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Preface

Women on Boards: Not Just the Right Thing . . . But the
“Bright” Thing is an exciting example of the insights
that can be generated when two strong lines of research
come together: Governance and Women in Leadership.
The Conference Board of Canada has done just that by
combining research staff from our governance research
program with our Centre of Excellence for Women's
Advancement area

We present compelling new data on women'’s participation
on boards of directorsin the report. By investigating the
impact of women’s contributions in six key areas of
good governance practice, we show that board processes
differ when diverse perspectives are brought to the
boardroom table. And these differences in process

lead directly to differences in outcome.

The report highlights the value of inner diversity in
viewpoint, talents, and ideas, and builds the business
case for greater outer diversity in board members,
demonstrating that women'’s participation is also the
“bright” thing to do.
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Not Just the Right Thing . . .
But the “Bright” Thing

he issue of “women on boards’ really
comes down to two questions. “ Why
should we have more women on boards?”
and “How can we have more women on
boards?” Unfortunately, most of the writing on the
subject addresses the “how,” and al too rarely the
“why.” This research report is intended to help
fill that gap.

We focus on women as a proxy for diversity and
boards as a proxy for the governance of organizations.
Better representation of women is a means toward an
end and not an end in itself. It should never overshadow
skills and qualifications. The larger issues are whether
diversity has alegitimate place in governance and, if
so, exactly how it should be treated.

Our research clearly shows that there are both
symbolic and practical reasons to have women on
boards.

Symbolically, asigna is sent to all stakeholder
groups, most of which have very diverse membership,
indicating that their voices will be heard at the top and
that their perspectives are important to the organization.
As our society, our labour force, and our corporate
shareholders themselves become more diverse, this
will become a more personal and compelling issue.

Until now, the term “diversity” has often been inter-
preted as the promotion of outward, or visible, diversity.
But at a practical level, it isinward, invisible diversity
that matters: the range of different gifts, skills, experi-
ences, views, and perspectives that individuals possess
in every culture and organization. The use of outer
differences as an indicator of inner diversity, though
imperfect, can prove useful in wise hands.
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The number of women on boards has increased
steadily over the past 30 years, but, since 1998, has
plateaued at low levels. This mirrors aloss of momen-
tum in the adoption of improved corporate governance
practices among Canada's major firms following a
quantum leap in governance initiatives during the
19941997 period. This plateauing has occurred despite
the acknowledgement of most CEOs that women are
not well represented on their boards.!

Recent and intriguing data link corporate perform-
ance to the number of women on boards. A November
2001 U.S. study shows that the Fortune 500 firms with
the best record of promoting women to senior posi-
tions, including the board, are more profitable than
their peers. The 25 firms with the best promotion
record post returns on assets 18 per cent higher, and
returns on investment 69 per cent higher, than the
Fortune 500 median of their industry.?

Conference Board research lends some support to
these results. We tracked corporations and found that
those with two or more women on the board in 1995
were far more likely to be industry leaders in revenues
and profits six years later, in 2001.3

In fact, the profile of organizations in our research
differs dramatically, segmented by the number of
women on their boards (see Chart 1).

All of this does beg the question of cause and
effect: Do women on boards lead to improved corporate
performance, or does improved corporate performance
lead to more women on boards? Anticipating that ques-
tion, we went beyond results, delving into processes, to
see if changes occur inside organizations as women
take leadership positions.



factors to be the elements of board governance that con-
tribute to improved organizational performance, whether
in sales growth, long-run return, or industry leadership.

Chart 1
Women on Boards and Organizational Scale
(millions of dollars for assets and revenues; number of employees)

B A-maeboard [ 2ormorewomen [ ] 3 or more women _
The research therefore supports these conclusions:

3,000 + Diversity on boards, here represented by the pres-
2,500 — ence of women on boards, does change the function-
2,000 — ing and deliberative style of the board in clear and
1,500 — consistent ways.
1,000 - » “Diversity”—Dboth the inner range of experiences
500— | and the outer visible self—is both an enabler and
0 | essential precursor of “board unity.”

Board unity, activism and independence are core
elements of “good governance.”
Good governance improves organizational per-

Assets Revenues Employees .
Source: Canadian Directorship Practices 2001 research, The Conference

Board of Canada. .

formance over the long term, financially and
We found striking differences in governance non-financially.

patterns between organizations that have women on

their board and those that do not (see box below).

Interestingly, the main governance practices that are
affected by the presence of women are those associated
with more active and independent boards of directors.
The strongest published studies have found these two

This report concludes with a series of self-assess-
ment questions that will enable organizations to evalu-
ate their readiness for women on boards. As part of a
gap analysis, the same indicators point to actions that
can be taken to do not only the right thing, but the
“bright” thing, too.

Organizations whose hoards have 2 or more women

Organizations with all-male boards

e poard averages 2.65 of 5 accountability practices

e poard averages 1.51 of 5 accountability practices

e board reviews 5 or more non-financial performance measures regularly e board reviews 2.5 non-financial performance measures regularly

e board explicitly assumes 94 per cent of responsibilities °
recommended by TSE

board explicitly assumes 72 per cent of responsibilities
recommended by TSE

e gender representation is number 2 selection criterion for board e gender representation is number 9 selection criterion for board

1 The Conference Board of Canada’s The Centre for Excellence for Women’s
Advancement.

2 Roy D. Adler, Pepperdine University, quoted in the Harvard Business Review
(Nov. 2001), p.30.

3 Canadian Directorship Practices 2001 research, The Conference Board
of Canada.
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Not Just the Right Thing . . .
But the “Bright” Thing

cultureisreadly defined by the behavioural

norms of a group. Members of a culture gen-

erally know how other members are going to

act in certain circumstances, at least within a
certain acceptable or expected range of actions.

They know this because each culture is shaped by
asimilar set of primary experiences. parenting, playing,
schooling, religion, partying, dating, etc., that range
from personal symbolic rituals to shared experiences
of traumatic global events.

Maxims are generally accepted norms of a culture.
They are usually accepted, not because they are true or
false, but because the culture senses that, in practice,
they work for the good of all.

Here are four commonly accepted maxims of our

business culture:

1. Good governance contributes to strong organiza-
tional performance.

2. Board unity contributes to good governance.

. Diversity is an obstacle to board unity.

4. How different individuals appear is the main
measure of diversity.

w

This report will test these four maxims, reinforcing
two as true and exposing two as false. Further, it will
propose replacing the false two with truths, and begin
to weave these four into a single business case and
model designed to enhance performance and success.

