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Abstract
In this paper we present useful empirical evidence to guide decisions about limits on the desirable length of corporate directors' terms. Specifically, we study, firstly, the factors that determine directors’ seniority and, secondly, the effects of greater seniority on directors’ commitment to their supervisory tasks. We use panel data from Spanish listed companies and their directors for the period 2013-2020.  

Results show a high turnover rate for independent directors during their early years. Additionally, independent directors are most likely to be replaced at any given time, compared to designee and executive directors. Moreover, the likelihood of replacement does not increase with tenure but it is greater for directors who were appointed by previous CEOs. Additionally, there seems to be a trial period for directors before they become members of board committees and, in the case of independents, before they become chairs of the committees where they participate. Our results also indicate that older independents are less committed to the oversight of executives. Specifically, senior independent directors show lower attendance to board meetings and reduce the likelihood of CEO turnover (especially in the case of independents who sit on the appointments committee), while the presence of directors who were appointed before the CEO increases it.  

Taken together, the results suggest a significant influence of the CEO on the initial and subsequent appointments, which leads to capture and reduces independents’ commitment to active supervision.

All this leads us to conclude that, although the main regulatory concern regarding directors’ tenure has been that, absent term limits, independents may remain too long in office, the regulator should also be concerned with the problem of unfriendly independents being ousted by the CEO and not spending enough time in office.


JEL classification: G34; M41; M43.

Keywords: Tenure; Experienced directors; Independent directors; Board meeting attendance; CEO pay; CEO turnover.


1. Introduction
Is there an optimal term for corporate directors? How does their ability and incentives to discharge their duties change over time? Experience could make them more competent but they may also accommodate with time and resist necessary change. Nevertheless, from a regulatory point of view, the main concern is that overtime corporate directors, and especially independent directors, may be captured by insiders, developing deference towards the insiders that (re)appoint them and losing incentives to monitor. 
This is the reason why many corporate governance codes of good practice recommend term limits for independent directors. Term limits are also mandated in some countries. In Spain, the Ley de Sociedades de Capital limits the maximum term of independent directors to 12 years, although it allows these directors to continue on the board in a different category (art. 529 duodecies 4 LSC). The idea behind these limits, initially proposed by Jensen and Meckling (1976), is that independence wears off over time and there is a threat of capture of independent directors as their length of service increases. Therefore, the regulation that limits the duration of the mandate tries to prevent the emergence overtime of collusion between the independents and the executives and significant blockholders, whom they should supervise.
However, the number of empirical studies on this issue is small. Although there are numerous empirical studies on the relative efficiency of different characteristics of boards (such as size, independence, number of committees, etc.), there are few studies on the determinants and effects of directors' seniority in office that can guide the legislator on the advisability of imposing or recommending term limits for directors.
In this study we investigate the determinants and effects of directors' seniority in Spain. To do this, we use an incomplete data panel that combines data from Spanish listed companies and their directors for the period 2013-2020, with a total of 1,061 company-year observations for 171 different companies and a total of 11,297 director-company-year observations.
The main results show a situation where capture does not seem to develop over time but rather as a consequence of the early replacement of directors that are not perceived by the CEO as friendly enough.
First, we find that, among the characteristics that determine the probability that a director leaves office at a given time, having been appointed before the current CEO is of great importance. This indicates that the CEO has a significant influence on the appointment and renewal of directors, something that can lead to collusion. In addition, independent directors are more likely to leave the position at any given time compared to designee, executive and other external directors.
Secondly, we find that the probability of belonging to important committees (those that fulfill supervisory functions in matters of auditing, remuneration and appointments) increases with seniority up to 16 years and is lower for directors who were appointed before the CEO. In the case of independents, these results are not significant due to the need that companies have had during the period studied to incorporate a significant number of independents to comply with the new regulations. However, the probability of an independent chairing an important committee also increases with seniority up to 13 years.
Third, we observe that the oldest independent directors seem to have less commitment to the supervisory tasks assigned to them. Specifically, the presence of older independent directors is negatively related to the level of attendance at board meetings. In addition, although the seniority of the independents does not have an effect on remuneration, it does reduce the probability that the CEO will be replaced, especially in the case of independents who are part of the appointments committee. Conversely, the presence of independent directors who were appointed before the CEO increases the likelihood that the CEO will be replaced. Finding these results in our sample is surprising because the average length of service of independent directors is only four and a half years.
Taken together, the results suggest significant CEO influence in the appointment of independents to the position and their seniority in the position, which seems to reduce their commitment to active supervision. The directors who have a better relationship with the CEO are more likely to remain in office and occupy positions on committees and favor the interests of the CEO. In contrast, directors who were appointed before the CEO appear to be more committed to supervising the CEO.
Our findings are interesting from a regulatory point of view because they indicate that, rather than waiting for independents to develop loyalty towards them over time, CEOs and significant shareholders are likely to replace recently appointed independents if they are not perceived as friendly enough. Therefore, the problem may be that committed independents spend too little time in office, rather than too long. Specifically, our results suggests the convenience of introducing a minimum service time during which CEOs and significant shareholders may not replace independents. 
The rest of the article is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the relevant literature for the construction of testable hypotheses. Section 3 explains the sample construction procedure and the variables employed in the estimation. Next, section 4 presents the empirical results and section 5 discuses some additional robustness tests. Finally, section 6 contains some brief conclusions.

2. Literature review and hypothesis development

2.1. Literature review

In the literature we find conflicting views on the effects of seniority on the quality of boards’ supervision.

In fact, this literature can be classified into two broad categories. In the first category, we find studies that focus on how seniority changes the ability of directors to fulfill their role. In the second category, the focus is on explaining how seniority changes directors' incentives to actively supervise managers. 

Most of the authors who have studied the impact of seniority on the ability of the director to discharge their duties have a positive view. The prevailing idea is that more experienced directors are more competent because they have accumulated significant knowledge about the company and its environment. Following this reasoning, Vance (1983) and Kor and Mahoney (2000) state that forcing directors to retire leads to a waste of talent and experience. The increase in competence over time may also be related to the time needed to build social capital and learn to interpret information from executives or other advisors (Fischer and Pollock, 2004; Sundaramurthy and Lewis, 2003; Westphal, 1999). Additionally, Dou, Sahgal, and Zhang (2015) argue that most experienced directors are more likely to have worked with multiple CEOs, which should help them better assess the capacity of the current CEO.

Notwithstanding this prevailing positive view of the effect of seniority on director's ability, there are some dissenting authors. Their reasoning is that, as the time in office increases, the director will be less open to external information, more committed to a certain vision of the company and resistant to important changes in its strategic direction (Boeker, 1997; Hambrick and Fukutomi, 1991; Miller, 1991). 

In the second category of studies, most authors take a negative view of the impact of seniority on directors' incentives to actively supervise managers. The basic argument is that seniority aggravates the agency problem, as directors develop loyalty towards the executives they are supposed to supervise (Jensen and Meckling, 1976; Vafeas, 2003; Nili, 2017).

However, some authors defend the view that directors' incentives to be active supervisors increase with seniority. In particular, Dou, Sahgal and Zhang (2015) maintain that greater seniority can strengthen the position of directors when negotiating with the CEO, equalizing their bargaining power. CEOs are considered to have greater influence the longer they have been in office (Hermalin and Weisbach, 1998) and these authors extend this idea to directors. Notice that this type of argument implies that the seniority of the directors must be studied together with that of the CEO. Finally, Yermack (2004) states that, when directors receive their compensation in the form of shares that they must keep in their portfolio for a certain time (even if the payment is not related to results), the directors with more seniority will have accumulated more shares and this should better align their incentives with those of the shareholders they represent.

It is important to note that almost all of these studies on the impact of seniority on ability and incentives are theoretical. There is only a small number of empirical studies investigating directors’ seniority. Most of these works find negative correlations between directors’ seniority and firm results, reinforcing the idea that it is desirable to impose term limits for directors. Hermalin and Weisbach (1988) document how the average tenure of directors in office is negatively associated with the market value of US companies. Mishra and Nielsen (1999), using a sample of North American banks, find that director seniority is negatively correlated with growth opportunities. Vafeas (2003) uses a small sample with one year of observations and divides the companies into two groups according to the average seniority of the directors who sit on the remuneration committee. Their results indicate that more senior committees pay higher salaries to their CEOs, especially when the CEO has been in the position for a longer period. Nili (2017) shows that, in the United States, the increase in board independence has occurred simultaneously with an increase in seniority that may have compromised the independence of directors.

Among the few positive results in the empirical literature we find Dou, Sahgal and Zhang (2015). They use a very long panel with data for US listed companies and find that a high proportion of non-executive directors who have been on the board longer than the current CEO and have served for a long term (more than 15 years) has important effects. Specifically, they find that their presence implies lower total CEO remuneration, greater sensitivity to results in cases of CEO replacement, and higher accounting quality.

Finally, there are very few studies that have analyzed simultaneously directors’ and CEO’s seniority (Coles, Daniel and Naveen, 2014; Core, Holthausen and Larcker, 1999; Landier, Sauvagnat, Sraer and Thesmar, 2013; Dou, Sahgal and Zhang, 2015). Their results indicate that directors who were appointed after the current CEO are worse supervisors. This is consistent with the idea that the CEO influences board appointments and appoints friendly directors. Therefore, when analyzing directors’ seniority, it is important not to confound the direct effect of seniority with the effects of the director being hired before the current CEO took office.

