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Abstract 
Purpose: This study reviews the literature on board diversity and addresses 
three research questions: What are the demographic characteristics of the li-
terature regarding board diversity? What is the current state of literature in 
terms of thematology? What are the key areas of future research on Board 
Diversity? Design/Methodology/Approach: We attempted a systematic lite-
rature review of 140 studies published in 2015-2021. Five criteria have been 
employed to identify characteristics of the literature on board diversity and 
two criteria to identify key themes that have been studied in conjunction with 
board diversity. We guide future research through the analysis of the answers 
to the questions above and through proposals from studies reviewed. Find-
ings: Board diversity has been studied mostly in developed countries and 
within an empirical framework. Most research is concerned with the effect of 
board diversity on firm’s performance (financial and sustainability perfor-
mance). Further, there are no conclusive results as to what extend diversity 
facilitates firms’ operations. Future research should employ additional me-
thodologies and data sources to fully explain the impact of board diversity on 
business and finance. Originality: This study is the first one trying to map 
the themes that board diversity has been studied in conjunction with, for the 
last seven years and presents current trends, challenges, and avenues for fu-
ture research. Practical Implications: Practitioners and policymakers could 
benefit from our study, as we present key challenges to board diversity for the 
present and the future. 
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1. Introduction 

Diversity and inclusion is among the current issues that concern business and 
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society. Boards’ main function is to provide value to the firms and societies and 
therefore must exhibit expertise, resilience and adaptability due to current and 
future challenges. A widely held notion is that a diverse board can provide supe-
rior value to the firm, the shareholders and the society in general. Consequently, 
there is a growing interest on the subject from the practitioners’ and researchers’ 
perspective. However, measuring diversity in a way that it fully captures and 
isolates its effect on business functions is an onerous task. First, there is a wide 
range of categories that fall into the scope of diversity such as, non-task-related 
diversity (gender, race, age, nationality, family relationships and education) and 
structural diversity (director’s independence and CEO duality) (Adams et al., 
2015). Director’s independence and female representation is among the most 
studied traits of board diversity, while the need to dig deeper into more beha-
vioral aspects of diversity is apparent, as human personality cannot be fully 
modeled by a dichotomous variable or a percentage of independent directors, 
female directors etc. Therefore, our study aims to identify the current state of 
research by trying to map the themes in which board diversity has been re-
searched. By systematically reviewing the literature from 2015-2021, we con-
clude that board diversity has extensively been researched in conjunction with 
firm performance (financial performance and sustainability performance). 
Moreover, country specific samples and regression analysis is among the most 
employed methods in order to conclude to inferences for the population para-
meters. Furthermore, we accentuate that boards serve a collective goal that any-
one capable enough to serve it, could be occupied as a director. However, diver-
sity has its limits, and a delicate balance must be achieved from the firms and 
policy makers as to what extent board diversity serves business and society and 
to what extend it becomes counterproductive. Ultimately, a quality regulatory 
framework is of paramount importance for board diversity to yield the antic-
ipated results.  

Our systematic literature review attempts to identify current trends in board 
diversity research, outline key concerns, and propose new avenues of research. 
To achieve this goal, we addressed the following questions: 

RQ1: What are the demographic characteristics of the literature regarding 
board diversity? 

RQ2: What is the current state of literature in terms of thematology? 
RQ3: What are the key areas of future research on Board Diversity? 
The rest of the study unfolds as follows. Section 2, describes the methodology 

follow by authors. Section 3, describes the results of the research that answers to 
the research questions (RQ1, RQ2 and RQ3). Section 4, summarizes the results of 
the study, the practical and scientific impact and the guidelines for future re-
search. 

2. Methodology: Systematic Literature Review 

In our effort to ensure the highest possible quality standards, all studies included 
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in this paper published in journals listed in the ABS guide, which is a good qual-
ity indicator. Our research sources is Google Scholar, Web of Science, and Sco-
pus (Nguyen et al., 2020) and the following search strings are used in order to 
capture the wide range of our theme: “board diversity”, “board diversity corpo-
rate governance”. To mitigate selection bias, we keep the strings as general and 
non-specific as possible and we keep the time period to seven years (2015-2021) 
in order to remain relevant and novel. 

This process provides us with a total of 140 studies relevant to our subject. 

3. Results 
3.1. RQ1: What Are the Demographic Characteristics of the  

Literature Regarding Board Diversity? 

Our purpose with this study is to shed light on the different frameworks and dis-
ciplines that board diversity has been studied in the last seven years (2015-2021) 
and provide a clear picture on the current state to direct to future research. Giv-
en the global awareness and stakeholders’ pressure on diversity and inclusion in 
business and society, the answer to this research question provides a picture of 
the main demographics of the current literature on board diversity. To answer 
research question 1, we employ the five criteria presented in Table 1. 

3.1.1. Number of Countries 
Criterion A in our review reflects the number of countries referenced and stu-
died the articles reviewed. Single-country and multi-country studies are depicted 
in A.1 and A.2 that refer to studies with single-country data and multiple-country 
data, respectively. Most of the reviewed studies employ Single-country data 
which represent the 69% of our sample (96 studies), while multi-country studies 
represent 18% of the sample. Studies that do not disclose the country distribu-
tion of their sample or they are merely essays that explore board diversity from a 
theoretical standpoint represent the 13% of our sample and are depicted in A.3. 
This criterion provides a greater picture to the researchers regarding the extent 
and complexity of the sample that has been employed so far. 