The four restated norms would be:

1. Good governance contributes to strong organiza-
tional performance.

2. Board unity contributes to good governance.

3. Diversity fosters board unity.

The Conference Board of Canada

4. Diversity isthe range of gifts, skills, experiences
and perspectives aready present in every culture;
how different individuals appear is just asingle,
useful but imperfect indicator of true diversity.

People have been trying to demonstrate that good
governance contributes to strong organizational per-
formance ever since Adam Smith penned An Inquiry
into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations!
more than 200 years ago. This quest is sometimes
considered to be “the holy grail” of governance.

Somewhat irreverently, we have summarized

Smith'sinsightsin this area

» associeties develop, individuals specialize in the
area of their gifts, skills or experience;

e ownersare aspecialized class of individuals who
essentially have more capital than ideas;

e managers are a specialized class of individuals
who have more ideas than capital;

« if thiswere not so, society would peak at entrepre-
neurship: every owner would be his’her own man-
ager, every manager would be his’her own owner,
and every business would be a sole proprietorship;

e agency cost occurs when a manager’s idea uses capital
without accomplishing what the owner had in mind;

e capitalism isal about how best to transfer excess
capital from ownersto managers. . . and get it back
again, once the ideas have produced more capital
(enough to yield returns to owners, with managers
hanging on to some of it, too);

 corporations are the structures created by western
law that best accomplish capitalism;

e boards of corporations exist to govern this two-way
flow of capital, to effectively act on the owners’ behal f
within the corporation, to act on the corporation’s
behalf for the owners, and so, reduce agency costs.



Most efforts at proving alink between governance
and performance have fallen short of the goal, mostly
through methodological or typological fissures.2

At least three major studies, however, have come
close to finding the grail. Not coincidentaly, these are
probably the three most extensive of the many studies
examined:

* 1n 1994, Megginson et a found that the involvement
of private investors led to stronger governance and
results. Megginson et a stated that “ after being pri-
vatized, firms increase real sales, become more prof-
itable, increase their capital investment spending,
improve their operating efficiency, and increase their
workforces” Their conclusion was that “ privatiza-
tion itself—the involvement of private investorsin
afirm’'s ownership structure—critically impacts
afirm’s operating and financial performance.”3

* In 1997, The Conference Board of Canada demon-
strated “a strong link between organizations with
high governance index scores and those with high
three-year revenue growth, high five-year profit
growth and recognition as leaders in their respective
industry sectors.” The governance index comprises
measures of board activism, independence and
functioning.?

* 1n 1998, Millstein and MacAvoy “demonstrated
a statistically significant relationship between an
active, independent board and superior corporate
performance.” Finding hundreds of millions of
dollars in incremental economic value added (EVA)
among well-governed companies, they conclude
“the superior performance is a result of activist
corporate governance.”®

These findings are relevant to the question at
hand because if good board governance doesn’t
contribute to stronger organizational performance,
then who sits on the board or how the board operates
is of no practical value. If thisis true, having women
on boards may be of symbolic value, which is of
more than passing interest, but may not be of
practical value.

However, if it is demonstrated that good governance
does indeed contribute to organizational performance,
then it behooves corporate leaders to pay attention
to who is sitting on the board and how the board is
operating. Having women on boards may turn out
to have both practical and symbolic value.

If we accept this maxim, we need to explore what
constitutes good governance, and whether having
women on boards plays arole.

The three research studies cited above not only
demonstrate the link between good governance and
performance, they reveal the elements that constitute
good governance as well. The characteristics of gover-
nance tested in these studies are those that most closely
correlate with strong organizational performance:

* an active board of directors: explicitly assuming
responsibilities for leadership, stewardship, monitor-
ing and reporting; and

» anindependent board of directors. confidently
thinking and acting independently of management.

These components of good board governance are
described in some depth in the Conference Board's
principle-based governance model (see Exhibit 1). This
model, elaborated in various publications,® synthesizes
the conclusions of 28 years of proprietary directorship
research and 10 years of leading governance research
from around the world, including the U.K. watershed
reports (Cadbury, Greenbury and Hempel), Canadian
guidelines (Dey, Treasury Board) and transnational
efforts (Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development, International Monetary Fund/World
Bank). This framework is used throughout the remain-
der of this report as atemplate to examine the question
of women on boards.

Core principles and values are overarching: they tran-
scend national boundaries, corporate traditions and lega
frameworks. These principles guide national and sectoral
leaders in the devel opment and enforcement of gover-
nance guidelines, and guide corporate and organizational
leaders in the implementation and evaluation of specific
governance practices appropriate to their place and time.

Good governance, then, consists of boards excelling
in six principle areas (see Exhibit 1), and those that
do can expect to contribute to stronger organizational
performance.

Concerning the ingredients of good governance,
unity is quite rightly understood to be an essential
element. Indeed unity is fundamental to the effective
functioning of al teams. The importance of unity—in
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Exhibit 1
Principle-Based Governance

Continuous Learning and Growth:

e promoting a culture of innovation
and change

e developing executives and employees

e fraining directors

Accomplishment and Measurement:
e monitoring and overseeing management
e selecting corporate performance measures
e evaluating the board, CEO and

individual directors

Leadership and Stewardship:

e ensuring strategic direction and planning

e planning for succession—and renewal

® Qverseeing risk management—
implementation and internal control

Empowerment and Accountability:
e (elegating authority
e allocating responsibilities
e establishing effective
accountability mechanisms

Principle-Based
Governance

Communication and Transparency:
e determining information flows

e communicating with all stakeholders
e reporting to shareholders and others

Service and Fairness:
e setting an example in corporate
social responsibility
e providing ethical leadership
® promoting environmental sustainability

Source: David A.H. Brown and Debra L. Brown, Governance Gone Global (Ottawa: The Conference Board of Canada, 1999).

purpose, values, goals, strategies, measures, and
rewards—fills the literature of the business world
and the research of academic gurus.

Unity in particular is seen as a fundamental strength
of an effective board of directors. Also called board
collegiality or solidarity, this long-standing tradition
has become completely ingrained in the western culture
of governance. Specifically, it refers to the importance of:
« the board as a whole, rather than individual direc-
tors, having authority and taking decisions;

« all directors actively supporting the decisions of the
board, once taken;

» fostering an atmosphere of trust, respect, and con-
fidence among al members of the board; and

« dissenting voices being heard inside the boardroom
walls, and being silent outside the boardroom.

Anecdotally, the number one reason given by deci-
sion-makers behind closed doors as the justification for
al-male boards is the perceived advantage that a homo-
geneous team can more easily attain board solidarity.
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And yet, empirical research does not support this percep-
tion. Encouraging frank debate among board members
with differing views brings up the question of diversity—
not as political correctness, but as a feature essential to
unity, and therefore to leadership and stewardship.