2.2 Hypothesis development

A good starting point to identify the determinants and impact of directors’ seniority is to consider an ideal framework where, without agency problems or undue CEO influence, shareholders select directors and retain them until a better replacement appears. In this framework, one can posit two null hypotheses. First, seniority will be totally determined by the characteristics of each director-company pair. Second, once we consider the characteristics that determine seniority, we expect no impact of seniority on board activity or company results.

However, it is obvious that there are numerous restrictions that limit the validity of this ideal framework for understanding reality. In other words, we expect that there will be many restrictions that prevent us from being in an equilibrium in which we reach optimal seniority. In fact, when a director leaves office, for whatever reason, it is necessary to replace him with a new one. This new director starts with zero seniority and this automatically alters the average seniority of the board. And obviously, as explained in the literature we have reviewed, there can be agency problems and the CEO may influence directors’ appointment and reelection to suit his/her interests. In this -more realistic- framework none of the previous null hypotheses will hold. Therefore, we restate our starting hypotheses as follows.

Our first testable hypothesis is that, although the characteristics of the company and the director influence seniority, these characteristics have limited power to explain observed seniority. This implies that observed seniority will be different from optimal seniority.

Our second hypothesis, which follows from the first, is that since seniority will typically be above or below its optimal level, it will affect the board's activity and results.

To investigate these hypotheses, we separate our study in four different parts.

First, we will investigate the influence that the characteristics of the director, the board and the company have on the probability that a director maintains his/her position for a longer time period. Here we will pay special attention to the analysis of the impact that the CEO can have on directors’ turnover.

Second, we will study whether seniority affects the functions that the director performs. In particular, we will measure the impact of seniority on the probability of belonging to committees and chairing them.

Third, we will analyze whether seniority impacts directors’ commitment to their duties, which we will measure indirectly as the level of attendance at board meetings.

Finally, we will study whether the seniority of the directors affects their monitoring, measuring the impact of seniority on CEO's remuneration and on the probability of CEO replacement.

Before carrying out all these analyses, in the next section we present the sample and discuss its particular characteristics -especially those due to regulatory changes that occurred during the sample period-, which must be considered for a correct interpretation of the results.

3. Descriptive statistics

3.1. Sample construction
The sample used is an incomplete panel that combines data for Spanish listed companies and their directors for the period 2013-2020. To construct this sample, we use data from the Annual Corporate Governance Report and the Annual Remuneration Report that Spanish listed companies must submit annually to the CNMV and we complement these data with financial information from the annual accounts using Osiris.
The starting point are 1,079 company-year observations for the 2013-2020 period from the Annual Corporate Governance Reports. These data are then merged with the financial data from the companies' annual accounts using Osiris. In the process, 5 firm-year observations are lost.
All these company-year data are then combined with the individual data of the directors coming from the Annual Remuneration Reports and lose 13 additional company-year observations.

The result of this process is an incomplete data panel with 1,061 company-year observations for 171 different companies and a total of 11,297 director-company-year observations. 

3.2. Seniority and other director characteristics

The main variable of interest for our study is the seniority of the directors, with special attention devoted to the case of independent directors. To understand the evolution of this variable ​​in our sample, it is important to first discuss the regulatory changes that occurred during the study period.

Graph 1 shows how since 2013, the number of directors has remained stable but there has been a significant substitution of designee directors for independent ones. The 2014 Capital Companies Law made compulsory the presence of at least four independent directors on the board, as well as the presence of at least two independent directors on the board committees in charge of auditing, remuneration and appointments. Moreover, the law mandated that the majority of members in these committees and their president should be independent. This started a rapid entry of independents and exit of designee directors into Spanish boards that has continued until the most recent years. Also noteworthy is the drop in the number of directors observed in 2020, which may be related to an increase in resignations and difficulties for replacing directors during the COVID pandemic.

In Graph 2 we can see that the substitution of designee for independent directors has produced changes in seniority, since when new directors join, the average seniority automatically falls. As more independent directors join, the percentage of directors with low seniority (less than 4 years) increases and the percentage of directors with intermediate seniority (between 4 and 8 years) also drops, while there are few changes in the percentage of directors with high seniority. The change that occurs in the last year of the sample is also noteworthy. During 2020, the percentage of directors with low seniority drops, and there is a simultaneous increase of the percentage of directors with seniority in between 4 and 8 years, who are precisely the independent directors who joined after the regulatory change in 2014 and have remained in office. 

This is confirmed in Graph 3: the average seniority of independents is low until 2020, while there are many more designee directors and, even more markedly, executives and other directors with high tenures in all sample years. 

It is also interesting to consider transitions from one type of director to another. In particular, the category “Other” is a residual category. In principle, this category includes a variety of profiles, such as members of the public administration and presidents or employees of subsidiaries or of charitable foundations financed by the firm. But, for the most part, it includes directors who were previously in other categories. Out of the 262 cases of directors classified as “Other” that we have in the sample, 174 come from other director types. Interestingly, we observe that this category serves to relocate independent directors. Table 3.1, shows the transitions and identifies 122 directors who, after having been on the board for a number of years as independent directors, move on to this residual category. The average seniority at which the change occurs is 9.8 years.

Table 3.2 shows the descriptive statistics of the different variables of seniority that we will use in the analysis a continuous Seniority variable and two dummy variables: Appointed before the CEO and High seniority (indicating whether the seniority of the director in the position is equal to or greater than 16 years). The results indicate an average seniority of almost 7 years, but with marked differences across types of directors, confirming that independent directors have the lowest average seniority and that less than 25% have been appointed before the CEO.

It is also interesting to observe the differences across directors who are members of some important board committee (audit committee, appointments committee and remuneration committee)[footnoteRef:4]. Since 2014, the legal regime requires that these committees must have at least three members, with a minimum of two independent members and a majority of non-executive members. This is consistent with the data for these commissions being similar to that of independent directors. [4:  When there is only one committee that is jointly responsible for appointments and remuneration, we treat its members as belonging simultaneously to both the appointments committee and the remuneration committee.] 


Seniority may be related to other director characteristics, such as whether they are women, foreigners and the number of boards to which they belong. The average seniority of women and, especially, of foreigners, is low compared to the average, while that of “busy” directors (who serve in more than one board), whether they are "interlocking"[footnoteRef:5] or not, is slightly below average.  [5:  An “interlocking” position is defined as one in which the director belongs to two different boards in which at least one other director also belongs simultaneously to both boards.] 


3.3.  Board characteristics
 
Average board seniority depends on the seniority of each board member. And we are also interested in aggregating board seniority relative to the CEO and high board seniority. 

Both individual and average board seniority will be influenced by the structure of the board. In particular, as we have already discussed, we expect board composition to have a significant impact on seniority, since independents, women and foreigners have increased in recent years as a result of new regulations and internationalization. In addition, there may be selection effects. Particularly, directors who belong to several boards and especially those on boards with interlocked positions could be more valuable to companies due to their greater networking capacity. Companies may retain them longer, which will translate into higher seniority. Or, alternatively, seniority may be a necessary characteristic to sit simultaneously on several boards. Therefore, it is necessary to control for all these variables in our estimates.

Our main hypothesis is that directors’ seniority influences their ability and their attitude in the discharge of their duties. A fairly crude but direct way to measure this attitude is by looking at board meetings attendance. We will measure how average board seniority affects the % of meetings attended by all directors (or alternatively the percentage attended by at least 80% of directors). Of course, attendance can be influenced by other variables that we must control for. These include (i) the remuneration paid to the directors for their work (measured as the average remuneration of non-executive directors), (ii) the number of meetings, (iii) whether the company pays attendance fees and its amount, and finally (iv) the average importance of the board for its members. This last variable considers the number of boards on which each director sits and the relative size of each company. If the director only sits in one board, the importance of that board for that board member will be equal to 1. If he/she sits in more than one board, following the methodology of Masulis and Mobbs (2013), we calculate the importance of each board as the weighted average of the value of the asset of each company, assuming that the director will put more value on participation in boards of larger companies, which offer more visibility. The more companies in the director's portfolio of boards and/or the smaller a company is with respect to the rest of the companies in the portfolio, the closer to zero is the importance of that board to the director. The average importance of the board aggregates the directors’ variables at the board level.

Descriptive statistics for all these board characteristics are shown in Table 3.3.

3.4. Firm characteristics

Different firm characteristics may be correlated with the seniority of its directors. The relationship may be purely mechanical: for example, young firms will necessarily have low seniority directors. In other cases, the relationship may appear as the result of the matching process between directors and companies. Specifically, directors may want to stay longer on the boards of companies that are larger (measured by log total assets), more profitable (high 5-year average ROA), less risky (low std. dev. 5-year ROA). On the other hand, companies that are growing (companies with high Tobin Q) or investing in intangible assets (companies with a high % of R&D expenses over results) may need to incorporate new knowledge into their board and this could reduce the seniority of its members. The ownership structure (measured as % concentrated capital, i.e. in the hands of significant shareholders) may also be relevant in this context, since it could affect the seniority of different types of directors in a different way. For example, it could reduce the seniority of executives, as they are subject to greater control, or of the independent ones, since their impact on the final decisions of the board and their reputation will be less relevant.  

