken utsträckning som: 

 
I ingen 

utsträckning 
alls 

  
Varken 

eller 
  

I stor 
utsträckning 

Styrelsen ställde sig till hastighet vid 
beslutsfattande        

Styrelsemedlemmarna var öppna med att 
tala om sitt intresse och preferenser vid ett 
beslutsfattande 
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Appendix 3 – Questionnaire to all Board of 

Director members  

Undersökning i hur mångfald på styrelsenivå påverkar organisationers utfall med 
beslutsprocess som medlare 
  
 

Enkäten består av totalt 12 frågor och riktar sig till styrelsemedlemmar som satt (eventuellt fortfarande 

sitter) i styrelsen fram till och med styrelsebytet år 2013.  

Hjälp oss att föra forskningen framåt med hjälp av Era viktiga och omsorgsfulla svar, Tack på förhand! 

1. Kön 

Man 

Kvinna 

 

2. Ålder 

 
 

3. Modersmål 

Svenska 

Om annat vänligen ange vilket: 

 
 
 

4. Har/hade Er mor rötter/ursprung från något annat land än Sverige? 

 Nej 

Om ja vänligen ange vilket: 

 

 

5. Har/hade Er far rötter/ursprung från något annat land än Sverige? 

Nej  

Om ja vänligen ange vilket: 
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6. Vänligen markera Er högsta utbildningsnivå 

Grundutbildning - Grundskola 

Grundutbildning - Gymnasium 

Examina på grundnivå - Högskoleexamen 

Examina på grundnivå - Kandidatexamen 

Examina på grundnivå - Yrkesexamen 

Examina på avancerad nivå - Magisterexamen 

Examina på avancerad nivå - Yrkesexamen 

Examina på avancerad nivå - Masterexamen 

Examina på forskarnivå - Licentiat 

Examina på forskarnivå - Doktorrand 

 

7. Ungefär hur många års arbetserfarenhet har Ni utav styrelser i samtliga branscher 
fram till och med 1 januari 2013? 

 
 

8. Ungefär hur många års arbetserfarenhet har Ni utav styrelser i samtliga högskolor 
och universitet fram till och med 1 januari 2013? 

 
 

9. Ungefär hur många års arbetserfarenhet, oavsett arbetstitel, har Ni inom 
utbildningssektorn fram till och med 1 januari 2013? 

 
 

10. Hur många år har Ni sammanlagt suttit i styrelsen på Er senaste/nuvarande 
högskola/universitet innan det senaste styrelsebytet år 2013? 

 
 

11. Hur många gånger i genomsnitt per år träffades Er dåvarande styrelse som Ni satt i 
under åren 2010-2013?  

 

 
12. Vi i styrelsen brukade föredra att: 
 

 
Instämmer 

inte alls 
  

Varken 
eller 

  
Instämmer 

helt 

Ta vår tid vid beslutstagandet 
       

Lägga generellt stor vikt vid att ta 
snabba beslut        

Hellre fokusera på ett och samma 
projekt i taget än på delar av flera 
projekt samtidigt 
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Appendix 4 – Liner regression results 

4.1 Board of director diversity and Board process 

           
 

Table 1 Result of regression – Time efficiency 

Variables Std B   Std Error     

1. Age div .078*   3.824     

2. Gen div .469   .205     

3. Cul div -.388*   4.758     

4. Tenure div .091   .625     

5. Bod size .049   .309     

6. Nr. of meet. .368 †   .324     

Constant  -1.666   4.408     

F-value 5.793**         

Adjusted R square .236         

Highest VIF value  1.005         

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
 

Table 2 Result of regression – Time efficiency 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Educational div -.043   6.670 

2. Experience div .112   .161 

3. Bod size .067   .386 

4. Nr. of meet. .114   .368 

Constant  6.643   6.097 

F-value .250     

Adjusted R square -.107     

Highest VIF value  1.294     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
        
 