Strategic thinking and a strong ability to foresee
and manage risk are enhanced by ensuring a
varied set of perspectives around the boardroom
table. Not only will the board more accurately
mirror the diverse owners and stakeholders of
the organization, it will lead to better strategic
decision-making and planning.”

The Principle of Leadership and Stewardship means

boards and CEOs must excel in:

e ensuring strategic direction and planning

e planning for succession . . . and renewal

e overseeing risk management—implementation and internal
control




Significant changes have occurred in our society
which capitalize on the inherent diversity that is pres-
ent. Today, women are much more likely to play major
roles in citizenship, the workforce, management and,
to alesser degree, on governing boards. But, while the
proportion of women in the workforce has steadily
approached the proportion of women in Canada's
citizenry, the gains of women in management and
on boards have been much slower in coming.

In their 2001 census of Canadian boards, Catalyst
reports that women held 9.8 per cent of directorshipsin
the Financial Post 500 companies (which now include
Crown corporations, financial institutions, and insurance
companies). Catalyst’s figures for Fortune 500 compa-
nies show that women had even higher representation
in the United States, where they hold 12.4 per cent of
board seats.®

This disparity is mainly attributable to differences
in size of company and size of board. As we show later
in this report, and as the Catalyst figures demonstrate,
larger companies tend to have larger boards, and there-
fore, proportionately more women board members.
Spencer Stuart points out that the 500th Canadian
firm is nowhere close to the size, scope and reach
of the 500th U.S. firm.

Indeed, Spencer Stuart has demonstrated that the
number of women directors in the 42 largest Canadian
firmsis similar to, or even dightly ahead of, that in
comparable U.S. firms. It isin the next tier, private
sector firms with revenues between $1 and $5 hillion,
that Canadian firms begin to lag behind.®

True diversity is inner diversity: the range of
inward, invisible qualities of individuals.

Our own research base goes beyond the Financial
Post 500 to include Canadian public sector enterprises
and not-for-profit organizations, where we consistently
find higher representation of women. In fact, in 2000,
women accounted for 16 per cent, or one in six of the
board members in this more diverse sample of boards
(see Chart 2).

Something strange has happened to the concept of
diversity in the past 100 years and, in particular, the

Chart 2
A Quarter Century of S-I-0-w-I-y Closing the Gender Gap
(percentage of women in each group)
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Source: The Conference Board of Canada; Statistics Canada;
Federal Reserve Bank Economic Quarterly.

past 25. For many people today, diversity is widely
perceived as something that stands in the way of
accomplishment, something to be tolerated as “the

right thing to do,” but not yet widely seen as “the bright
thing to do.”

A typical board in Canada comprises 11 individu-
als. When searching for the 11th member of a board
in 2001, it is still not at all unusual for an “older white
man” to be selected. The average age of directors
is 57—only three per cent are younger than 50.
Individually, 84 per cent of board members are male,
but two in seven Canadian boards are still all-male.

Critics of diversity argue, “what’s wrong with that?
What's wrong with being older, white or aman?’ The
answer is, there is nothing inherently wrong with being
older, white or a man. That simply is not the point.

A lot of large organizations attempt to replicate the
leadership characteristics of their current senior execu-
tives, atrend that Alcatel’s Hubert de Pesquidoux calls
“cloning leaders.” His criticism:

“It is unfortunate that attempts at cloning leaders
till go on at a time when globalization and the
internationalization of the workforce make it possible
for us to seek different leadership characteristics. Every
time you seek to clone leaders, you will restrict your
competitive edge,” argues Mr. de Pesquidoux.1° This
hasn’t always been the case.

Indeed, the concept of leadership diversity dates back
centuries to Assyrian karums—permanent commercial
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offices established in foreign lands—and boards of
Hebrew elders. Ancient Hebrew tradition permits the
founding of a new synagogue by no fewer than 10 indi-
vidua believers. Collectively, 10 different believers
almost certainly possess a wide range of gifts, leader-
ship and learning styles, ideas, and perspectives.

Diversity is about enriching the leadership palette with
different perspectives. Think of the competitive advantage
an organization would gain by having leadership team
members with five different frames of reference—struc-
tural, relational, socia, conceptua, and systematic, for
example—over an organization whose leaders see the
world through only one or two of these lenses. 1

There is an immediate and apparent application to
risk management: how well will 11 board members
with similar experiences and backgrounds be able to
ensure that the full range of strategic risks facing their
organization have been identified? How will board
members with similar perspectives and frames of refer-
ence truly add value to risk management and oversight?

If we could look inside a person and accurately
assess their potential, it would be easy to select the
11 best individuals to govern our organization. But
that isn’t possible. The next best alternative is
to select tangible indicators that are predictors of
aperson’s potential, gifts, skills, style, and ideas.

Thereisaparalel in the field of performance meas-
urement. Since most of the really important success
factors in an organization cannot be seen or measured
directly, we need to select performance indicators that
reflect the underlying processes at work. Employee sat-
isfaction and customer satisfaction are two of the most
popular performance indicators. The rationale is that
employee satisfaction gives an indication of what lies
beneath: management and operations that are function-
ing smoothly. And employee satisfaction is a good
predictor of customer satisfaction. Similarly, customer
satisfaction reflects the perceived value and quality
of the product or service.12

True diversity isinner diversity: the range of
inward, invisible qualities of individuals. Divergence
in views—Ileading to constructive debate behind the
boardroom door—encourages diligence in decision-
making. Diversity—inner diversity—makes for more
active and independent, better boards.
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Inner diversity enables constructive dissent that
leads to board unity.

When all board members are “cut from the same
cloth,” the board can become an “old boys network” —
widely-acknowledged as a major contributing cause to
ineffective boards, poor governance and some of the
most spectacular failures we've witnessed in both cor-
porate and public sectors over the past decade.3

Being a woman, young or a visible minority, is an
external indicator that perhaps there is a different inter-
nal set of gifts, skills, experiences, and perspectives at
work. The external characteristics are only indicators—
useful but imperfect—of the inner diversity that often
promotes creative tension in the boardroom.

In short, outer diversity is one proxy for inner diver-
sity; inner diversity enables constructive dissent that
leads to board unity; board unity is essentia to setting
aclear strategic direction and to overseeing risk and
resources . . . in essence, to leadership, stewardship
and governance.

Empirical data support this conceptual framework.