Finally, as we have already explained, it is very important to understand the influence that the CEO has in maintaining the directors in office. It is to be expected that CEOs will want to shape the board according to their preferences. Therefore, we expect the seniority of the directors will tend to be lower than that of the CEO (the variable CEO seniority controls for this). This may be more relevant (i) when the CEO is also chairman of the board (CEO is Chairman) and (ii) for executive and independent directors, since the CEO will have more influence on their appointments than on those of designee directors. On the other hand, our hypothesis is that the seniority of the directors may influence their incentives to exert an active supervision. To study this hypothesis, we will measure the impact of directors’ seniority on CEO compensation (Total CEO remuneration and % of variable CEO remuneration) and on the probability of CEO replacement (measured with the dummy CEO change during the year).

Table 3.4. shows the descriptive statistics for these variables. In our sample the average company in the sample is large and mature, with few growth opportunities and low returns over the sample period.

4. Results

This section presents the results of the analysis of the determinants and the impact of directors’ seniority.

We will begin by studying which director, board and firm characteristics influence directors’ seniority. This analysis is conducted both at the individual level and, considering average tenure, also at the board and committee level. 

Second, we will investigate the impact of seniority on the probability of the director being appointed as a member or chairman of the different board committees.

And finally, we want to know if seniority determines the results of board oversight. To do this, we will investigate the impact of seniority on meeting attendance and CEO compensation and replacement decisions.

4.1. Determinants of directors and boards seniority

4.1.a. Determinants of directors’ seniority

We start our estimations by focusing on the characteristics that increase the probability that a director reaches higher seniority in office. 

Following Fahlenbrach, Low, and Stulz (2013), we use a Cox proportional hazard model that measures the probability of survival of the director in the position until he is replaced (event of interest) or until the company whose board he/she belongs to leaves the sample (censor event) based on personal characteristics of the director and those of the board and the company. The advantage of using the Cox model -as opposed to a standard regression or a logit model- is that we can also use the observations for which the event of interest (director replacement) does not occur during the sample time period, although we know that it will occur at some future time. 

The results are shown in table 4.1.a. Since the event of interest is defined as the moment in which the director leaves the position, the variables with positive coefficients are negatively correlated with seniority. In column 1 we include only personal attributes of the director. In column 2 we add board characteristics and in column 3 we also introduce firm characteristics. In column 4 we add the seniority variable, to verify that the explanatory variables influence continuity once a certain seniority has been reached. The last four columns show the separate results for independent, designee, other external and executive directors. All the independent and dependent variables, both in this estimation and in all the others throughout the work, are truncated (“winsorized”) at the 1% and 99% percentiles, that is, we replace the most extreme values ​​by the value of the variable in these percentiles to prevent some extreme results from biasing the estimation results.

The first significant result is that the directors who are most likely to leave their position at a given time are those who were appointed before the current CEO, which indicates that the CEO has influence over board appointments. This is an important finding and confirms that we must separate the effect of seniority by itself from the effect of being co-opted by the current CEO, i.e. having been nominated after him/her.

Other director characteristics also affect the probability of survival in the expected direction. For example, non-executive directors (especially independent directors, but also designee directors and others) are more likely to leave than executives. Executives have greater commitment with the company, not only as directors but also as employees. We also see that the probability of survival is higher for women, which is consistent with the desire of companies over this period to increase the percentage of female directors. The probability of staying longer also increases for directors who belong to more committees, especially if they belong to important committees. In a model of "matching" or mutual selection of directors and companies, this can simultaneously reflect the greater value that these directors have for the company or the greater value that the position on the board has for them. In line with this last effect, an additional factor that increases the probability of reaching greater seniority is the importance of the board for the director, which is higher when the director only serves on a board or when the size of the company is greater than that of other companies on whose boards he serves simultaneously.

Board characteristics are less important, with the probability of separation increasing with board size and decreasing with the percentage of other external directors. Among company characteristics, the only significant variable is profitability, which tends to reduce the probability of separation. This can be interpreted as a reflection of the mutual satisfaction of the director and the company with the relationship.

Finally, as might be expected, the probability of separation increases with seniority. However, once high seniority has been reached (more than 16 years), the probability of separation decreases, showing a different pattern in the separations of very senior directors.

The results for the different types of directors are similar. The most interesting differences refer to the effect of presiding important committees, which increases the probability of separation in the case of designee directors. This seems logical in our sample period because of the regulatory changes which led to the replacement of designee directors by independents both at the board and committee level. It is also very interesting to note the different impact of the variables that refer to average salary, company size and ownership structure. The effects of salary and size could be due to the different incentives of independents and designee directors. The reputational effect (correlated with size) should be more important for independents, and motivate them to maintain in their position in larger companies. However, designee directors are expected to be more motivated by the salary received. Additionally, higher ownership concentration is positively correlated with the permanence of designee directors and not of independents. The results for other outside directors and executives are more difficult to interpret due to the small number of observations.

4.1.b. Determinants of directors’ seniority

Since board decisions are made by majority voting, it is important to consider average board seniority. To do this, we used a fixed-effect model to estimate the of average board seniority (column 1), the percentage of high seniority directors (directors with 16 or more years of service in column 2) and the average seniority of the different categories of directors in columns 3, 4, 5 and 6. Explanatory variables include other board and firm characteristics.  

The results, shown in Table 4.1.b, indicate that the most senior boards tend to be also smaller, have fewer meetings, fewer women and fewer foreigners, but more directors in the “Other” category and more busy directors.  In addition, larger companies with more stable results also tend to have more senior boards. The results also confirm that the CEO influences board seniority which is positively correlated with CEO seniority. Additionally, this influence is greater when the CEO is also president of the board. 

However, the impact on independent directors is not significant, possibly due to the effect of the regulatory changes we have already discussed.  The results for “other” directors show a very different behavior. These different results may be due to this residual category being comprised of the most senior directors (since they usually migrate from other categories), but the number of observations is very small.

4.2. Impact of seniority on committee membership and chairmanship

The board delegates important supervisory functions on committees such as the nomination, remuneration and audit committees. Committee membership implies, on the part of the director, a higher level of commitment to his/her duties and, on the part of the board, greater confidence in the judgment of the director. Therefore, it is important to study the impact of seniority on committee membership.

Table 4.2.a shows the results of a probit model estimating the probability of belonging to a committee. In columns 1 to 4 the dependent variable is the total number of committees where the director sits estimated with an ordered probit. In column 5 the dependent variable is a dummy indicating membership of at least one important committee (audit, remuneration or nominations committees) and the estimation is done with an ordinary probit model. In the last columns of the table we repeat the estimation for the total number of committees, for alternative samples using different director types.

In all cases, the director’s seniority has a very important impact on committee membership. In addition, the impact is non-linear. The probability of belonging to a committee increases as seniority increases to 13-16 years and then decreases. This result is maintained when we only consider important committees. This could indicate that it takes a number of years of experience in the company to have sufficient knowledge and competence, but it may also suggest that directors have to prove "loyalty" during a trial period before being considered fit for greater responsibilities. 

However, when we separate the sample into different types of directors, we see that the effect of seniority disappears for independent directors.  We believe this result may be due to the changes in regulation in the period we are studying. As we have already observed in the descriptive statistics, during the sample years, Spanish companies had to increase rapidly the number of independents to comply with the new legal requirements, especially with regard to the structure of the audit, nomination and remuneration committees, which should have a majority of independents. Because of this, there are still few senior independent directors and this interferes with our estimation.  This is consistent with the proportion of independents on the board having a negative effect on the probability of each individual director belonging to a committee. 

Trying to investigate this problem further, in Table 4.2.b we repeat the analysis, but focusing on the chairmanship of the committees. The idea is that being chairman of a committee indicates greater responsibility and involvement. Looking at the chairs allows us to determine whether, given the restriction imposed by the need to have a sufficient number of independents in committees, the most senior independents are more likely to chair them. The dependent variable is a dummy indicating whether the director is chair of an important committee in which he/she takes part. In the last two columns the sample is restricted to independent and designee directors respectively.  We do not consider other directors’ types because it is very unusual for them to be chairs of these committees. Interestingly, we find that for independents, the probability of being chairman of a committee increases with seniority. 

These results are robust to the inclusion of controls for director and firm characteristics. Consistent with the regulatory changes explained above, we find that independents are more likely to take part in committees than any other type of director (executives, the reference type not included in the estimation, are the least likely). An unexpected result is that foreigners and women are less likely to belong to committees and, being members of one, to chair it. There may be several explanations for these results. For example, less commitment may be expected from foreigners living in another country. In the case of women, there are two possible interpretations, one regarding work load and on regarding trust. Regarding work load, if it is difficult to find female directors, companies will try to make the position more attractive by demanding less involvement. But it is also possible that there is a lack of trust. This is known as a "token" effect (Kanter, 1977), which appears when firms include women on boards because of external pressures, but without much conviction (Farrel and Hersch, 2005). 