          
Table 3  Result of regression - Comprehensiveness 

Variables Std B   Std Error   

1. Age div -.089   .116   

2. Gen div .634*   1.983   

3. Cul div .296   2.949   

4. Tenure div .135   .425   

5. Bod size .051   .185   

6. Nr. of meet. -.013   .204   

Constant 1.532   2.514   

F-value 1.819       

Adjusted R square .247       

Highest VIF value  1.490       

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10   
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Table 4 Result of regression - Comprehensiveness 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Educational div .197   6.834 

2. Experience div -.150   .014 

3. Bod size .017   .271 

4. Nr. of meet. .132   .259 

Constant 1.678   6.230 

F-value .207     

Adjusted R square -.100     

Highest VIF value  1.257     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
 

Table 5 Result of regression – Time efficiency 2 

Variables Std B   Std Error   

1. Age div .388   .226   

2. Gen div .181   3.868   

3. Cul div .040   5.752   

4. Tenure div -.066   .829   

5. Bod size .295   .361   

6. Nr. of meet. .120   .397   

Constant  -3.744   4.903   

F-value .645       

Adjusted R square -.165       

Highest VIF value  1.490       

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10   
 

       
Table 6 Result of regression – Time efficiency 2 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Educational div -.404   8.807 

2. Experience div .220   .186 

3. Bod size .225   .349 

4. Nr. of meet. .092   .333 

Constant  8.787   8.030 

F-value 1.115     

Adjusted R square .032     

Highest VIF value  1.257     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
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Table 7 Result of regression – Comprehensiveness 2 

Variables Std B   Std Error   

1. Age div .319   3.948   

2. Gen div -.052   .231   

3. Cul div -.125   5.871   

4. Tenure div .235   .846   

5. Bod size -.301   .368   

6. Nr. of meet. .204   .406   

Constant 5.603   5.005   

F-value .628       

Adjusted R square -.175       

Highest VIF value  1.490       

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10   
 

Table 8 Result of regression – Comprehensiveness 2 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Educational div .326   10.288 

2. Experience div .135   .217 

3. Bod size -.157   .407 

4. Nr. of meet. .072   .389 

Constant -1.049   9.380 

F-value .520     

Adjusted R square -.159     

Highest VIF value  1.257     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
 

4.2 Board process and Organizational Outcome 

 

Table 9 Result of regression – Outcome 1 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Time Efficiency -.195   .009 

2. Tot. Stud -.359*   0 

Constant .286***   .080 

F-value 3.114†     

Adjusted R square .120     

Highest VIF value  1.005     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
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Table 10 Result of regression – Outcome 1   

Variables Std B   Std Error   

1. Comprehensiveness -.330   .043   
2. Comprehensiveness 2 -.003   .024   
3. Time Efficiency 2 .176   .027   
4. Tot. Stud -.549   0   
Constant .431   .237   
F-value 1.147       
Adjusted R square .038       
Highest VIF value  1.549       
*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10       
          
 
Table 11 Result of regression – Outcome 2 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Time Efficiency .072   .078 

2. Tot. Stud .524**   0 

Constant  .408   .695 

F-value 5.793**     

Adjusted R square .236     

Highest VIF value  1.005     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
        
 

        
Table 12 Result of regression – Outcome 2   

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Comprehensiveness .347   .251 

2. Comprehensiveness 2 -.092   .144 

3. Time Efficiency 2 -.400*   .160 

4. Tot. Stud .795**   0 

Constant  -.296   1.395 

F-value 5.316*     

Adjusted R square .535     

Highest VIF value  1.551     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10   
        
 
Table 13 Result of regression – Outcome 3 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Time Efficiency .147   .082 

2. Tot. Stud .475**   0 

Constant  -.208   .731 

F-value 5.024**     

Adjusted R square .206     

Highest VIF value  1.005     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
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Table 14 Result of regression – Outcome 3 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Comprehensiveness .481†   .311 

2. Comprehensiveness 2 .241   .178 

3. Time Efficiency 2 -.082   .198 

4. Tot. Stud .697*   0 

Constant  -3.500†   1.726 

F-value 2.663 †     

Adjusted R square .307     

Highest VIF value  1.549     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
       
 