3.1.2. Academic Discipline 
We allocate our reviewed studies, through criterion B, across the following seven 
academic disciplines, based on the Academic Journal Guide (2021): (B.1) Ac-
counting, (B.2) Economics, (B.3) Finance, (B.4) Regional Studies Planning and 
Environment, (B.5) Ethics-CSR-Man, (B.6) Soc-Sci, (B.7) Sector, (B.8) Or & 
Mansci, (B.9) Ib & Area, (B.10) Strat, (B.11) Ops & Tech. We observe that most 
of the studies are published in finance-related fields, followed by studies that fo-
cus on sustainability/CSR issues. This is since most of the literature examines the 
added value of board diversity on firm performance, risk management and eth-
ics. 

3.1.3. ABS Rating 
We employ Criterion C to present the rating distribution of the journals in  

https://doi.org/10.4236/tel.2022.123044


A. Koutoupis et al. 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/tel.2022.123044 791 Theoretical Economics Letters 

 

Table 1. Results of RQ1 “What are the demographic characteristics of the literature regarding board diversity?” based on 5 criteria. 

A. Number of countries    C. ABS Rating      

A.1. Single Country  96 (69%)  C.1.1.  28 (20%)    

A.2. Multi Country  26 (18%)  C.2.2.  68 (48.6%)    

A.3. N/A  18 (13%)  C.3.3.  39 (27.8%)    

Total number of studies  140  C.4.4.  5 (3.6%)    

B. Academic Discipline    D. Location & Region      

B.1. Accounting  18 (13%)  D.1. Europe  35 (25.2%)    

B.2. Economics  4 (3%)  D.2. Asia  34 (24.4%)    

B.3. Finance  59 (42%)  D.3. N/A  18 (13%)    

B.4. Regional Studies 
Planning and 
Environment 

 8 (6%)  D.4. Worldwide  18 (13%)    

B.5. Ethics-CSR-Man  34 (24%)  D.5. America  15 (10.8%)    

B.6. Soc-Sci  2 (1%)  D.6. Africa  11 (7.9%)    

B.7. Sector  7 (5%)  D.7. Oceania  5 (3.6%)    

B.8. Or & Mansci  1 (0.7%)  D.8. Middle East  3 (2.1%)    

B.9. Ib & Area  3 (2%)        

B.10. Strat  3 (2%)        

B.11. Ops & Tech  1 (0.7%)        

E. Number of studies per 
country/region-MSCI 
classification 

         

E.1. DEVELOPED No. E.2. EMERGING No. E.3. FRONTLINE No. E.4. STANDALONE No. E.5. NA No. 27 

United States of America 25 Mexico 2 Croatia 1 Bulgaria 1   

Canada 10 Philippines 2 Romania 2 Malta 1   

Netherlands 13 South Africa 5 Slovenia 2 Palestine 1   

France 21 Peru 1 Nigeria 2     

UK 26 Chile 3 Jordan 3     

Germany 17 India 11 Tunisia 1     

Australia 13 Poland 4 Bangladesh 2     

Spain 16 Turkey 5 Vietnam 3     

Italy 19 Greece 8 Morocco 1     

South Korea 3 Malaysia 11 Kenya 2     

Japan 7 Thailand 3 Oman 2     

Ireland 10 Brazil 4 Bahrain 2     
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Continued 

Finland 14 China 22 Lebanon 1     

Belgium 12 Indonesia 2       

Singapore 7         

Portugal 8 Pakistan 7       

Denmark 14 Russia 5       

Norway 12 Czech Republic 3       

  UAE 3       

New Zealand 5 Estonia 1       

Sweden 16 Hungary 4       

Austria 2 Egypt 3       

Switzerland 10 Saudi Arabia 2       

Israel 3 Colombia 2       

  Kuwait 4       

  Qatar 2       

 
which our sample literature is published. UK-ABS list rates the journals with 1 
(C.1) being the inferior and 4 (C.4) being the superior category of a journal in 
which a paper can be published. We observe that our sample quality distribution 
is normal which means that we achieve as much as representation as possible 
with the lowest selection bias. Most of our reviewed studies are published in a 2 
ABS journal (48%), followed by studies published in a 3 ABS journals (28%) 
which secures low levels of duplication studies. However, since our purpose is 
also to capture the trend of the literature and ABS rating is a criterion of quality 
but not the only one, we include studies that are published in 1 ABS journals 
that represent the 20% of our sample literature. 

3.1.4. Location & Region 
Criterion D attempts to present the geographical distribution of the sample em-
ployed by quantitative studies (Koutoupis et al., 2021; Nerantzidis et al., 2020) 
through Morgan Stanley Capital International (MSCI) equity index classifica-
tion: (D.1) Europe, (D.2) Asia, (D.3) N/A, (D.4) Worldwide, (D.5) America, 
(D.6) Africa, (D.7) Oceania, (D.8) Middle East. We observe that most of the stu-
dies use European sample (35 papers), while the second most employed sample 
employs Asian countries (34 papers). (D.4) Worldwide (18 studies) accounts for 
studies that their sample employs countries from more than one continent. We 
conclude that studies undertaken in Africa, Oceania, and Middle East are scarce. 