The results we have found so far, both in terms of (i) the importance of the characteristics of director, board and company in determining the probability of remaining in office and (ii) the importance of seniority in being member of board committees, suggest that senior directors have a different influence on board decisions. Therefore, we now turn to investigate the impact of directors’ seniority on the discharge of oversight tasks that the board performs.  

4.3. Impact of average seniority on board meetings attendance

Attending board meetings is essential for the director to gather the relevant information, vote and influence board decisions. Directors who attend more meetings show a greater degree of commitment to their duties. Does this commitment change with seniority? Unfortunately, available data about board meeting attendance are not at the individual level. The aggregate data indicate the percentage of meetings that are attended by all directors or at least 80% of the directors. Therefore, we take these variables as independent variables and conduct a fixed effects estimation where we control for the characteristics of the board and the company. 

The results are shown in Table 4.3.a.  We do not find any effect of average seniority on board meeting attendance. Nor do we find any effect when we focus on the percentage of very old directors or when we introduce the percentage of directors appointed before the CEO.  However, when we separate the effect of seniority for independent and designee directors (in Table 4.3.b), we do observe that the seniority of independents has a negative impact on attendance. Therefore, we can say that older independent directors seem less committed to discharging their duties.

The results for some of the control variables are also interesting.  As one might expect, it is more difficult for all directors to attend when boards are larger. We also observe that higher ownership concentration has a positive impact on attendance, possibly because designee directors more motivated to attend in this case[footnoteRef:6]. An unexpected result is that the relative importance of the board for its directors has a negative impact on attendance. This variable is calculated for each director as the weighted average of the value of the assets of each company to whose board it belongs. Therefore, at the aggregate level (average importance of the board for its directors), this variable is highly correlated with the size of the company, indicating that the boards of larger companies have more attendance problems. [6:  To determine if this is the case, in additional regressions we introduce the interaction term between ownership concentration and the percentage of designee directors and verify that it has a positive impact on attendance.] 


Perhaps the most striking result regarding the control variables is that the payment of an attendance fee is negatively related to attendance. This could be interpreted in two different ways. First, companies that pay attendance fees may be those in which directors have more difficulty attending meetings, for example, because the headquarters are in more distant locations or because there is a higher percentage of foreign directors. However, when studying the data there is no significant correlation between the percentage of foreigners and the existence of an attendance fee or its amount[footnoteRef:7]. In addition, if the fees are paid for having to travel to a more distant location, it seems obvious that the average fee of 1,280 euros is insufficient to overcome this disadvantage, especially if we compare it with the average total annual remuneration of non-executive directors of 76,000 euros[footnoteRef:8].  Secondly, it is possible that the payment of an attendance fee, by setting a price for attendance and generating a monetary incentive, reduces the intrinsic motivation of the directors (Gneezy and Rustichini, 2000). In addition, the negative impact of a price could be reinforced by the reduced amount of the fee. This intrinsic motivation effect is also consistent with women having better attendance results. Women may be motivated to attend to avoid being considered mere "tokens." [7:  In additional regressions we also introduce the interaction between the payment of fees and the percentage of foreigners but find no significant results. ]  [8:  We computed the average attendance fee per meeting as the average annual fees received by each director (13,810 euros) over the average number of annual board meetings of 10.79.] 

 
4.4. Impact of average seniority on CEO compensation

It is difficult to determine the optimal level of CEO compensation. The high remuneration we currently observe could respond to optimal contractual solutions in complex and risky environments (Gabaix and Landier, 2008; Tervio, 2008) but it may also be the suboptimal result of unresolved agency problems and excessive CEO power (Bebchuk and Fried, 2003). However, one clear result in the literature is that, in order to align incentives, CEO compensation should include a high percentage of variable remuneration (Jensen and Murphy, 2010; Aggarwal and Samwick, 1999). 

The results of the estimation of the impact on CEO compensation of board and remuneration committee seniority are shown in Table 4.4.a. Table 4.4.b. shows the separate results for independent and designee directors. The results for variable remuneration are presented in tables 4.4.c and 4.4.d. When we consider all directors together (Tables 4.4.a and 4.4.c) we find no impact of seniority on remuneration, neither total nor variable. We only find that directors appointed before the CEO on the remuneration committee offer less variable remuneration. When we separate independent and designee directors we observe that the average seniority of independents is negatively correlated with both total remuneration and the percentage of variable remuneration.

In general, regressions have little explanatory power and the only significant variables in the case of total remuneration are size (larger companies pay more) and the concentration of ownership (the higher the concentration, the lower the total remuneration). Regarding variable remuneration, the most interesting result is that variable remuneration represents a higher proportion of compensation in the most profitable companies with less volatile results. This could indicate that CEOs accept a higher proportion of variable remuneration in firms where this is expected to benefit the CEO without making him/her bear high risk (Palia, 2001). 

These results raise questions about the way in which variable remuneration is being used by Spanish companies, which does not seem to align the interests of CEOs and shareholders. In addition, this is consistent with results indicating that variable remuneration is higher in firms with more dispersed ownership, and in firms with smaller, more active boards. Moreover, our results are in line with the findings of Gómez (2019) and Gutiérrez y Sáez (2020), indicating that variable remuneration is low in Spain and is based mainly on accounting results and not on market values.  Taking this into account, we can interpret positively the fact that the directors in the remuneration committee who were appointed before the CEO are less likely to offer variable compensation.

4.5. Impact of average seniority on CEO turnover

Boards of directors are responsible for selecting and also for replacing the CEO when the results are poor (Adams, Hermalin, and Weisbach, 2010). Many studies have found different board characteristics are important in determining the outcome of these processes. In particular, the likelihood of CEO turnover increases when the board is smaller (Yermack, 1996), more independent (Weisbach, 1988), the CEO is not chairman (Goyal and Park, 2002) and when the board has a higher proportion of women (Adams and Ferreira, 2009). 

To study the effect of directors’ seniority on the probability of CEO turnover we estimate a probit model where the dependent variable is an indicator that takes the value 1 for the years in which the CEO changes and 0 otherwise[footnoteRef:9]. Obviously, there may be cases in which the board does not fire the CEO, but rather the CEO leaves voluntarily. There are also cases where a forced departure is presented as voluntary. Given the difficulty of clearly distinguishing the different cases, we included all CEO changes – following Jenter and Lewellen (2019) and Adams and Ferreira (2009) – and, therefore, voluntary departures will create noise and lower accuracy in our estimate.  [9:  The reduced number of observations does not allow us to introduce fixed firm effects in the probit estimation, so we only include year and industry fixed effects. In additional analysis we estimate a linear fixed-effect model that confirms the probit results. ] 


The key variable that should determine CEO turnover is poor performance, therefore in our analysis we introduce average ROA in the last 5 years and the interaction term between this variable and board seniority. Other control variables are the same as in the previous estimates. 

The results appear in Table 4.5.a and show that average board seniority has a significant influence on the possibility of the CEO turnover. In addition, the results are similar when we look at board seniority and at the appointments committee seniority. Seniority reduces the probability of CEO turnover, while the presence of directors appointed before the CEO increases it. Additionally, we do not find a significant effect for the interactions with average ROA, indicating that the impact of seniority is the same for any value of ROA. 

It is also important to note that the effects are practically of the same order of magnitude as the impact of having more independents on the board. For example, taking as our base model the model on the last column in Table 4.5.a and assigning the average values to the variables in that model, we find a turnover probability of 16.6%. Increasing the percentage of independents by 10% (from the average of 40% to 50%) increases the probability of CEO turnover to 30%, while increasing the percentage of directors appointed before the CEO to the appointments committee by 10% (from the average of 22% to 32%) increases the probability of CEO turnover up to 24%.  In contrast, increasing the average appointments committee seniority by one year from their average of 6 reduces the probability of replacement to 11%. Therefore, the effects identified are statistically and economically important. 
In Table 4.5.b we repeat the analysis, but separating independent and designee directors. The results are stronger for the independent directors and less clear for designee directors. Independent directors are less likely to replace the CEO as their seniority increases, unless they were appointed before the current CEO, in which case they are more likely to replace him.

5. Robustness tests

The results indicate that the presence on the board of senior directors appointed by the current CEO can hinder effective supervision. We have included in our estimations fixed effects to eliminate as far as possible confounding effects due to non-observable factors. However, the results may be due to selection problems. Seniority is the result of the joint decisions of the director, deciding to remain in office, and the company, deciding to maintain the appointment, and both decisions are strongly endogenous.  In this section we address these issues with different robustness tests.

5.1 Results with propensity score matching

The first selection effect to consider refers to directors preferring to remain on the boards of certain companies. Our findings may be the result of directors’ preferences for lower monitoring effort, which could induce them to keep the positions in firms where there are no confrontations with management, and to quit other boards. In fact, when we estimated the determinants of seniority, we found that there are several firm characteristics which affect seniority. To minimize this problem we perform a propensity score matching procedure that repeats the analysis on firms that are similar in all observable variables except average tenure. To do this, we first predict average board tenure using the ordinary least squares model that appears in column 1 of table 4.1.b. Then, for each firm with effective average tenure greater or equal to 9 years (treatment sample) we select the firm with the closest prediction but an effective average tenure of less than 5 years (control sample). Next, we discard all the companies for which we can’t find a control. Therefore, our final sample of treated and control firms comprises firms that are similar in the determinants of seniority but differ markedly in their effective average tenure. Finally, we repeat the analysis of board outcomes, including meeting attendance, remuneration and CEO turnover.