       
Table 15 Result of regression – Outcome 4 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Time Efficiency .133   .759 

2. Tot. Stud -.283   0 

Constant  12.242   7.074 

F-value 1.168     

Adjusted R square .014     

Highest VIF value  1.001     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
        
 

       
Table 16 Result of regression – Outcome 4 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Comprehensiveness .094   .741 

2. Tot. nr of Emp. -.694*   .001 

Constant  12.973   11.572 

F-value 3.830†      

Adjusted R square .386     

Highest VIF value  1.064     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
        
 
Table 17 Result of regression – Outcome 4   

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Comprehensiveness 2 -.192   1.856 

2. Time Efficiency 2 -.451   2.059 

3. Tot. Stud -.386   0 

Constant  30.379   21.037 

F-value .409     

Adjusted R square -.245     

Highest VIF value  1.466     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10   
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Table 18 Result of regression – Outcome 5   

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Time Efficiency  .322†   .681 

2. Tot. Stud -.410*   0 

Constant  7.623   6.349 

F-value 3.976*     

Adjusted R square .199     

Highest VIF value  1.001     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10   
    
 

        
Table 19 Result of regression – Outcome 5 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Comprehensiveness -.177   1.973 

2. Tot. nr of Emp. -.773   .001 

Constant  25.481   10.793 

F-value 4.484†      

Adjusted R square .436     

Highest VIF value  1.064     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
        
 
Table 20 Result of regression – Outcome 5   

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Comprehensiveness 2 -.506   1.718 

2. Time Efficiency 2 -.197   1.906 

3. Tot. Stud .040   0 

Constant  26.904   19.471 

F-value .665     

Adjusted R square -.126     

Highest VIF value  1.466     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10   
 

        
Table 21 Result of regression – Outcome 6 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Time Efficiency .083   .757 

2. Tot. Stud .113   0 

Constant  10.250   7.056 

F-value .652     

Adjusted R square -.069     

Highest VIF value  1.001     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
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Table 22 Result of regression – Outcome 6 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Comprehensiveness .098   3.875 

2. Tot. nr of Emp. -.077   .002 

Constant 7.271   21.200 

F-value .069     

Adjusted R square -.261     

Highest VIF value  1.064     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
 

        
Table 23 Result of regression – Outcome 6   

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Comprehensiveness 2 .385   2.057 

2. Time Efficiency 2 .551   2.282 

3. Tot. Stud .701   .001 

Constant  -27.101   23.313 

F-value 1.206     

Adjusted R square .064     

Highest VIF value  1.466     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10   
 

4.3 Board of Directors diversity and Organizational Outcome 

        
Table 24 Result of regression – Outcome 1 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Age div -.110   .010 

2. Gen div -.130   .200 

3. Cul div .245   .266 

4. Tenure div .184   .036 

5. Bod size -.301   .043 

6. Total number of students .204   -.401 

Constant  .184   .229 

F-value 1.107     

Adjusted R square .020     

Highest VIF value  1.325     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
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Table 25 Result of regression – Outcome 1 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Educational div -.294   .313 

2. Experience div .086   .007 

3. Bod size .141   .017 

4. Total number of students -.374   0 

Constant  .395   .289 

F-value 2.097     

Adjusted R square .124     

Highest VIF value  1.171     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
 

Table 26 Result of regression – Outcome 2 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Age div .065   .084 

2. Gen div .162   1.601 

3. Cul div -.177   2.123 

4. Tenure div -.384*   .288 

5. Bod size -.226   .138 

6. Tot. Stud .539**   0 

Constant  3.318†   1.826 

F-value 3.234*     

Adjusted R square .295     

Highest VIF value  1.325     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10   

    
 
Table 27 Result of regression – Outcome 2 

    

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Educational div .165   2.733 

2. Experience div -.029   .064 

3. Bod size -.211   .151 

4. Total number of students .499   0 

Constant 1.021   2.524 

F-value 3.394*     

Adjusted R square .236     

Highest VIF value  1.171     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
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Table 28 Result of regression – Outcome 3 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Age div .100   .087 