Two dramatic examples are:

e 74 per cent of boards with three or more women
explicitly identify criteriafor measuring strategy;
only 45 per cent of al-male boards do; and

e 94 per cent of boards with three or more women
explicitly monitor the implementation of corporate
strategy; 66 per cent of all-male boards do.14

Boards with more women are also more likely to
use committees, particularly an executive committee
and a strategic planning committee. The sense is that
these boards are taking a more active role in setting the
strategic direction and weighing long-term priorities.
Far from focusing on traditionally ‘soft’ areas, boards
with more women surpass all-male boards in their
attention to audit and risk oversight and control.

As the social context in which organizations
operate changes, board composition should also
reflect stakeholder interests and concerns.



The Principle of Service and Fairness means boards
and executives must excel in:

e setting an example in corporate social responsibility

e providing ethical leadership

e promoting environmental sustainability

Today, everything is changing. Change itself is
changing, a process that is rarely iterative or pre-
dictable, typified today by quantum leaps and wholly
unpredictable shifts. The face of Canadais also becom-
ing more heterogeneous.

Being a leader not only means accepting change,
but anticipating it and capitalizing upon it.
Organizations need to take the steps necessary
in afluid landscape to move corporate culture
in the direction of future success.

The governing board and executive team ought to
be more visibly diverse in order to better reflect the
changed face of an organization’s stakeholders—its
employees, its customers, its shareholders, and its
communities. With this change, a message is sent that
the organization takes the diversity of its members
serioudly, as these different perspectives and viewpoints
are given a voice at the very top.1°

Boards with more women surpass all-male
boards in their attention to audit and risk
oversight and control.

Ingtitutional shareholders hold an increasingly
larger share of Canada’s private sector companies.
These sophisticated and activist owners invest a great
deal of money in governance, and one of the things
they look for is board diversity. They are convinced
that good governance and board diversity make a dif-
ference to share value, and they make their decisions
accordingly.16

Our research demonstrates major differencesin
board leadership in the area of ethics and conduct:
» 94 per cent of boards with three or more women
ensure conflict of interest guidelines, compared
with 68 per cent of all-male boards, and

» 86 per cent of boards with three or more women
ensure a code of conduct for the organization,
compared with 66 per cent of all-male boards.’

Consumers, of course, drive business sales and profits.
For most businesses, women constitute the vast mgjority
of consumers, or at least those who make the buying deci-
sions. Clearly, the business case for women on boardsis
even more evident when an organization has alarge con-
stituency of female consumers—and employees.18

The single biggest chdlenge facing Canada’s organi-
zations today is attracting and retaining skilled employees:
turning the “brain drain” into a“brain gain”.1° Ranked
ahead of higher compensation (typically the 4th or 5th exit
reason), the main reasons people leave firms are alack of
empowerment, respect, and work-life balance. 2’ Gender
and visible diversity on the board and senior management
team is often seen as a magnet to attract and retain diverse
talent. CEOs report that having women on boards con-
tributes to positive attitudes among female employees.?

Corporate leaders would, of course, be wise to be
responsive to changesin dl of these stakeholder groups
and in the culture as awhole.22 The Centre of Excellence
for Women's Advancement (CEWA) research shows that
executives perceive women as demonstrating a particular
ability to take the needs of various stakeholders into
account, as part of their decision-making process.

CEWA asked senior executives “are women well
represented on your organization’s board?’ Only 42 per
cent of respondents agreed that women are well repre-
sented on their board. This perception confirms that
there is still along road ahead on this journey.

Private sector women executives and CEOs are
noticeably less satisfied than their public sector coun-
terparts with the representation of women on their
boards (see Chart 3).

Chart 3
Women Well Represented on Boards?
(percentage of executive women and CEQs who agree)
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80
70
60—
50—
40
30—
20—
10
0-

CEOs
Source: The Conference Board of Canada; CEWA research 2000.
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Why? The boards of organizations mirror those
whom their leaders perceive to be key stakeholders. All
levels of government see society at large—taxpayers,
voters, and citizens—as key stakeholders, and have
subsequently made gender representation a priority
for a number of years now.

Indeed, both the results and processes of public
sector boards are very different from those of corporate
boards in the private sector (see Table 1).

As private sector corporate |eaders recognize the
importance of societal changes, non-owning stakehold-
ers, and corporate citizenship in conducting businessin
today’s economy, we can expect to see an upward trend
in diversity and functioning across the board.

Similarly, the practice of naming women to boards
varies agreat deal by industry, with services and
knowledge-based industries much more likely to
encourage this (see Charts 4 and 5).

Larger organizations are much more likely to name
women to their boards than smaller ones (see Chart 6).
Empirical research also shows that large international
investors often influence governance practices.23

These findings naturally lead to the question: What
steps are practical and appropriate for organizations
to take to change the face of the governing board and
executive team?

There is a double benefit to having a board that
excels at promoting learning and growth. Not
only will it foster better organizational perform-
ance, but it also creates a context—a cultural
mindset—that contributes to developing women's
potential as senior executives and board members.

Table 1
A Dramatic Difference (by Sector)
Widely held Public
private sector sector
Women on board 1.25 3.37
Women on executive team 1 25
CEOs are also board chair (%) 48% 4%
Executives on board 2
Who leads selection process? management shareholder
and chair
Average tenure on board 7.6 years 3.8 years
Source: The Conference Board of Canada.
Chart 4
Industry Profile of All-Male Boards
(percentage of organizations in each industry)
B Finance
B Primary
[ Manufacturing
16%
[] Food
[] Trade
1% [ ] Other

Source: Canadian Directorship Practices 2001 research, The Conference Board

of Canada.

The Principle of Continuous Learning and Growth
means hoards and CEOs must excel in:

e promoting a culture of innovation and change

e developing executives and employees

e training directors

Author John Maxwell talks about the “leadership
lid.”2* He argues that an organization’s potential for
success is limited by the potential of its leaders.
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Chart 5

Industry Profile of Boards with 3 or More Women

(percentage of organizations in each industry)
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Chart 6
Women on Boards and Organizational Scale
(millions of dollars for assets and revenues; number of employees)
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Source: Canadian Directorship Practices 2001 research, The
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If the leaders are bright, passionate, able, and strate-
gic, they will attract and retain followers who will learn,
grow and perform at levels approaching the leaders. To
the extent leaders are limited in their intellect, passion,
abilities or style, they will have trouble retaining high-
potential followers, and the organization’s potential
performance will be equally limited.

The ideal board then, comprises individuals with
the greatest potential, the best minds, the stoutest
hearts, and the most abilities.

Where do we find such individual s? Board mem-
bers are drawn, almost exclusively, from the ranks of
executives and senior management of organizations. It
is here that they gain the experience and hone the skills
needed for corporate boards.