With this procedure we reduced the sample to 524 firm-year observations, but the results are similar to those of the main analysis both regarding the influence of the seniority of the independent directors on meeting attendance, total and variable remuneration and CEO replacement. Therefore, we can say that, at least part of the identified effect is really due to seniority and not to the self-selection that leads directors to stay longer in companies with some specific characteristics. 

5.2 Results for an alternative sample of “busy directors”.

The second selection problem that could be an alternative explanation for our results is the possibility that firms are able to retain only directors with some particular characteristics. If it is more difficult to retain the best directors (because they receive offers from other boards or alternative job opportunities), seniority would be capturing the lower quality of the retained directors, rather than the direct impact of more years in office. To address this problem we identify directors who, in a given year, sit on more than one board and whose seniority is, at least in one of these boards, greater than 9 years and, at least in another, lower than 5 years. For this alternative sample we know the reason for directors staying longer in the firm is not that they did not have the chance to move to a different board. We repeat the analysis with this sample. If our initial results were simply due to the lower quality of senior directors, seniority should cease to be significant. However, we find that the results regarding board outcomes for this alternative sample (available upon request) confirm that having more senior independents reduces board attendance, doesn’t seem to have an impact on remuneration and reduces CEO turnover. All these results reinforce our interpretation of the results regarding the seniority of independent directors as a problem of capture, rather than a selection issue. 

5.3 Results for general versus firm specific directors’ experience.

Finally, our interpretation of the results is that seniority does not adversely affect the ability of directors to discharge their monitoring duties. The problem is that seniority is the result of capture and capture changes directors’ incentives to monitor. This interpretation is reinforced by the fact that the negative results related to seniority are limited to independent directors and not to designee directors, whose average tenure is much higher (7.3 years compared to 4.5 for independents). Nevertheless, to rule out the possibility that our results are due to the lower ability of senior directors, we constructed an alternative seniority variable that measures years of total experience as a director in any firm in the sample, rather than seniority in the position of director in a particular firm. When we repeat the analysis using this variable we find that the presence of more experienced independent directors does not reduce board meetings attendance and, instead, it reduces both total and variable remuneration. Therefore, the preferences of experienced independent directors seem similar to the preferences of directors appointed before the current CEO. This supports our interpretation of seniority generating problems because of capture rather than because of lower ability. However, we continue to see that experienced independent directors who sit on the appointments committee are more reluctant to fire the CEO than those appointed before the CEO. Nevertheless, the average seniority in the appointments committee is low (average of 6.25 years and median of 4). Thus, in this particular case, it is difficult to separate the general seniority from seniority in the firm. 

6. Conclusions 
In this paper we have empirically investigated the determinants and effects of directors' seniority in Spanish companies. The exercise offers interesting insights on the corporate governance of Spanish listed companies.

Our results indicate that older independents have a lower commitment to executive supervision. Specifically, older independent directors show lower attendance at board meetings and reduce the probability that the CEO will be replaced, while directors who were appointed before the CEO increase it. These results are similar to those found on the previous literature and support legal restrictions on the duration of the mandates of the independents. However, our interpretation of these results is not based on the impact of seniority per se, but rather on the influence that CEOs have on the selection and retention of independent directors. This is consistent with the high turnover of independent directors during their first years. It is also consistent with finding that the directors who are most likely to be replaced are not the oldest independent directors, but rather those who were appointed before the CEO. This suggests that the CEO replaces “unfriendly” directors. In addition, there seems to be a trial period for directors to reach positions of responsibility, since the probability that they will participate in important committees increases with seniority, at least up to 16 years. In the case of independent directors, this last effect is difficult to observe in the sample, since many of them have recently joined as a result of changes in the legislation, but the effect is reflected in the lower probability of presiding committees for independents of lower seniority.

Overall, the results draw attention to the influence of the CEO in the processes of selection and maintenance of independent directors. The CEO can not only extend the permanence of deferent directors, but also shorten, without any minimum term, the permanence of those who are not.

Therefore, we recommend the regulator to introduce mechanisms that reduce this influence and allow independents not aligned with the CEO to be appointed and maintained in office. Two potential options are, first, the introduction of minimum term limits during which independents cannot be separated without cause and, second, the reinforcement of the independence of the appointments committee. Both suggestions could be introduced in the corporate governance codes of good practice under the "comply or explain" principle, which has proven effective in improving the level of corporate governance of companies in recent decades.
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APPENDIX


Graph 1. Changes in the number and percentage of directors by type



Graph 2. Differences in directors’ seniority across time













Graph 3. Differences in directors’ seniority across time and by type
	
	

	
	




Table 3.1. Number of directors who change category and average seniority at the time of the change (in parentheses)
	 
	t+n

	t
	Executive
	Designee
	Independent
	Other

	Executive
	 
	0
	12 (6.75)
	26 (9.3)

	Designee
	51 (10.4)
	 
	33 (4.1)
	26 (6.09)

	Independent
	0
	0
	 
	122 (9.8)

	Other
	0
	0
	0
	 

	 
	 
	 












Table 3.2. Seniority and other directors’ characteristics
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Table 3.3. Descriptive statistics of the boards in the sample
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Table 3.4. Descriptive statistics of the firms and CEOs in the sample
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Table 4.1.a: Probability of separation of the director[image: ]




Table 4.1.b: Determinants of average board seniority
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Table 4.2.a: Impact of directors' seniority on the probability of participating in board committees
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Table 4.2.b: Impact of seniority on the probability of chairing and important committee
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Table 4.3.a: Impact of seniority on board meeting attendance
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Table 4.3.b: Impact of seniority of independent and designee directors on board meetings attendance
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Table 4.4.a: Impact of board and remuneration committee seniority on total CEO compensation
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Table 4.4.b: Impact of independent and designee directors' seniority on total CEO remuneration
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Table 4.4.c: Impact of board and remuneration committee seniority on the % of CEOs variable remuneration
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Table 4.4.d: Impact of independent and designee directors’ seniority on the % of CEOs variable remuneration
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Table 4.5.a: Impact of board and nomination committee seniority on the probability of CEO turnover
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Table 4.5.b: Impact of independent and designee directors' seniority on CEO turnover
[image: ]
Executives	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	0.16708860759493671	0.17993630573248406	0.1627751834556371	0.15722851432378415	0.1584022038567493	0.14731839782756279	0.15450035435861093	0.16533333333333333	Out of which,  CEOs	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	7.3417721518987344E-2	8.8375796178343943E-2	8.1387591727818551E-2	8.1945369753497671E-2	8.4022038567493115E-2	8.4860828241683645E-2	8.4337349397590355E-2	9.4222222222222221E-2	Out of which, CEO-Pres	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2.7848101265822784E-2	3.5828025477707005E-2	3.0020013342228154E-2	3.1978680879413725E-2	3.0991735537190084E-2	2.7834351663272233E-2	2.4096385542168676E-2	3.0222222222222223E-2	Designee	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	0.43734177215189873	0.39729299363057324	0.37758505670446962	0.34976682211858762	0.32851239669421489	0.34758995247793617	0.32884479092841956	0.32088888888888889	Independents	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	0.34177215189873417	0.35828025477707004	0.39092728485657102	0.41638907395069952	0.43595041322314049	0.42226748133061781	0.43586109142452162	0.44	Others	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	5.3797468354430382E-2	6.4490445859872611E-2	6.8712474983322211E-2	7.6615589606928713E-2	7.7134986225895319E-2	8.2824168363883233E-2	8.0793763288447909E-2	7.3777777777777775E-2	Directors	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	1580	1256	1499	1501	1452	1473	1411	1125	




2013	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.43965517241379309	0.24856321839080459	0.11350574712643678	8.2614942528735635E-2	0.11566091954022989	2014	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.39317627944760358	0.25182778229082048	0.1478472786352559	7.9610073111291632E-2	0.12753858651502845	2015	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.51173708920187788	0.19248826291079812	0.11871227364185111	8.0482897384305835E-2	9.6579476861166996E-2	2016	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.53712374581939804	0.16722408026755853	0.12976588628762542	6.622073578595318E-2	9.9665551839464878E-2	2017	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.56284530386740328	0.15538674033149172	0.1270718232044199	5.8011049723756904E-2	9.668508287292818E-2	2018	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.59155888359428177	0.14567733151803949	0.10891763104152484	6.1946902654867256E-2	9.1899251191286585E-2	2019	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.61576704545454541	0.11860795454545454	0.109375	5.7528409090909088E-2	9.8721590909090912E-2	2020	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.45454545454545453	0.25846702317290554	0.10160427807486631	7.3083778966131913E-2	0.11229946524064172	