3.1.5. Number of Studies Per Country (MSCI Classification) 
Criterion E allocates studies according to a country’s Morgan Stanley Capital 
International (MSCI) equity index (Koutoupis et al., 2021; Nerantzidis et al., 
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2020). Our classification presented as follows: (E.1) Developed, (E.2) Emerging, 
(E.3) Frontline, and (E.4) Standalone and (E.5) N/A. (E.5) represents studies in 
which a specific country is not categorized in MSCI or is not mentioned in the 
paper and therefore cannot be categorized under this criterion. We conclude 
that most studies refer to developed and emerging economies and more research 
is required in frontline and standalone economies. 

3.2. RQ2: What Is the Current State of Literature in Terms of  
Thematology? 

In this subsection, we outline the main frameworks in which board diversity is 
studied. Moreover, we present the key features of research based on two criteria, 
which are comprehensively reported in Table 2. Concisely, these criteria refer to 
(E.) Research Instrument and (F.) Thematology of Board Diversity. 

To facilitate presentation and in the interest of conciseness, we discuss only 
selected studies, a method employed by other accounting studies (Massaro et al., 
2016; Nerantzidis et al., 2020; Koutoupis et al., 2021). 

3.2.1. Research Instrument 
Under Criterion E, we classify our studies into the following 10 categories based 
on research instrument: (E1.) Regression/Parametric Analysis, (E.2.) Smart 
PLS-SEM, (E.3.) Case Study, (E.4.) Survey, (E.5.) Descriptive Statistics/Nonpa- 
rametric analysis, (E.6.) Essay, (E.7.) Data Envelopment analysis (DEA) and Re-
gression Analysis, (E.8.) Literature Review, (E.9.) Fuzzy set qualitative compara-
tive analysis (fs/QCA). Furthermore, we provide a clearer view of current me-
thodologies employed, by choosing to create distinct categories for studies that 
use mixed research instruments. It seems that most research follows a quantita-
tive approach, with parametric analysis/regression to represent the method of 
choice for 118 studies out of 140. Other less frequent quantitative approaches are 
those of smart PLS-SEM (Busru et al., 2020), Survey (Buse et al., 2016; Torchia et 
al., 2015), descriptive statistics/non parametric analysis (Psaros and Seamer, 
2015) and Fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis (fs/QCA) (Iannotta et al., 
2016). Further, only one study of our sample employs mixed methodology that 
is, Data Envelopment analysis (DEA) and Regression Analysis (García-Sánchez 
and García-Meca, 2018). Moreover, qualitative studies like case studies (Piekkari 
et al., 2015; Williams, 2017), essays (Sahut et al., 2019; Filatotchev and Wright, 
2017; Adams et al., 2015; Hillman, 2015; Ferreira, 2015) and literature review 
studies (Rao and Tilt, 2016a; De Haan and Vlahu, 2016; Lagasio and Cucari, 
2019; Almaqtari et al., 2020; Byron and Post, 2016; Yoshikawa et al., 2021; Ko-
vermann and Velte, 2019; Kagzi and Guha, 2018) are also scarce. Specifically, 
previous literature review studies do not focus on board diversity and/or do not 
have that wide scope board diversity. 

3.2.2. Research Themes Examined 
We allocate the studies based on their broad theme as it is expressed through the  
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Table 2. Results of RQ2 “What is the current state of literature in terms of thematology?” based on 2 criteria. 

E. Research Instrument   

E.1. Regression/Parametric Analysis 119  

E.2. Smart PLS-SEM 1  

E.3. Case Study 2  

E.4. Survey 2  

E.5. Descriptive Statistics/Non 
parametric analysis 

1  

E.6. Essay 5  

E.7. Data Envelopment analysis (DEA) 
and Regression Analysis 

1  

E.8. Literature Review 8  

E.9. Fuzzy set qualitative comparative 
analysis (fs/QCA) 

1  

F. Thematology of Board Diversity   

F1. Board Diversity and firms’ decisions  

Elmagrhi et al. (2017), Sanan (2019), Tahir et al. (2020), Ye et al. (2019), 
Al-Rahahleh (2017), Zhu and Shen (2016), Nguyen et al. (2021), Waweru and 
Prot (2018), Hoang et al. (2017), Mohammad et al. (2016), Villarón-Peramato 
et al. (2018), Detthamrong et al. (2017), Benkraiem et al. (2017), Van Peteghem et 
al. (2018), Agyei-Mensah (2021), Elmagrhi et al. (2018), Midavaine et al. (2016) 

F2. Board Diversity and Corporate 
Governance 

 

Kabwe et al. (2020), Agyei-Mensah (2019), Piekkari et al. (2015), Elmagrhi et al. 
(2016), Nerantzidis and Tsamis (2017), Marquardt and Wiedman (2016), 
Torchia et al. (2015), Bianco et al. (2015), Buse et al. (2016), Psaros and Seamer 
(2015), Mardini and Lahyani (2020), Farag and Mallin (2016) 

F.3. Board Diversity, firms’ efficiency 
and innovation 

 
Zeineb and Mensi (2018), Adeabah et al. (2018), Valencia (2018), 
Xia et al. (2021), Wang (2021) 

F.4. Opportunity Cost of Board Diversity  Ferreira (2015) 

F.5. Board Diversity and Risk 
Management 

 

Saggar and Singh (2017), Abou-El-Sood (2019), Mathew et al. (2017), 
Moussa (2019), Süsi and Lukason (2019), Gangi et al. (2019), Cao et al. (2015), 
Busru et al. (2020), Jizi and Nehme (2017), Darrat et al. (2016), Bhat et al. (2019), 
Jebran et al. (2020) 