Research does, indeed, show that there is a strong
correlation between the proportion of women on the
board and the proportion of women in senior manage-
ment (see Table 2).

Table 2

Women on the Board and Executive Team

(per cent)

Women on Women on the
the Board Executive Team
All boards . . . 16

At least 1 woman . . . 18

At least 2 women . . . 20

Source: Canadian Directorship Practices 2001 research, The

Conference Board of Canada. The executive team includes the CEO
and direct reports only. These conclusions corroborate the work of
Daily, Certo & Dalton in Burke (2000) and of Karen Hughes (2000).

Throughout this research, clear linkages have been
found, but the causal effect isn’'t always as apparent.
We might expect that a higher number of women in
senior management would lead an organization to
select more women for the board.2> Perhaps not. Our
experience suggests that cause and effect might be in
the reverse order: as more women are selected to the
board, more women are appointed to senior manage-
ment. Our research shows, for example, that organiza-
tions with women on their boards in 1995 had 30 per
cent more women executives in 2001 than organiza-
tions that began with all-male boards in 1995.26

Let's pause to reinforce this finding. If thereis till
abarrier against advancing women to the highest ranks
of management, then one step to reduce thisis to
actively recruit more women to boards. Thisis a per-
suasive argument in favour of Canadian organizations
appointing more women to their boards of directors.
Advocates of women in leadership now recognize this
connection and are focusing their energies and resources
on breaking through the board ceiling first.2”

Breaking through the board’s glass ceiling will
require significant organizational change. The best
way to cope with this kind of uncertainty and change
isto create an environment where continuous learning
and growth are not merely tolerated, but encouraged.
Changing corporate culture is both challenging and
necessary, according to Shandwick International,
which cites four methods as effective in transforming
culture:8
» Stories: illustrating new winning culture with

employee examples,

e Symbols: using symbols to unite in the workplace,
in training, and throughout the organization. (Sun
Tzu, in The Art of War is also enthusiastic about
the use of “flags and banners’ as away to unify
an organization.);

» Slogans. to demonstrate commitment, focus
employees, and build morale; and

» Rites of Passage: celebrating promotions, achieve-
ments, awards, and rewards during events as
diverse as social activities and annual performance
evaluations.

It is worth noting that there is considerable sym-
bolic value in ensuring women and other previously
less-enfranchised groups are well represented in board-
rooms and executive suites.
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However, one should clearly distinguish between
tokenism and symbolism. Tokenism means selecting
and promoting individuals based solely on their outer
diversity. This approach may experience brief moments
of success but cannot be sustained because it contains
no solid foundation. Symbolism can mean celebrating
diversity in order to take a stand, focus attention, and
educate others. If education occurs, symbolic change
can lead to substantive, sustained change.

To promote the achievement of women and others,
organizations must begin by fostering the full potential
present in al people. Since we can't effectively discern
the critical inner qualities that will mark the leaders of
the future, the strategy is to create atide that will “raise
al ships’ by instilling a culture of continuous learning
and growth in the organization. As all learn and grow,
so those with the highest potential will also rise, until
their accomplishments become visible to those around
them. Then they can assume leadership positions,
thereby raising the leadership level and potential
for everyone else.

In practice, this means supporting the devel opment
of every employee in the firm, regardless of their cur-
rent position or potential. The firm investsin programs
that hone team and communications skills at every
level, that determine and evaluate potential, and that
align the goals of the organization with those of the
team and the individual.

There is a different reason for this final develop-
ment theme. The primary focus of these development
programsisto “raise all ships’, to inculcate the organi-
zation with a culture of learning and growth, where
mistakes are expected, not punished, and where risks
are seen as much as opportunities for gain as for loss.

By fostering a culture of learning and growth in our
organizations, we are encouraging iron to sharpen iron
among our employees and managers. By shining light
deliberately on the whole subject of selection, composi-
tion and operation of organizationa teams, any residual
ignorance is illuminated. Harassment, discrimination and
prejudice are most effectively reduced through education.

And whichever direction the new culture takes, a
learning organization is poised to succeed. Whatever
mix the new board needs to have, alearning organiza-
tion is poised to feed it.

The Conference Board of Canada

Formal frameworks provide a mechanism for
managing dissent—turning it into positive out-
comes. Further, they facilitate the involvement of
relative newcomers to the game, making the rules
clearer and fairer for everyone.

The Principle of Empowerment and Accountability
means boards and CEOs must excel in:

e (elegating authority

e allocating responsibilities

e establishing effective accountability mechanisms

Frank McKenna, former Premier of New Brunswick
and currently a director on leading boards, has seen
“the Stockholm Syndrome” on some boards, where
board members become so enamoured with the posi-
tion, the corporation, the perks, and the management,
that they gradually stop asking tough questions.
Diligence and dissent give way to passivity and
dependence, just as hostages often become sympathetic
to their kidnappers (the origin of the syndrome?).

Diligence and rigour in board functioning begin
with being diligent and rigorous in selecting
board members.

Diligence and rigour in board functioning begin
with being diligent and rigorous in selecting board
members, followed by delegating authority, allocating
responsibilities, and establishing accountability.

We call this “being intentional "

A recognized step in due diligence has always
been external verification. Outsiders, by their very
presence, add another voice, and an outside firm will
bring expertise, awider net and an explicit process of
recruitment and search.

While the board, management, and chair are the
most influentia in both cases, boards with two or more
female directors differ from those with fewer than two
female members, with regard to the influence of out-
side search firms (see Table 3):

» Boards with two or more female directors place a
considerably higher importance (arank of 4th out



Table 3
Who Selects New Board Members?

Ranking for boards
with 2 or more

Ranking for boards
with fewer than

Rank female directors 2 female directors
1 board as a whole board as a whole
2 management management
3 board chairperson board chairperson
4 outside search firm major shareholders
5 major shareholders governance committee
6 governance committee outside search firm
7 nominating committee nominating committee

Source: Canadian Directorship Practices 2001 research, The Conference

Board of Canada. All-male boards rank similarly to boards with fewer than

2 women.

of 7) on outside search firms than do boards with

fewer than two female directors (arank of 6th
out of 7).

What is clearly implied is that outside influence
in selecting board members is a major contributor to
breaking the “old boys network” and the “ Stockholm
Syndrome.”

Rigour doesn’t end with who influences the selec-
tion of board members, but instead, continues with how
they are chosen: the selection criteria (see Table 4).