Independents

2013	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.49693251533742333	0.26175869120654399	0.10838445807770961	6.1349693251533742E-2	7.1574642126789365E-2	2014	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.45964125560538116	0.30493273542600896	0.1367713004484305	3.5874439461883408E-2	6.2780269058295965E-2	2015	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.56923076923076921	0.24615384615384617	0.11623931623931624	3.7606837606837605E-2	3.0769230769230771E-2	2016	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.62239999999999995	0.2064	0.13439999999999999	1.9199999999999998E-2	1.7600000000000001E-2	2017	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.66824644549763035	0.17693522906793049	0.12480252764612954	1.4218009478672985E-2	1.579778830963665E-2	2018	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.71658615136876003	0.15942028985507245	0.1143317230273752	3.2206119162640902E-3	6.4412238325281803E-3	2019	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.75407166123778502	0.1254071661237785	0.11889250814332247	1.6286644951140066E-3	0	2020	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.582995951417004	0.33603238866396762	7.8947368421052627E-2	2.0242914979757085E-3	0	



Designee directors

2013	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.45077720207253885	0.25388601036269431	0.11917098445595854	6.3903281519861826E-2	0.11226252158894647	2014	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.39175257731958762	0.24329896907216494	0.16288659793814433	7.628865979381444E-2	0.12577319587628866	2015	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.51249999999999996	0.17321428571428571	0.12857142857142856	8.2142857142857142E-2	0.10357142857142858	2016	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.5346153846153846	0.1423076923076923	0.12692307692307692	8.0769230769230774E-2	0.11538461538461539	2017	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.54008438818565396	0.14767932489451477	0.11181434599156118	9.0717299578059074E-2	0.10970464135021098	2018	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.57647058823529407	0.13725490196078433	9.0196078431372548E-2	8.0392156862745104E-2	0.11568627450980393	2019	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.58874458874458879	0.11471861471861472	9.5238095238095233E-2	7.1428571428571425E-2	0.12987012987012986	2020	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.41225626740947074	0.20612813370473537	0.11420612813370473	9.1922005571030641E-2	0.17548746518105848	



Executive directors

2013	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.32258064516129031	0.22580645161290322	9.6774193548387094E-2	0.15322580645161291	0.20161290322580644	2014	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.29910714285714285	0.22321428571428573	0.12946428571428573	0.12053571428571429	0.22767857142857142	2015	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.4279835390946502	0.16460905349794239	0.10699588477366255	0.11934156378600823	0.18106995884773663	2016	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.4297872340425532	0.15319148936170213	0.12340425531914893	8.9361702127659579E-2	0.20425531914893616	2017	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.44541484716157204	0.13973799126637554	0.16157205240174671	5.2401746724890827E-2	0.20087336244541484	2018	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.46296296296296297	0.15277777777777779	0.13425925925925927	6.9444444444444448E-2	0.18055555555555555	2019	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.49541284403669728	0.13761467889908258	0.11926605504587157	8.2568807339449546E-2	0.16513761467889909	2020	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.32258064516129031	0.24731182795698925	0.12903225806451613	0.10215053763440861	0.19892473118279569	



Other directors

2013	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.36842105263157893	0.19736842105263158	0.15789473684210525	0.13157894736842105	0.14473684210526316	2014	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.28947368421052633	7.8947368421052627E-2	0.17105263157894737	0.23684210526315788	0.22368421052631579	2015	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.37864077669902912	5.8252427184466021E-2	0.10679611650485436	0.22330097087378642	0.23300970873786409	2016	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.30434782608695654	9.5652173913043481E-2	0.13043478260869565	0.20869565217391303	0.2608695652173913	2017	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.30357142857142855	9.8214285714285712E-2	0.13392857142857142	0.17857142857142858	0.2857142857142857	2018	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.24590163934426229	9.8360655737704916E-2	0.11475409836065574	0.27049180327868855	0.27049180327868855	2019	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.21052631578947367	6.1403508771929821E-2	9.6491228070175433E-2	0.25438596491228072	0.37719298245614036	2020	<	=4	>	4-8	>	8-12	>	12-16	>	16	0.16867469879518071	4.8192771084337352E-2	0.12048192771084337	0.3493975903614458	0.31325301204819278	
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image1.emf
Seniority in office N % Mean Median St. Deviation

1% 

Percentil

99% 

Percentil

Appointed before 

CEO

High 

seniority 

(>=16)

All directors 11,056 6.85 4 7.64 0 32 0.28 0.10

Across types

Independients 4,507 0.41 4.52 3 4.75 0 23 0.23 0.02

Grey 3,949 0.36 7.33 4 8.41 0 34 0.35 0.12

Executives 1,799 0.16 9.43 7 9.18 0 42 0.17 0.19

Other 801 0.07 11.83 13 8.31 0 32 0.50 0.27

Across committees

  Committee members 5,858 0.53 6.02 5 6.47 0 29 0.28 0.08

Audit 3,744 0.34 5.56 4 5.76 0 25 0.27 0.06

Nomination 3,763 0.34 6.25 4 6.72 0 30 0.28 0.08

Remuneration 3,824 0.35 6.21 4 6.66 0 30 0.28 0.08

  Committee chairs 2,024 0.18 4.93 4 5.16 0 25 0.25 0.03

Audit 1,028 0.09 4.70 3 4.98 0 25 0.26 0.03

Nomination 1,007 0.09 5.26 4 5.40 0 25 0.24 0.02

Remuneration 1,029 0.09 5.16 4 5.37 0 25 0.23 0.02

Across personal characteristics

Women 1,657 0.15 4.28 3 5.41 0 27 0.19 0.05

Foreigners 1,403 0.13 3.80 2 3.80 0 17 0.21 0.01

Busy 2,271 0.21 6.29 4 6.93 0 30 0.31 0.09

Interlocking 692 0.06 6.66 5 6.89 0 34 0.35 0.10


image2.emf
N Mean Median

Standard 

deviation

1% 

Percentil

99% 

Percentil

Average board tenure 1,066 6.73 6.46 4.18 0 18

Nominated before CEO (%) 911 24.40% 13.30% 27.90% 0.00% 91.67%

High seniority (%) 1,066 10.49% 0.00% 14.94% 0.00% 60.00%

Number of directors 1,065 9.90 10 3.57 4 18

Independents (%) 1,065 40.90% 40.00% 16.90% 0% 83.30%

Designee (%) 1,065 34.50% 33.30% 21.90% 0% 82.30%

Executives (%) 1,065 16.90% 15.30% 11.70% 0% 50.00%

Other (%) 1,065 7.00% 0.00% 10.00% 0% 40.00%

Women directors (%) 1,066 14.52% 13.33% 11.65% 0% 41.67%

Foreign directors (%) 1,066 11.57% 0.00% 16.81% 0% 66.67%

Average number of busy directors 1,066 1.26 1.19 0.27 1 2.10

Number of interlocks 1,066 1.54 0 3.54 0 16

Average importance of the board for its members 1,066 0.81 0.90 0.27 0 1

Number of board meetings 1,065 10.79 11 4.61 4 26

Board meetings attended by all directors (%) 1,000 81.75% 100% 26.47% 0% 100%

Board meetings attended by at least 80% of directors (%) 376 95.42% 100% 12.61% 28.71% 100%

Average annual remuneration of non executive directors (thousands of €) 1,066 76.89 37.10 209.59 0 4054.459

Attendance fee (0/1) 1,065 0.59 1 0.49 0 1

Average annual attendance fee (thousands of €) 1,065 13.81 5.83 19.05 0 123.11
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N Mean Median

Standard 

deviation

1% 

Percentil

99% 

Percentil

Total assets (thousands of €) 1,052 29,800,000 1,107,760 140,000,000 2,951 732,000,000

Concentrated ownership (%) 1,066 54.284 58.170 25.562 0.040 99.150

Tobin's Q  882 0.961 0.632 1.028 0.041 5.303

R+D expenses over earnings 963 0.006 0.000 0.708 0.000 1.485

ROA- 5 year average 0.024 0.022 0.096 -0.256 0.280

ROA- 5 year st. dev. 0.052 0.027 0.076 0.008 0.395

CEO tenure 1,066 9.037 6.000 9.126 0.000 39.000

CEO is President (0/1) 1,066 0.312 0.000 0.464 0.000 1.000

CEO turnover during the year (0/1) 1,066 0.045 0.000 0.207 0.000 1.000

Total CEO remuneration (thousands of €)    944 2,368 860 8,302 0 17,782

Variable CEO remuneration (%) 926 0.229 0.203 0.214 0.000 0.795


image4.emf
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

VARIABLES Independients Designee Other Executives

Seniority 0.1621***

(0.0191)

Seniority

2

-0.0050***

(0.0008)

Independent 1.2137*** 1.1477*** 1.1386*** 1.2421***

(0.1373) (0.1321) (0.1471) (0.1569)

Designee 0.8107*** 0.8468*** 0.8534*** 0.9753***

(0.1322) (0.1298) (0.1422) (0.1553)

Other 0.9986*** 1.0715*** 1.0305*** 1.0559***

(0.1616) (0.1525) (0.1717) (0.1707)

Nominated before CEO 0.7226*** 0.7290*** 0.6701*** 0.1119 0.9831*** 0.3361*** 0.2738 1.7405***

(0.0902) (0.0904) (0.1038) (0.1355) (0.1821) (0.1201) (0.2631) (0.2532)