F.6. Board Diversity and 
Sustainability/CSR/ESG 

 

Elsayih et al. (2018), Liao et al. (2015), Rao and Tilt (2016a), Lone et al. (2016), 
Katmon et al. (2019), Ashfaq and Rui (2019), Sundarasen et al. (2016), Khan et al. 
(2019a), Zahid et al. (2020), El-Bassiouny and El-Bassiouny (2019), Rao and Tilt 
(2016b), Khan et al. (2019b), Muttakin et al. (2015), Hoang et al. (2018), Nicolò et 
al. (2021), Cucari et al. (2018), Ong and Djajadikerta (2018), Harjoto et al. (2019), 
Shu and Chiang (2020), Kyaw et al. (2017), Setó-Pamies (2015), Wang et al. 
(2021), Crifo et al. (2019), Naciti (2019), Ferrero-Ferrero et al. (2015), Beji et al. 
(2021), Nadeem et al. (2017), Harjoto et al. (2015), Nadeem (2021), Kiliç et al. 
(2015), Liao et al. (2018), Hussain et al. (2018), Manning et al. (2019), Ben-Amar 
et al. (2017), Shaukat et al. (2016), Chouaibi et al. (2021), Giannarakis et al. 
(2020), Garcia-Torea et al. (2016), García-Sánchez et al. (2019), 
García-Sánchez et al. (2015), Garegnani et al. (2015), Glass et al. (2016), Gangi 
et al. (2019), Haque (2017), Luo and Tang (2021), Alazzani et al. (2017), 
Martínez-Ferrero and García-Sánchez (2017) 

https://doi.org/10.4236/tel.2022.123044


A. Koutoupis et al. 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/tel.2022.123044 795 Theoretical Economics Letters 

 

Continued 

F.7. Board Diversity and firms’ 
performance 

 

Ararat et al. (2015), Shehata et al. (2017), Pekovic and Vogt (2021), Song et al. 
(2020), Abdullah et al. (2016), Chu et al. (2016), Tshipa et al. (2018), Grassa 
(2016), Saini and Singhania (2018), Rossignoli et al. (2021), Gohar and Batool 
(2015), Arayssi and Jizi (2019), Assenga et al. (2018), Toumi et al. (2016), 
Arena et al. (2015), Kim and Starks (2016), Detthamrong et al. (2017), 
Francis et al. (2015), Domadenik et al. (2016), Ayadi et al. (2015), 
Berezinets et al. (2017), Issa et al. (2021), Arora and Singh (2020), Boadi and 
Osarfo (2019), Kiptoo et al. (2021), Van Peteghem et al. (2018), Groening (2018), 
Farag et al. (2018), Li et al. (2017), García-Sánchez and García-Meca (2018), 
Vieira (2018), Yeh and Trejos (2015), Labelle et al. (2015), Fernández-Temprano 
and Tejerina-Gaite (2020), 
García-Meca et al. (2015), Adams et al. (2015) 

 
objective(s) and result(s) of each study reviewed. To avoid potential allocation 
bias, two researchers reviewing the literature were supervised by a third to gen-
erate the final categorization. Thus, we conclude that the literature refers to 
board diversity comprises: (F.1) Board Diversity and firms’ decisions, (F2.) 
Board Diversity and Corporate Governance, (F.3.) Board Diversity, firms’ effi-
ciency and innovation, (F.4) Opportunity Cost of Board Diversity, (F.5) Board 
Diversity and Risk Management, (F.6) Board Diversity and Sustainability/CSR/ESG, 
(F.7) Board Diversity and firms’ performance. 

1) Board Diversity and firms’ decisions 
In this section we present papers that examine the effect of board diversity on 

firms’ decisions that is, dividend distributions (Elmagrhi et al., 2017; Sanan, 
2019; Tahir et al., 2020; Ye et al., 2019; Al-Rahahleh, 2017), CEO turnover (Zhu 
and Shen, 2016; Van Peteghem et al., 2018), capital structure (Nguyen et al., 
2021; Villarón-Peramato et al., 2018; Detthamrong et al., 2017; Elmagrhi et al., 
2018), earnings quality (Waweru and Prot, 2018; Hoang et al., 2017; Mohammad 
et al., 2016), investment (Agyei-Mensah, 2021) and financial reporting com-
pliance (Kabwe et al., 2020; Agyei-Mensah, 2021). To begin with dividend policy 
there are many theories that try to explain empirical observations. In the context 
of board diversity research it is still inconclusive as there are studies that con-
clude to a negative relationship of board diversity on dividend distributions 
(Sanan, 2019; Elmagrhi et al., 2017; Tahir et al., 2020), while others conclude to a 
positive relationship between board diversity and dividend distributions (Ye et 
al., 2019; Al-Rahahleh, 2017). However, literature accentuates the moderating 
role of institutional environment on board diversity when it comes to dividend 
distributions (Sanan, 2019; Ye et al., 2019), as it seems that ownership weakens 
the effect of gender diversity on dividend policy (Ye et al., 2019). Moreover, 
board diversity impacts directors’ relationships with each other as well as CEO 
turnover (Zhu and Shen, 2016; Van Peteghem et al., 2018). Particularly, the 
more diverse the board, the less positive the relationship of a new CEO with di-
rectors and consequently the higher the likelihood of CEO turnover (Zhu and 
Shen, 2016). Further, strong conflicts and cliques (fault lines) that emerge as a 
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result of different aspects of board diversity, seem to negatively affect CEO 
turnover (Van Peteghem et al., 2018). Firms’ decision on financing is among the 
most important ones, balancing between cost of debt and cost of equity. Board 
diversity seems to positively related with debt (Nguyen et al., 2021; Vil-
larón-Peramato et al., 2018; Elmagrhi et al., 2018), and particularly with the 
long-term debt (Elmagrhi et al., 2018). Although, in the context of emerging 
economies female board representation does not make any significant difference 
in financial leverage (Detthamrong et al., 2017). 