Some of the criteria employed in the selection
process of board members do differ between boards
with two or more female directors and boards with
fewer than two female directors, notably:

e Gender representation jumped from being ranked
9th most influential (of 10 criteria) by boards with

How Are New Board Members Selected?

Ranking for boards with
2 or more female directors

Ranking for boards with

fewer than 2 female directors

O o0 N O W —

=
(e}

financial knowledge and experience  financial knowledge and experience

gender representation
character and personal qualities
geographical representation
specific, complementary skill set
experience in the industry
experience in similar organizations
high profile person

political affiliation

international experience

character and personal qualities
experience in the industry

geographical representation
high profile person
international experience
gender representation
political affiliation

Source: Canadian Directorship Practices 2001 research, The Conference Board of
Canada. All-male boards rank similarly to boards with fewer than 2 women.

experience in similar organizations
specific, complementary skill set
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fewer than two female directors to being ranked
second most influential by boards with two or more
female directors.

» Geographical representation was ranked as less
important by boards with fewer than two female
directors (6th) than by boards with two or more
female directors (4th).

e Two of the experience items, experiencein
the industry and experiencein similar organiz-
ations, were consistently ranked as more influential
in the selection process of boards with fewer
than two female directors (3rd and 4th) than in
boards with two or more female directors (6th
and 7th).

The simplest way to find women to serve on the
board is to go looking for them.30 Ensure gender
representation is added to necessary qualifications
and skills when board profiles are prepared. If profiles
are prepared with due diligence, this ought to be the
case, since they would begin with needs, test them
against current board members to reveal gaps, and
from these gaps, build awish list profiling prospective
board members.3!

The simplest way to find women to serve on the
board is to go looking for them.

The opposite is also true; if gender representation
isnot a priority for the board, don’t be surprised if the
process doesn’t turn up qualified women.

The same research exposes as a myth one of
the most common excuses against affirming diversity
on the board; that selecting women to boards sacrifices
financial knowledge. Both “financial knowledge
and experience” and “specific complementary skill
set” are equaly influential in the board member
selection process, regardless of the number of
women on boards.

One way to look at thisis that financial knowledge,
specific experience, and skills are the primary criteria
used, appropriately, to determine the most qualified
candidates to serve on boards. Representation factors,
including gender, are a secondary filter through which
to run the candidates to determine which ones are the
best fit for a given organization.
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Thisis akin to the ongoing discussion over whether
political affiliation ought to play a part in the selection
of public sector board members. As long as skills,
experience, and character are assessed first, thereis
nothing wrong with the shareholder choosing individuals
who are aligned with its purposes. The point is to get
the order right, and to include as many legitimate criteria
as can practicaly be done.

This reiterates the relationship between outer and
inner diversity discussed earlier: representation criteria
are outer proxies that ought to lead to constructive
divergences and fresh contributions in the boardroom.
Accountability frameworks provide a platform to
enable this.

Intentionalism in empowerment—here personified
by new board members—is complemented by inten-
tionalism in accountability. For the purposes of our
research, we developed a composite score for board
accountability, comprising an aggregate of five gover-
nance practices:

e aposition description or mandate statement for the
board as awhole;

« formal written limits to authority levels for the
board as awhole;

» aforma orientation program for the board as awhole;

« aformal education program for the board as a
whole; and

» aperformance evaluation of the board as a whole.

Another myth is exposed here: that boards with
more women are somehow |less accountable. Research
shows that they are more accountable: 72 per cent
of boards with two or more women conduct formal
board performance evaluations, compared with 49 per
cent of all-male boards (see Table 5).

Two of these five practices are statistically signifi-
cant in predicting the number of women on boards:

Table 5
A Higher Level of Accountability
Boards with
2 or more All-male
female directors boards
Board accountability score 2.65 151

Source: Canadian Directorship Practices 2001 research, The
Conference Board of Canada.
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Organizations that provide the board of directors
with formal, written limits to authority have a
greater percentage of women on their boards than
do organizations that do not provide formal

limits to authority.

Organizations that provide their board of directors
with formal orientation programs have a greater
percentage of women on their boards than do organ-
izations that do not provide such programs.

The most important factor in promoting women in
leadership is the commitment of the CEO.

Active steps in empowerment, accountability, and
education are al important to developing a more diverse
and representative board, without sacrificing the skills,
experience, and character essential to success.

Being intentional begins with the CEO, the Chair,
current members of the board, and the executive team.
These are the people who hold the key to the board-
room door. In-depth CEWA research has demonstrated
unequivocally that the single most important factor in
promoting a greater role for women in leadership is the
commitment of the CEO.32 Nothing else compares to it.

Boards with more women examine a wider range
of management and organizational performance
indicators. The board's own performance in diver-
sity isitself an indicator of organizational health;
research suggestsit is linked to bottom-line results.

The Principle of Accomplishment and Measurement
means hoards and CEOs must excel in:

e monitoring and overseeing management

e selecting corporate performance measures

e evaluating the board, CEQ, and individual directors

The core question remains, “why should we have
more women on boards?’ or, put another way, “do
women have transparent, visible effects on organiza-
tional processes or outcomes?”

Thisis agood place to note that we chose two

women on a board as a benchmark for comparison,
because numerous studies have shown that only one
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woman on a board is unlikely to change style, process
or results, and, in fact, may be indicative only of a
token commitment.33 To be fair, there is no compelling
research to demonstrate what number of women on a
board equates to “critical mass,” sufficient to change
process, and therefore, outcomes and results. Critical
mass theory is one of those ideas that has been success-
fully—if tentatively—transferred from the pure sciences
to the social sciences.3*

Research into attitudes of men towards women in
management indicates that a critical mass of 35 per
cent may be necessary before male subjects’ attitudes
change.®> At times, then, one, or even two, women on
an 11-person board may not be sufficient to promote
change, and even thislevel of commitment may be only
of atoken nature.

One piece of research in the field does demonstrate
that the Fortune 500 firms with the best record of pro-
moting women to high positions are more profitable
than their peers.36 The 25 firms with the best promo-
tion record, for example, post returns on assets 18 per
cent higher than the Fortune 500 median of their indus-
try, and returns on investment—a critical measure
of success—a whopping 69 per cent higher than the
median. The number of women on boards is one of
the indicators used in this study to identify the top 25.

Our own empirical research has turned up a similar
correlation. We tracked firms with two or more women
on their boards in 1995 to see where they stood six
years later. Our findings show that these firms are
much more likely than firms with al-male boards to be
in leadership positions in their industry, when ranked
by revenues or profits (see Table 6).