2. Gen div .351*   1.664 

3. Cul div .124   2.206 

4. Tenure div -.306†   .300 

5. Bod size -.043   .144 

6. Tot. Stud .569***   0 

Constant  -.440   1.898 

F-value 3.230*     

Adjusted R square .295     

Highest VIF value  1.325     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10   
 

Table 29 Result of regression – Outcome 3 
    

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Educational div -.058   2.979 

2. Experience div .003   .070 

3. Bod size .147   .164 

4. Total number of students .512**   0 

Constant  -.449   2.751 

F-value 2.322†     

Adjusted R square .146     

Highest VIF value  1.171     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
 

Table 30 Result of regression – Outcome 4 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Age div 363   .815 

2. Gen div .071   14.125 

3. Cul div -.182   18.966 

4. Tenure div -.497   2.697 

5. Bod size -.086   1.224 

6. Total number of students -.253   0 

Constant .184   16.474 

F-value 1.959     

Adjusted R square .187     

Highest VIF value  1.204     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
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Table 31 Result of regression – Outcome 4 
    

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Educational div .396†   25.994 

2. Experience div -.038   .601 

3. Bod size -.173   1.415 

4. Total number of students -.287   0 

Constant -.4.429   23.213 

F-value 1.497     

Adjusted R square .077     

Highest VIF value  1.218     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
 

Table 32 Result of regression – Outcome 5 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Age div .388   .805 

2. Gen div .066   13.958 

3. Cul div -.264   18.742 

4. Tenure div -.318   2.665 

5. Bod size .118   1.209 

6. Total number of students -.365   0 

Constant  4.244   4.244 

F-value 2.082     

Adjusted R square .206     

Highest VIF value  1.204     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
 

Table 33 Result of regression – Outcome 5 
    

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Educational div .175   26.132 

2. Experience div -.097   .604 

3. Bod size .037   1.422 

4. Total number of students -.352   0 

Constant  1.039   23.336 

F-value 1.374     

Adjusted R square .059     

Highest VIF value  1.218     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
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Table 34 Result of regression – Outcome 6 

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Age div .324   .842 

2. Gen div -.246   14.583 

3. Cul div .365   19.581 

4. Tenure div .269   2.785 

5. Bod size -.093   1.264 

6. Total number of students .001   0 

Constant  9.483   17.009 

F-value 1.701     

Adjusted R square .144     

Highest VIF value  1.204     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
 

Table 35 Result of regression – Outcome 6 
    

Variables Std B   Std Error 

1. Educational div -.129   26.107 

2. Experience div .312   .604 

3. Bod size -.059   1.421 

4. Total number of students 0   0 

Constant 1.039   23.314 

F-value .911     

Adjusted R square -.015     

Highest VIF value  1.218     

*** p<0.001,  ** p<0.01,  * p<0.05,  † p<0.10     
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Appendix 5 – List of Universities 

1) Blekinge Tekniska Högskola 

2) Chalmers Tekniska Högskola 

3) Dans- och Cirkushögskolan 

4) Gymnastik- och Idrottshögskolan 

5) Göteborgs Universitet 

6) Högskolan Dalarna 

7) Högskolan i Borås 

8) Högskolan i Gävle 

9) Högskolan i Halmstad 

10) Högskolan i Jönköping 

11) Högskolan i Skövde 

12) Högskolan Kristianstad 

13) Högskolan på Gotland 

14) Högskolan Väst 

15) Karlstads Universitet 

16) Karolinska Institutet 

17) Konstfack 

18) Kungliga Konsthögskolan 

19) Kungliga Musikhögskolan 

20) Kungliga Tekniska Högskolan 

21) Linköpings Universitet 

22) Luleå Tekniska Universitet 

23) Lunds Universitet 

24) Malmö Högskola 

25) Mittuniversitetet 

26) Mälardalens Högskola 

27) Operahögskolan 

28) Stockholms Universitet 

29) Södertörns Högskola 

30) Stockholms Dramatiska Högskola 

31) Umeå Universitet 

32) Uppsala Universitet 

33) Örebro Universitet 