Earnings management practices undertaken in the context of emerging 
economies portray the need for good governance and not typical adherence to 
the corporate governance codes (Waweru and Prot, 2018; Mohammad et al., 
2016). Specifically, board diversity, either in terms of gender (Waweru and Prot, 
2018) or in terms of ethnicity (Mohammad et al., 2016), positively affects discre-
tionary accruals (Waweru and Prot, 2018; Hoang et al., 2017). Under the agency 
theory, more financial experts on board safeguard from unnecessary investments 
(Agyei-Mensah, 2021). Ultimately, inconclusive results on board diversity and 
financial reporting are provided from emerging economies, as Kabwe et al. (2020) 
find that directors with accounting and auditing expertise and female directors are 
advocates of IFRS compliance. Adversely, Agyei-Mensah (2019) does not conclude 
to any importance of female directors on IFRS disclosures. 

2) Board Diversity and Corporate Governance 
Literature in this section revolves around the relationship between board di-

versity and different aspects of corporate governance such as, corporate gover-
nance disclosures (Elmagrhi et al., 2016; Nerantzidis and Tsamis, 2017), share-
holder activism (Marquardt and Wiedman, 2016), board performance (Buse et 
al., 2016; Piekkari et al., 2015; Torchia et al., 2015), intellectual capital disclo-
sures (Mardini and Lahyani, 2020), governance characteristics and ownership 
structure (Farag and Mallin, 2016). Empirical investigation portrays the positive 
effect of independent directors as well as female directors on voluntary corporate 
governance disclosure (Elmagrhi et al., 2016; Nerantzidis and Tsamis, 2017) 
which reinforces the notion of true and authentic legitimacy (Nerantzidis and 
Tsamis, 2017). Moreover, the more female directors on board the less the firm is 
targeted by shareholder activists (Marquardt and Wiedman, 2016). Further, 
while it seems that gender and nationality, as well as deep level diversity traits 
(background and personality), of the directors improve board practices (Buse et 
al., 2016; Torchia et al., 2015), what is often overlooked is the communication 
problems that may hinder the benefits of diversion and inclusion (Piekkari et al., 
2015). Further, cultural, gender and age diversity as well as CEO duality seem to 
affect intellectual capital disclosures (Mardini and Lahyani, 2020). On the con-
trary there seems to be no effect of board structure on gender diversity in a Chi-
nese context (Farag and Mallin, 2016). Specifically, regarding gender diversity it 
seems that in small companies, women on board are usually related with the 
major owner of the companies something that does not seems to be the case for 
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women directors in large companies (Bianco et al., 2015). Ultimately, besides the 
progress that has been achieved there seems to be room for great improvements 
on board diversity (Psaros and Seamer, 2015). 

3) Board Diversity, firms’ efficiency and innovation 
In this section we present literature that studies the effect of board diversity 

on a firm’s efficiency (Zeineb and Mensi, 2018; Adeabah et al., 2018) and inno-
vation (Valencia, 2018; Xia et al., 2021; Wang, 2021). Regarding firm’s efficiency 
both of our sample studies refer to banks and find that diversity proxies such as 
CEO duality Sariah supervisory board (Zeineb and Mensi, 2018) and female di-
rectors are positively correlated with efficiency (Zeineb and Mensi, 2018; Adea-
bah et al., 2018). However, there seems to be a certain threshold of female repre-
sentation on banks’ efficiency, which indicates a U-shaped relationship between 
gender diversity and efficiency (Adeabah et al., 2018). Similar, observations 
seemto occur in the context of firms’ innovation as literature suggests that board 
diversity discourage firms’ innovation (Valencia, 2018), while there is a certain 
point until board diversity could have beneficial effects (Wang, 2021). However, 
in China it seems that age and gender diversity promote corporate green innova-
tion (Xia et al., 2021). 

4) Opportunity Cost of Board Diversity 
In this section we present one study that mentions the possible drawbacks of 

board diversity. Specifically, gender diversity quotas make more appealing to 
more women to turn to a business and finance career. Nevertheless, this out-
come may have hidden costs for the society as there are traditional professions 
that are strongly represented by women (law, medicine, education, and the pub-
lic sector). Consequently, more human capital is gathered in specific industries, 
while others that are equally important are left understaffed (Ferreira, 2015).  