Table 6
Industry Ranking and Women on Boards
(average ranking in industry in 2000)

Industry Rank
Industry Rank by Revenue
by Profit  (FP500 Industry
Status in 1995 (ROB 2000) Lists: 2000)
Two or more women on board 10 17
All-male board 17 40

Sources: Canadian Directorship Practices 1995 research,
the Report on Business (profit leaders) and Financial Post
(by revenues) annual rankings by industry, 2001.

Report on Business magazine benchmarks compa-
nies by profits in comparing industry peers. Those with
all-male boards in 1995, ranked an average of 17thin
their industry (in terms of profits) five years later, while
those with two or more women on their boards finished
an average of seven places higher, at 10th.

The results are even more marked for ranking by
revenue, grouped by industry, as published in the
Financial Post 500. All-male boardsin 1995 ranked an
average of 40th in their industry (by revenue) five years
later—a very low rank. Those with two or more women
on the board in 1995, however, ranked an average of
17th (in terms of revenues) in their industry in 2000.

These correlations do not necessarily show causdity; it
is possible that industry leaders and more profitable firms
feel more comfortable in “risking” innovative governance
practices, such asincreasing diversity on boards, just asit
is possible that increased diversity contributes to higher
profits, revenues, and assets. Clearly, more research is
needed in the area of cause and effect, particularly in gaug-
ing how women affect organizationa outcomes and results.

Throughout our research, however, we have found
considerable evidence supporting the notion that the
presence of women on the board of directors leads to
changes in processes at the top of the firm.

Taking an overall look, we can reasonably propose
that having women on the board contributes to a
change in leadership style and in how the board delib-
erates and reaches decisions. We found some clear
distinctions in board functioning when three or more
women serve on boards (see Table 7).

Transparency and communicating to broader
constituencies can be enhanced by more diverse
boards, by better understanding stakeholder per-
spectives and by bringing different communica-
tion styles to the top of the organization.

The Principle of Communications and Transparency
means boards and CEOs must excel in:

° determining information flows

o communicating with all stakeholders

° reporting to shareholders and others

12
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Table 7
The Heart of the Matter?
(overall score out of 19; others: per cent)

Boards with all-
male directors

Boards with more
women are also more
likely to consider meas-
ures of innovation and of
social and community

Boards with 3 or
more female directors

Overall Board Activism: number of

responsibilities explicitly taken by board (out of 19) 135

Which Responsibilities? (percentage that explicitly take responsibility for ...)

approach to governance issues? 76
verify integrity of audit information? 74
assess management’s success in meeting objectives? 74
ensure effective communication between

corporation and stakeholders? 14l
ensure conflict of interest guidelines? 68
ensure a code of conduct for corporation? 66
monitor implementation of corporate strategy? 66
set objectives to measure management performance? 58
identify criteria for measuring strategy? 45

Source: Canadian Directorship Practices 2001 research, The Conference Board of Canada.

responsibility.
16.5
Thisis the most

incontrovertible evidence
91 that the presence of
o women on boards has
8 anoticeabl e effect
86 on the functioning of
94 the board, and that this
86 effect has to do with
9% broadening the focus of
80 the board—from activities
74 to results, from finances

to strategy, from owners

As Table 7 shows, boards with three or more
women are much more likely to ensure effective
two-way communication between the organization
and its stakeholders than al-male boards (86 per cent
vs. 71 per cent).

The biggest difference shown by the research in
board functioning is the significantly increased use of
non-financia performance measures by boards with
more women (see Chart 7).

Chart 7
A Wider Net
(percentage of boards that regularly review these measures)
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Source of unsegmented data: Beginning at the Top
(Ottawa: The Conference Board of Canada, 2001).
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to all stakeholders. In
essence, the board is casting awider net. The gover-
nance factors that have been shown to directly con-
tribute to organizational performance are precisely those
shown here: board activism and board independence.”

The business case for women on boards is signifi-
cantly bolstered by this conclusion: the factors that appear
to be influenced by more women on boards are precisely
those that have the most impact on corporate results.

Governance performance in Canada has been
plateauing since its quantum leap between 1992 and
1997 (see Chart 8).

Comparing this chart to the rise of women on
boards (see aso Chart 2), one sees a similar pattern:
aperiod of rapid improvement until 1997-98, and then
aflattening out after that.

Many practitioners ascribe the recent plateau to the
unprecedented strong economic times, which dull the
effect of governance improvements. If Adam Smith
is correct—and our research does support his theory—
then good governance contributes to organizational
performance by reducing agency costs.

When profits are at all-time highs, the reduction of
agency costs is more difficult to discern, measure, and
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Chart 8
Governance in Ganada: A Quantum Leap, Then a Plateau
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therefore act upon. It is during the downswings,
troughs, and early upswings in economic markets,
that agency costs represent a much higher proportion
of profits and returns, indeed sometimes making the
difference between failure and sustainability.

The“so what” in all of thisisthat, as a result of
economic downturns, the squeeze in profits means that
incremental differences in board governance will have
agreater effect (Smith’s agency theory).

There has never been a better time to diversify the
board and to promote the service of women, among
others, at the top of the organization.

We have acknowledged that unity is critical to the
success of a board. This has been shown anecdotally
and empirically. Unity means “singleness of purpose
or action”38 and is needed not only in the boardroom,
but throughout a successful organization.

Diversity means “ capable of various forms”3?
Anecdota and specific empirical research point to
the conclusion that diversity, far from hindering unity,
isakey ingredient in unity.

By bringing distinct perspectives to the attention
of the organization’s board and executive, diverse board
members serve to create constructive dissent and to
ensure due diligence. It is the homogeneous board that
lacks both diversity and unity because it lacks mean-
ingful dissent or deliberation.

With these findings in mind, The Conference Board
has developed the following self-assessment questions

14

to encourage organizations to evaluate their own board
diversity practices.

1. To what extent does the current board mix reflect

the diversity of our owners?

... our customers?

... our employees?

... our communities?

How knowledgeable, skilled, and understanding

are our current board members in working equally

comfortably and competently with diverse
stakeholders?

6. Doesthe board actively seek out and integrate
issues related to diversity in their decision-making?

7. Isthe CEO personally committed to having women
serve on the board?

8. Do we actively encourage women in leadership
(mentoring, speaking, networks)?

9. Do we maintain and update a roster or pool of
potential board candidates?

10. Does the organization use an outside search firm
in the board selection process?

11. Do we have a development program in place
concerning diversity/gender issues?

12. How many different stakeholder groups (e.g., own-
ers, customers, employees, partners, communities)
are explicitly mentioned in the organization’s
mission/vision/values?