Foreigner -0.1076 -0.1359 -0.1070 0.0360 -0.0396 -0.2287* -0.6862 0.9309***

(0.0971) (0.0958) (0.1128) (0.1104) (0.1825) (0.1339) (0.5112) (0.3131)

Woman -0.4057*** -0.4180*** -0.4126*** -0.2871*** -0.3718*** -0.5302*** -0.1544 -0.5292

(0.0814) (0.0786) (0.0777) (0.0824) (0.0931) (0.1784) (0.2907) (0.4828)

Number of boards where director sits  -0.0683 -0.0642 -0.0000 -0.0233 0.0009 -0.0438 0.0507 0.0613

(0.0677) (0.0634) (0.0814) (0.0826) (0.1034) (0.1457) (0.2221) (0.3847)

Number of interlocks director belongs to 0.0696 0.0601 -0.0302 -0.0294 -0.0682 -0.0374 -0.7009* 0.0440

(0.0675) (0.0672) (0.0728) (0.0744) (0.1093) (0.1088) (0.3776) (0.3326)

Most important board for director -0.3278*** -0.2805*** -0.3313** -0.3446** -0.2948 -0.5397** 0.2369 0.3209

(0.0911) (0.0927) (0.1454) (0.1402) (0.1871) (0.2381) (0.3197) (0.5134)

Numer of comittees where director sits -1.1266*** -1.1449*** -1.3027*** -1.3484*** -1.0637*** -1.3333*** -0.9570*** -3.0275***

(0.1380) (0.1383) (0.1626) (0.1635) (0.2302) (0.2655) (0.3702) (0.6357)

Member of an important committee -0.6217*** -0.5838*** -0.4652*** -0.3975** -1.0348*** -0.1558 -0.6725 2.8612***

(0.1599) (0.1627) (0.1767) (0.1811) (0.2620) (0.2711) (0.4586) (0.9406)

Chair of an important committee -0.1961 -0.0931 0.0128 0.0456 -0.0775 1.9114*** 1.3798* -30.8173***

(0.1679) (0.1718) (0.1781) (0.1770) (0.2230) (0.5025) (0.7527) (1.2523)

Number of directors 0.0498*** 0.0806*** 0.0894*** 0.0519** 0.1000*** 0.0358 0.1013***

(0.0137) (0.0195) (0.0198) (0.0264) (0.0289) (0.0418) (0.0369)

Number of annual board meetings 0.0100 -0.0041 0.0036 0.0008 -0.0232 -0.0390 0.0307

(0.0116) (0.0110) (0.0114) (0.0190) (0.0159) (0.0348) (0.0278)

% independent directors -0.0985 -0.8604 -0.5471 -1.3458 -1.0257 -2.4647 2.6178

(0.6929) (0.6636) (0.7299) (1.0262) (0.9000) (2.8191) (2.0278)

% designee directors -0.8033 -1.1980** -1.0600 -0.5157 -1.9029** -3.4337 1.1100

(0.5901) (0.5949) (0.6461) (0.8818) (0.8028) (2.4628) (1.7824)

% other directors -1.3450* -1.9584** -1.9247** -1.4450 -2.0584* -7.8331** 3.2239

(0.7774) (0.9072) (0.9343) (1.1906) (1.2040) (3.6405) (2.5340)

CEO is president 0.2176** 0.0335 0.0777 0.1375 0.0724 0.2615 -0.0406

(0.1000) (0.1327) (0.1310) (0.1380) (0.1748) (0.3497) (0.3193)

CEO's tenure 0.0019 0.0031 -0.0147** 0.0044 -0.0051 -0.0054 0.0285**

(0.0056) (0.0063) (0.0069) (0.0089) (0.0078) (0.0188) (0.0137)

Average non-executive remuneration  -0.0004 -0.0007 -0.0010 0.0004 -0.0020** 0.0018 -0.0003

(0.0004) (0.0006) (0.0006) (0.0007) (0.0009) (0.0019) (0.0018)

% concentrated ownership -0.0033 -0.0016 -0.0029 -0.0108** 0.0027 0.0177**

(0.0032) (0.0033) (0.0037) (0.0046) (0.0065) (0.0072)

Log total assets -0.0499 -0.0523 -0.1055* -0.0439 -0.0223 -0.0970

(0.0413) (0.0427) (0.0549) (0.0561) (0.0950) (0.0859)

Tobin's Q -0.0077 0.0042 -0.0952 0.0796 -0.0979 -0.0644

(0.0584) (0.0592) (0.1178) (0.0761) (0.1967) (0.1267)

R+D expenses (%) 0.0685 -0.0039 0.0211 0.1071 -0.1670 0.2330

(0.1713) (0.1718) (0.2483) (0.2042) (0.5570) (0.1872)

Average ROA (5 years) -0.0331*** -0.0320*** -0.0135 -0.0420*** -0.0158 -0.0794***

(0.0081) (0.0085) (0.0108) (0.0113) (0.0154) (0.0224)

St. dev. ROA (5 years) 0.0113 0.0128 0.0222** -0.0036 0.0307** -0.0118

(0.0078) (0.0087) (0.0100) (0.0119) (0.0144) (0.0170)

No. of observations 9,914 9,906 8,041 8,041 3,220 2,898 570 1,353

This table presents the results of a Cox proportional hazard model that measures the probability of survival of the director in office until he/she is replaced 

(event of interest) or until the company whose board the director belongs to leaves the sample (censor event), depending on the personal characteristics of the 

director and those of the board and the company. Column (1) includes in the explanatory variables director characteristics, column (2) additionally incorporates 

board characteristics and column (3) company characterisitcs. Column (4) also includes the director's time in office (seniority) and columns (5) to (8) repeat the 

estimation restricting the sample to independent, designee, executive and other directors, respectively. All variables have been winsorized at the 1% and 99% 

percentiles. Robust standard errors aggregated at firm level  appear in parentheses. Superscripts ***, **, and * indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, 

and 10% level, respectively.


image5.emf
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

VARIABLES

Average board 

seniority

% High 

seniority

Average 

seniority of 

independents

Average 

seniority of 

designees

Average 

seniority of 

others

Average 

seniority of 

executives

Number of board members -0.1274*** -0.0010 -0.1361*** -0.1751*** 0.2756* -0.1591**

(0.0382) (0.0013) (0.0506) (0.0473) (0.1537) (0.0651)

Number of annual board meetings -0.0443 -0.0022 -0.0632* 0.0132 0.1919** -0.0507

(0.0313) (0.0013) (0.0379) (0.0403) (0.0767) (0.0515)

% independent directors -1.4087 -0.0383 2.3113 -0.0956 12.8390*** -1.3400

(1.4261) (0.0582) (1.9776) (2.7692) (2.9962) (2.9219)

% designee directors -0.3795 -0.0226 1.7073 -3.8380 11.4888*** 0.4129

(1.2750) (0.0507) (1.7572) (2.8559) (3.6649) (2.4492)

% other directors 3.1033** 0.0476 -4.1947* 3.0124 11.6908*** 1.8786

(1.4949) (0.0643) (2.3250) (3.7106) (4.0967) (2.8190)

% women -0.7770 -0.1086* -10.3901*** 4.6566** 5.9117** 2.2886

(1.1883) (0.0635) (2.1504) (2.1140) (2.8043) (2.1853)

% foreigners -2.6851** -0.0051 -1.3918 -4.0630* -1.4713 -0.4933

(1.1399) (0.0267) (1.5728) (2.1506) (2.6577) (2.7507)

Average number of boards per board member -0.8404 -0.0248 -0.9286 -1.4052 2.2618 0.1811

(0.8323) (0.0288) (0.8894) (1.3414) (1.8165) (0.9216)

Number of interlocks 0.0344 0.0021 0.0204 0.1035 -0.1549* 0.1681***

(0.0383) (0.0016) (0.0649) (0.0734) (0.0786) (0.0586)

Average importance of the board for its members -1.5010*** 0.0106 -2.3449*** -1.5835* -1.0358 0.2934

(0.4921) (0.0202) (0.8402) (0.8677) (1.7029) (0.5243)

CEO is president -0.6300* -0.0173 -0.1452 -1.1434** -1.1798 -2.6970***

(0.3345) (0.0124) (0.4182) (0.4624) (1.0005) (0.9007)

CEO's tenure 0.1162*** 0.0025** 0.0120 0.0612 0.0486 0.5019***

(0.0208) (0.0011) (0.0269) (0.0440) (0.0627) (0.0683)

Average annual non-executive remuneration  0.0003 0.0000 -0.0017* 0.0011 -0.0016 0.0006

(0.0005) (0.0000) (0.0010) (0.0011) (0.0015) (0.0010)

% concentrated ownership -0.0084 0.0000 -0.0071 -0.0124 0.0296 -0.0046

(0.0064) (0.0002) (0.0093) (0.0096) (0.0211) (0.0110)

Log total assets 0.4576 0.0195** 0.1056 -0.0416 3.0352*** 0.7059

(0.2961) (0.0093) (0.3906) (0.5399) (1.0715) (0.5714)

Tobin's Q -0.0461 0.0028 -0.1949 -0.1466 0.0793 -0.1635

(0.2102) (0.0070) (0.2326) (0.3778) (0.3645) (0.2826)

R+D expenses (%) 0.0065 0.0081 -0.1402 -0.6204* 0.8715 0.1221

(0.2759) (0.0068) (0.3740) (0.3189) (1.2992) (0.3356)

Average ROA (5 years) -0.0009 -0.0000 -0.0325 0.0054 -0.0114 0.0193

(0.0218) (0.0009) (0.0318) (0.0336) (0.0527) (0.0343)

St. dev. ROA (5 years) -0.0476* 0.0001 -0.0305 -0.0520* -0.0399 -0.0353

(0.0275) (0.0011) (0.0404) (0.0271) (0.0524) (0.0292)

Intercept 5.5536 -0.0931 9.6066* 14.7009* -50.1535*** -2.5357

(4.2365) (0.1408) (5.7567) (8.4054) (16.7305) (8.2873)

Number of observations 879 879 868 802 401 785

R

2

0.240 0.082 0.190 0.129 0.221 0.513

Number of different firms 144 144 144 141 100 135

This table presents the results of a fixed effects estimation where the dependent variable is, in column (1) average board tenure, in colum (2) % of high 

seniority directors (voer 16 years), and in colums (3), (4), (5) and (6) average seniority of independent, designee, other and executive directors, 

respectively. All variables have been winsorized at the 1% and 99% percentiles. Robust standard errors clustered at firm level appear in parentheses. 