5) Board Diversity and Risk Management 
In this section we present the literature that examines the contribution of a 

more diverse board of directors on risk mitigation. We observe a wide body of 
research that revolves around board diversity and risk management. Proxies of 
risk that are employed are keywords (textual analysis) (Saggar and Singh, 2017), 
financial ratios (Abou-El-Sood, 2019; Moussa, 2019; Gangi et al., 2019), Altman 
score (Süsi and Lukason, 2019; Darrat et al., 2016) and stock price volatility (Jizi 
& Nehme, 2017; Bhat et al., 2019; Mathew et al., 2017). Further, there is litera-
ture that studies exclusively banking sector (Abou-El-Sood, 2019; Moussa, 2019; 
Gangi et al., 2019). Overall, our sample literature indicates that the greater the 
board diversity the lesser the risk. More specific, gender diversity affects risk dis-
closures (Saggar and Singh, 2017) as it promotes relative reports. In banks, 
gender diversity results in less risky investment portfolio (Abou-El-Sood, 2019) 
and consequently better credit quality (Moussa, 2019). Moreover, boards with 
female directors in Islamic banks are more conservative regarding investment 
policy than boards of conventional banks with female directors (Abou-El-Sood, 
2019). Besides female directors, foreign directors and the mature age of directors 
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lead to reduced failure risk (Süsi and Lukason, 2019). Finally, women on boards 
promote environmental policies thus resulting in less risk (Gangi et al., 2019). 

6) Board Diversity and Sustainability/CSR/ESG 
In this section we present the literature that is related with sustainability, 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), Environmental-Social-Governance (ESG) 
issues. We observe that studies in this category are among the most popular. 
Further, in this category there are distinct themes that examine gender diversity 
with carbon disclosure (Elsayih et al., 2018; Liao et al., 2015), CSR (Rao and Tilt, 
2016a; Lone et al., 2016; Katmon et al., 2019; Ashfaq and Rui, 2019; Sundarasen 
et al., 2016; Khan et al., 2019a; Zahid et al., 2020; El-Bassiouny and El-Bassiouny, 
2019; Rao and Tilt, 2016b; Khan et al., 2019b; Muttakin et al., 2015; Hoang et al., 
2018; Nicolò et al., 2021; Cucari et al., 2018; Ong and Djajadikerta, 2018; Harjoto 
et al., 2019; Shu and Chiang, 2020; Kyaw et al., 2017; Setó-Pamies, 2015; Wang et 
al., 2021; Crifo et al., 2019; Naciti, 2019; Ferrero-Ferrero et al., 2015; Beji et al., 
2021; Nadeem et al., 2017; Harjoto et al., 2015; Nadeem, 2021; Kiliç et al., 2015; 
Hussain et al., 2018; Manning et al., 2019; Ben-Amar et al., 2017; Shaukat et al., 
2016; Chouaibi et al., 2021; Giannarakis et al., 2020; Garcia-Torea et al., 2016; 
García-Sánchez et al., 2019), ethics (García-Sánchez et al., 2015; Garegnani et al., 
2015), environmental performance (Glass et al., 2016; Gangi et al., 2019; Shaukat 
et al., 2016; Haque, 2017; Alazzani et al., 2017; Luo and Tang, 2021), social per-
formance (Alazzani et al., 2017) and sustainability assurance (Martínez-Ferrero 
and García-Sánchez, 2017; Liao et al., 2018). Regarding carbon disclosures it 
seems that independent boards with enhanced female representation adopt car-
bon reduction initiatives and present an enhanced carbon transparency (Elsayih 
et al., 2018) and disclosures (Liao et al., 2015). Moving on, on broader sustaina-
bility studies we observe that the literature that examines diversity effects on 
CSR/ESG is abundant, as witnessed above, consequently we review only a few. 
Evidence from emerging economies portray a positive relationship between 
gender diversity and CSR disclosure (Lone et al., 2016; Katmon et al., 2019; Za-
hid et al., 2020; Khan et al., 2019a; Wang et al., 2021). Besides gender, directors 
from foreign countries improve relative disclosure quality (Khan et al., 2019a; 
El-Bassiouny and El-Bassiouny, 2019; Hoang et al., 2018). However, there are 
studies in emerging economies that indicate that the age and nationality of di-
rectors hinder CSR disclosures (Katmon et al., 2019) as a result of poor man-
agement intervention. On the contrary foreign directors in developed economies 
drive CSR performance (Kyaw et al., 2017; Harjoto et al., 2019) due to the exis-
tence of organized immigration policies (Katmon et al., 2019). Additionally, fe-
male directors enhance ESG disclosures (Nicolò et al., 2021), as well as education 
diversity (Harjoto et al., 2019). Nowadays, business ethics is among the most 
debated topics in the industry, as institutional and individual investors demand 
it (García-Sánchez et al., 2015). Boards are those that must apply policies related 
to ethics. Overall, board diversity promotes the implementation of codes of eth-
ics in firms. Increased female representation and independent directors seem to 
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facilitate the development of ethics code (García-Sánchez et al., 2015), while 
younger CEOs are more inclined to invest in higher quality code of ethics (Ga-
regnani et al., 2015). Literature models code of ethics through scoring variables 
(García-Sánchez et al., 2015; Garegnani et al., 2015). Regarding environmental 
performance, women directors and financial literate directors seem to facilitate 
environmental friendly policies (Glass et al., 2016; Shaukat et al., 2016), although 
broad cultural differences in the operating business environment may pose ob-
stacles (Alazzani et al., 2017). Ultimately, determinants of sustainability assur-
ance are not extensively studied in the context of board diversity and results are 
still inconclusive. Liao et al. (2018) find that diverse boards with more female 
directors are more likely to hire sustainability assurance services, in contrast 
with Martínez-Ferrero and García-Sánchez (2017) which they do not conclude 
to any statistically significant relationship between assurance and diversity 
whatsoever. 