13. What proportion of the executive team* is
women?

14. What is the average length of service of the current
board members? [median is six years]

akrwbd
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15. Who leads the board selection process?
[board committee vs. management]

16. Where is gender representation among the criteria
used to select board members? [median is 5th:
2nd among those with two or more women; Sth
of 10 among all-male boards]

17. How many non-financia performance measures
does the board regularly receive? [median is 3.5]

18. Does the board ask management to provide meas-
ures of gender/diversity representation in manage-
ment at each level?

A lot of ink has touched paper on the subject of
women in leadership in general and of women on
boards, in particular. The vast majority has been anec-
dotal. Thisreport is intended to fuse new empirical data
with recent anecdotal findings. The preponderance of
literature on the subject has also concentrated on barri-
ers to women'’s entry to boards and strategies to over-
come those barriers. This report touches only briefly on
the how, so ably dealt with elsewhere,*2 choosing
instead to focus more on ‘why there should be more
women on boards!

These data support twin conclusions: that
the service of women on boards is symbolically impor-
tant, particularly as the face of culture, society, and the
workplace change so rapidly, and that the service of
women on boards makes a practical difference to how

the board functions, the strength of its governance, and
how this contributes to better overall performance.

In short, women on boards is not only the “right”
thing to do, it is aso the “bright” thing to do.

Service of women on boards makes a practical
difference to the strength of its governance.

Having said this, much work remains to be done.
Empirical research in Canada and beyond should be
able to track exactly:

* how well outer diversity (e.g., gender, heritage)
reveals inner diversity;

« what specific qualities women bring to boards;

» which changes in leadership style occur as women
join boards;

« how many women cause these changes;

* how much of the effect is actually cause, not effect

(strong governance leading to more women on boards);
e and finally, perhaps the “holy grail” of women on

boards: what specific performance results can be

attributed to increased diversity on the board?

The Conference Board of Canadais committed to
following up on this research, to validating and expand-
ing on itsimplications in our ongoing effort to serve
our members—aorganizations based in Canada—as we
compete in an increasingly changing global culture.
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Recent deliberations and summits of organizations such as the Conference
Board's CEWA, Canadian Women in Communications, and Catalyst, almost
invariably turn to this challenge.

Quoted by David A.H. Brown and Debra L. Brown in Planning to Prevail
(Toronto: The Conference Board of Canada, 2000), p. 21.

Frank McKenna speaking at The Directors’ Roundtable (Ottawa:
The Conference Board of Canada, 1999).

Two major databases of potential women directors were developed and are
maintained by Canadian Women in Communications (Toronto), and the Ivey
School of Business at the University of Western Ontario (London).

David A.H. Brown and Debra L. Brown, Replacing a Few Good Men
(Ottawa: The Conference Board of Canada, 2000).
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(Ottawa: The Conference Board of Canada, 1999-2001).

Working Woman magazine’s first criterion was at least two women on
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Case for Women Corporate Directors,” pp. 2540, in Women on Corporate
Boards of Directors: International Challenges and Opportunities, edited by
Ronald J. Burke and Mary C. Mattis (Dordrecht; Boston: Kluwer Academic
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Vol. 19, no. 3 (Nov. 2001), pp. 292-311.

Natalie Rinfret and Monique Lortie-Lussier report on testing R. M. Kanter's
1977 hypothesis in Applied Psychology: An International Review,
Vol. 45, no. 4 (Oct. 1996), pp. 353-370.

Roy D. Adler of Pepperdine University, as quoted in the Harvard Business
Review (November, 2001), p. 30.

Studies by David A.H. Brown, Debra L. Brown and Kimberley Birkbeck,
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Board of Canada, 1997) and Success in the Boardroom (Ottawa:
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Selected questions are drawn from Kaleidoscopic Organizations (Toronto:
The United Way of York Region, 2001). The remaining questions were
developed by David A.H. Brown and Debra L. Brown for this research report.
Executive team = the CEO and direct reports only.

See, for example, compilations such as Karen D. Hughes” Women and
Corporate Directorships in Canada: Trends and Issues (Edmonton:

University of Alberta; Calgary: CP Foundation; and Toronto: Canadian
Policy Research Networks, 2000: www.cprn.org).
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Selected Research

esearch relied upon in this report consists
largely of the following: The Conference
Board of Canada Canadian Directorship
Practices series, board governance research
based on comprehensive surveys conducted every two

years from 1973 through 2001.

e 2001 results are used throughout the report. These
are from 141 organizations in a broad range of
industries and sectors. 75 per cent of organizations
surveyed are privately owned (whether publicly
traded or privately held) and the remainder (25 per
cent) are publicly owned (government). Of the
organizations whose boards had fewer than two
female directors, 93 per cent are private sector. Of
the organizations whose boards had at |east two
female directors, 55 per cent are private sector.

e 1995 data are used as the baseline for time series
comparisons.

The Centre of Excellence for Women's Advancement
research surveys of members, of women executives,
and of CEOs, conducted in 1999 and 2000. The 2000
results, previously unpublished, indicate:

e Strong consensusthat. . .

— women are not well represented on boards
of directors.

— Canadian organizations should exert more effort
in appointing women to their boards of directors.

— theincidence of women directors reflects the
length of time that women executives have been
in the management pipeline.

e Split views on whether. . .

— women and men make different but equally
valuable contributions to an organization.

— senior women executives in different industries
have the public and industry profile, or profes-
sional networks/contacts, necessary for a board
appointment.
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— most women have not yet obtained the executive
management experience required for a senior
board appointment.

A comprehensive literature review, including:
Hughes (2000): Canadian Pacific Foundation-
sponsored Women and Corporate Directorshipsin
Canada: Trends and Issues, a compilation of recent
research.

Burke and Mattis (2000): a summary of perceptions,
including why women seek board office.
Kaleidoscopic Organizations, The United Way of
York Region; 2001.

Where Were the Directors? Report of the Committee
on Corporate Governance, TSE: 1994.

Catalyst census results suggest boards of the largest
Canadian corporations lag behind even the minimal
diversity evident on U.S. boards: women account for
7.5 per cent in the top 560 Canadian firms, compared
to 11.2 per cent in the U.S. Fortune 500.

Women's Executive Network: An Introduction to
Corporate Boards.

Canadian Women in Communications Board of
Directors Initiative.

Roy D. Adler, Pepperdine University, quoted in the
Harvard Business Review (November 2001).

John C. Maxwell, Developing the Leaders Around
You: How to Help Others Reach Their Full Potential
(Nashville: Thomas Nelson, Inc., 1995).

Richard Ivey School of Business (University of
Western Ontario) seminars and program concerning
women on corporate boards.
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