7) Board Diversity and firms’ performance 
Several studies examine the effect of board diversity on firms’ performance. 

We select to present only a few that capture the aforementioned relationship. 
Most of the literature employs financial ratios like return on assets and return on 
equity as a proxy of a firm’s performance (Assenga et al., 2018; Francis et al., 
2015; Boadi and Osarfo, 2019), as well as market returns (Groening, 2018; Tshi-
pa et al., 2018). Most of the studies conclude to a positive effect of board diversi-
ty on firm’s performance (Ararat et al., 2015; Pekovic and Vogt, 2021; Song et 
al., 2020; Grassa, 2016; Saini and Singhania, 2018; Rossignoli et al., 2021; Arayssi 
and Jizi, 2019; Assenga et al., 2018; Francis et al., 2015), while it is plausible that 
differences of significance to be observed between industries (Abdullah et al., 
2016; Gohar and Batool, 2015) and corporate governance frameworks (Tshipa et 
al., 2018). Moreover, it seems that demographic diversity exerts its positive effect 
on firm’s performance up to a point, thus indicating a U-shaped relationship 
(Ararat et al., 2015) and gender diversity moderates positively the CSR-financial 
performance relationship of a company (Pekovic and Vogt, 2021). Further, there 
is variation on the kind of diversity that affects firm’s performance, as there are 
cases that while female directors actually affect performance, at the same sample 
age diversity does not seem to make an impact (Song et al., 2020). Sharia exper-
tise, business expertise and females on board seem to make a difference in Is-
lamic banks performance, along with independent directors (Grassa, 2016). Re-
garding other less studied aspects of diversity that is educational background, 
professional expertise and other personal information (marital status, sex orien-
tation and other difficult to model because there is no relative disclosures) seems 
to not actually matter when it comes to firm’s performance (Rossignoli et al., 
2021). Specifically, while PhD holders do not add value on firm’s performance 
(Assenga et al., 2018), directors that come from academia offer great consulting 
and monitoring functions (Francis et al., 2015). Additional to their consulting 
role, among others, contribute to patents (Francis et al., 2015), that increase the 

https://doi.org/10.4236/tel.2022.123044


A. Koutoupis et al. 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/tel.2022.123044 800 Theoretical Economics Letters 

 

operating income. 

3.3. RQ3: What Are the Key Areas of Future Research on Board  
Diversity? 

We answer this question, through the analysis of answers to RQ1 and RQ2. Fur-
ther, we considered the proposals for further research in articles reviewed. 

3.3.1. Future Research Based on RQ1 and RQ2 
Board diversity is a broad topic of research that is vital due to its practical con-
cerns. Nevertheless, it remains highly complicated as it tries to model aspects of 
human personality and behavior. Our review can provide some initial directions 
for future research. First, additional studies with a diverse, international sample 
of countries are essential. Further, as most studies were conducted in America, 
Canada, Netherlands, UK and other developed countries, the opportunity re-
mains to further examine board diversity in emerging economies. Particularly, 
we conclude that countries like Mexico, Indonesia, Peru, Malta and others need 
more research attention. However, we acknowledge that it is quite plausible that 
the USA and other developed countries constitute the prime focus of research, 
especially in the finance discipline, as market data remains the main component 
of empirical research. Developed countries have an exceptional and widely 
available dataset as well as high quality and detailed corporate governance dis-
closures. 

Moreover, we observe that studies that examine the effect of board diversity 
on firms’ performance, either CSR performance or financial performance, is 
heavily studied. Therefore, more research could be conducted in the risk man-
agement area like credit risk. Further, regarding risk, researchers could employ a 
more holistic approach and study the effect of board diversity on enterprise risk 
management. Also, other proxies of risk that are widely employed in the finance 
discipline like risk premium, Moody’s ratings and others could be examined in 
the board diversity concept. 

The methodologies employed, as shown in Table 2, are very limited. Empiri-
cal research mainly uses regression analysis which is a well-established econo-
metrical tool. However, board diversity is far more complex, and its practical in-
terest calls for more surveys, case studies and hand collected data. Specifically, so 
far, the main proxy of board diversity is a dichotomous variable or the percen-
tage of women on board. This indicates that the board diversity variable cannot 
capture in detail the effect of female representation. Also, deeper traits of board 
diversity that are closely connected with aspects of human behavior cannot be 
captured by the current modeling techniques. Moreover, descriptive analysis of 
the evolution of gender, ethnic, educational and other kinds of diversity is useful 
for regulators and investors. Generally, regression analysis in such a behavioral 
aspect of governance has its limits and more qualitative analysis in different op-
erational environments is of the essence. Non-parametric analysis of surveys 
could give meaningful observations about more complex aspects of gender, eth-
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nic diversity that dummy variables and proportion of female or foreign directors 
cannot simply extract.  

Further, relatively few studies examine diversity thresholds. Similarto the law 
of diminishing marginal productivity, increasing board diversity will at some 
point return a lower unit of output per incremental unit of input. This means 
that board diversity is not the ultimate cure and poses its limits. So far, relatively 
few research employs nonlinear variables in order to capture this effect. There-
fore, more research needs to be conducted on this subject and employ methods 
other than non-linearity.  

Ultimately, more studies that are sector oriented could give clearer picture of 
board diversity aspects. For instance, hotel industry, health industry, aerospace 
and defense industry and real estate industry are peculiar industries and there-
fore may contribute to new relevant theoretical frameworks and empirical ob-
servations. 

3.3.2. Areas of Future Research Based on Proposals in Articles Reviewed 
Another way to propose future avenues of research is to focus on articles that 
offer proposals for future research. Due to the vast literature sample, we select 
only a few articles that are relatively new and propose ideas that have not yet 
examined or have not examined thoroughly enough (See Table 3). 
 

Table 3. Future research proposals of reviewed studies. 

Study Future Research 
Google 
Scholar 

Citations 

ABS 
Rank 

Adams et al. (2015) 

Effect of different forms of diversity on decisions and behavior in the board 
room 

270 3 

Fernández-Temprano and 
Tejerina-Gaite (2020) 

Larger sample worldwide 67 2 

Hillman (2015) 

Finding the next round of quotas or investor pressure. 
Will there be any pressure for ethnic diversity? 

183 3 

Ferreira (2015) 

Consequences of the absent of women from industries 
(health industry, education industry etc.) that are more female occupied 
due to the inclusive policies in business and finance industry 

191 3 

Harjoto et al. (2019) 

Examination of the relationship the country of origin and the country where 
board members earned their undergraduate and post undergraduate degree 
in order to bring additional insight on the interrelationship between director 
nationality and educational background. 

59 2 

Nicolò et al. (2021) 

Worldwide comparison. Other aspects of diversity (besides gender) that 
influence ESG transparency. 

2 2 

Nguyen et al. (2021) 

Determination of particular traits of female directors 
that are important in financial decision. 

6 2 

Zahid et al. (2020) Other than gender aspects of diversity and qualitative methods 67 2 
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Literature proposes that future research should employ more qualitative ap-
proaches, worldwide samples and more aspects of diversity other than gender 
that may affect decisions and behavior in the board room (Adams et al., 2015; 
Nicolò et al., 2021; Zahid et al., 2020; Fernández-Temprano and Tejerina-Gaite, 
2020). Another interesting proposal is to estimate the next big thing, the next 
round of quotas or investor pressure (Hillman, 2015). Further, most of the re-
search examines the direct effect or the absent of it of gender diversity on busi-
ness and finance, while no one has ever been wondered what the costs of gender 
quotas and relative policies (Ferreira, 2015) are. 

4. Conclusion 

Our study is the first to systematically review the literature specific to board di-
versity on a broad area of topics. We try to capture the trend of research for the 
period 2015-2021. We initially researched “What are the demographic characte-
ristics of the literature regarding board diversity?” by analyzing five criteria: A. 
Number of Countries, B. Academic Discipline, C. ABS Rating, D. Location & 
Region, E. Number of studies per country by MSCI classification. We conclude 
that there is significant interest in single-country studies within diverse academ-
ic disciplines such as accounting, economics, finance, regional studies, ethics-csr, 
social sciences, strategy and operational research. The second question “What is 
the current state of literature in terms of thematology?” was analyzed using two 
criteria: E. Research Instrument, F. Thematology of Board Diversity. We observe 
that most studies employ empirical methods (regression analysis) to examine the 
effect of board diversity on different aspects of firms’ governance. Specifically, 
we distinguish literature related to (F.1) Board Diversity and firms’ decisions, 
(F2.) Board Diversity and Corporate Governance, (F.3) Board Diversity, firms’ 
efficiency and innovation, (F.4) Opportunity Cost of Board Diversity, (F.5) 
Board Diversity and Risk Management, (F.6) Board Diversity and Sustainability/ 
CSR/ESG, (F.7) Board Diversity and firms’ performance. Furthermore, our an-
swer to the research question “RQ3: What are the key areas of future research on 
Board Diversity?” emerges from the analysis of “Future research based on RQ1 
and RQ2” and “Areas of future research based on proposals in articles re-
viewed”. Particularly, research could address more emerging, frontline, and 
standalone countries. Additionally, methodology could be extended to employ 
multiple approaches, such as surveys, case studies and other qualitative methods. 
Future research could also expand board diversity literature to sectors, such as 
hospitality, real estate and aerospace and defense industry. Moreover, opportu-
nity cost of board diversity and particularly gender diversity should also be ex-
amined. Finally, holistic approach in risk in conjunction with board diversity 
would be a novel one for someone to pursue. 

Ultimately, we firmly believe this research could be a cornerstone for academ-
ics, practitioners, and policymakers. Specifically, we provide academics an over-
view of the current state of research and future avenues of investigation. We ac-
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centuate in detail the topics and the methodologies that could employ research-
ers on board diversity. Practitioners could also benefit, as we present objectively 
possible issues that could take into consideration as they construct their boards. 
The essence of a competent board room is to provide value to the stakeholders 
and shareholders. This is a collective goal that anyone capable enough to serve it 
could be occupied as a director. However, diversity has its limits, and a delicate 
balance must be achieved by the firms and policy makers as to what extent board 
diversity actually serves business and society and to what extend it becomes 
counterproductive. Finally, a regulatory framework that aims to bring value and 
not just a typical compliance could level up board rooms in emerging econo-
mies. 

Despite our intentions and measures taken to reduce subjectivity, we recog-
nize that researcher intervention does not eliminate selection bias (Massaro et 
al., 2016). 
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