Superscripts ***, **, and * indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

VARIABLES

Number of 

committees

Number of 

committees

Number of 

committees

Number of 

committees

Important 

committee Independents Designees Other Executives

Seniority -0.0110*** 0.0236** 0.0516*** 0.0291** 0.0229 0.0856*** 0.0315 0.1275**

(0.0036) (0.0096) (0.0121) (0.0135) (0.0203) (0.0190) (0.0607) (0.0502)

Seniority

2

-0.0014*** -0.0016*** -0.0011** -0.0009 -0.0024*** 0.0007 -0.0034**

(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0009) (0.0007) (0.0018) (0.0014)

Seniority 5-8 years 0.1690***

(0.0547)

Seniority 9-12 years 0.2472***

(0.0793)

Seniority 13-16 years 0.3598***

(0.0984)

Seniority 17 years and above 0.1846*

(0.0947)

Independient 1.5955*** 1.5915*** 3.0591***

(0.1029) (0.1038) (0.1107)

Designee 0.7632*** 0.7566*** 2.0286***

(0.0892) (0.0892) (0.1242)

Other 0.8904*** 0.8885*** 2.0972***

(0.1177) (0.1184) (0.1396)

Nominated before CEO -0.1205* -0.0993 -0.0734 0.0936 -0.2171 -0.3109 -0.8803***

(0.0708) (0.0674) (0.0861) (0.0888) (0.1382) (0.3106) (0.2877)

Foreigner -0.1852** -0.1895** -0.1605 -0.3687** 0.0044 -0.4942 0.8192***

(0.0825) (0.0822) (0.1083) (0.1453) (0.1685) (0.4196) (0.3139)

Woman -0.1645** -0.1714** -0.0145 -0.1599* -0.2283 0.1898 1.2774*

(0.0718) (0.0726) (0.0914) (0.0870) (0.2319) (0.4095) (0.7155)

Number of boards where director sits  0.0691 0.0705 0.0788 -0.0420 0.2596*** -0.0981 0.0139

(0.0570) (0.0566) (0.0623) (0.0796) (0.0887) (0.1769) (0.2478)

Number of interlocks director belongs to -0.0064 -0.0068 -0.0557 -0.1037* -0.0801 0.0424 0.3211**

(0.0554) (0.0554) (0.0619) (0.0566) (0.0991) (0.1236) (0.1259)

Most important board for director -0.0470 -0.0445 -0.0712 -0.1760 0.0815 -0.1412 0.1911

(0.0899) (0.0898) (0.0859) (0.1170) (0.1580) (0.1924) (0.2388)

Number of board members -0.0635*** -0.0669*** -0.0791*** -0.1006*** -0.0514*** -0.0701 -0.0335

(0.0102) (0.0101) (0.0115) (0.0166) (0.0157) (0.0474) (0.0374)

Number of annual board meetings 0.0159* 0.0154 -0.0045 0.0328** 0.0151 0.0062 -0.0268

(0.0095) (0.0096) (0.0088) (0.0147) (0.0113) (0.0326) (0.0335)

% independent directors -0.7695** -0.7179** -1.2580** -1.4450*** 0.0346 -0.6048 0.2446

(0.3654) (0.3610) (0.4913) (0.5039) (0.7469) (1.6114) (1.3715)

% designee directors -0.1838 -0.1307 -0.8101 -0.4436 0.7542 -2.4610 0.4105

(0.3490) (0.3482) (0.5508) (0.4525) (0.7494) (1.8801) (1.3429)

% other directors 0.1778 0.2237 -0.5657 0.0486 1.0027 1.4816 0.6215

(0.3996) (0.3975) (0.5050) (0.4994) (0.7416) (1.7113) (1.6005)

CEO is president 0.0207 0.0139 0.1109 -0.0077 0.1173 -0.4973 -0.0350

(0.0737) (0.0735) (0.0924) (0.1243) (0.1070) (0.3924) (0.2880)

CEO's tenure 0.0001 0.0006 -0.0052 0.0089 0.0043 -0.0272 -0.0127

(0.0046) (0.0046) (0.0053) (0.0099) (0.0059) (0.0259) (0.0200)

Average annual non-executive remuneration  -0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0004** -0.0001 -0.0004 -0.0009 0.0011

(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0004) (0.0009) (0.0007)

% concentrated ownership -0.0047*** -0.0047*** -0.0001 -0.0033 -0.0056** -0.0166** -0.0126*

(0.0017) (0.0016) (0.0018) (0.0024) (0.0028) (0.0081) (0.0070)

Log total assets 0.0828 0.0881 0.1365 0.2415** -0.0282 0.5348 -0.5128**

(0.0644) (0.0642) (0.0873) (0.1038) (0.1154) (0.4213) (0.2409)

Tobin's Q -0.0447 -0.0470 -0.0822 -0.0796 0.0543 -0.0245 -0.2952

(0.0461) (0.0455) (0.0507) (0.0819) (0.0629) (0.2398) (0.1825)

R+D expenses (%) 0.0719* 0.0619 0.0698 0.0492 0.0837 0.1866 -0.0107

(0.0373) (0.0387) (0.0553) (0.0513) (0.0835) (0.3419) (0.1277)

Average ROA (5 years) -0.0009 -0.0012 -0.0040 0.0021 -0.0005 0.0218 0.0018

(0.0045) (0.0046) (0.0054) (0.0102) (0.0080) (0.0220) (0.0180)

St. dev. ROA (5 years) -0.0027 -0.0028 -0.0019 0.0016 -0.0179** -0.0142 -0.0339

(0.0047) (0.0047) (0.0054) (0.0073) (0.0079) (0.0139) (0.0214)

Intercept -1.8477

(1.3054)

Number of observations 11,056 11,056 8,041 8,041 8,041 3,220 2,898 570 1,353

Number of committees fixed effects YES YES YES YES NO YES YES YES YES

Firm fixed effects YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

Year fixed effects YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

This table presents the results of a probit model that estimates the probability that the director sits in different board committees. Columns (1) to (4) present the results of 

an ordered probit model where the dependent variable is the number of committees that the director belongs to. Column (5) presents the results for a standard probit 

where the independent variable is a dummy indicating whether the director sits on an importnant committee (audit, nomination and remuneration). Columns (6) to (9) 

present the results for the estimation where the dependent variable is the number of committees that the director belongs to using alternative samples for independient, 

designee, other and executive directors respectively. All variables have been winsorized at the 1% and 99% percentiles. Robust standard errors clustered at firm level appear 

in parentheses. Superscripts ***, **, and * indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

VARIABLES Independents Designees

Seniority -0.0388*** -0.0121 0.0495** 0.0924*** -0.0920

(0.0052) (0.0189) (0.0211) (0.0256) (0.0819)

Seniority

2

-0.0012 -0.0017** -0.0035*** 0.0028

(0.0010) (0.0008) (0.0011) (0.0023)

Seniority 5-8 years 0.2190**

(0.0928)

Seniority 9-12 years 0.1341

(0.1198)

Seniority 13-16 years -0.0389

(0.1911)

Seniority 17 years and above -0.1504

(0.2043)

Independient 3.4231*** 3.3267***

(0.3465) (0.3337)

Designee 1.0184*** 0.9716***

(0.3479) (0.3385)

Other 1.2462*** 1.2898***

(0.3731) (0.3640)

Nominated before CEO 0.0270 0.1335 -0.0173 0.4681

(0.1086) (0.0984) (0.1282) (0.4780)

Foreigner -0.3567*** -0.3520*** -0.3226** -0.0862

(0.1099) (0.1089) (0.1298) (0.4312)

Woman -0.2303** -0.2478** -0.2394* -0.6067

(0.1148) (0.1140) (0.1240) (1.3314)

Number of boards where director sits  0.0543 0.0558 0.0859 -0.0338

(0.0773) (0.0774) (0.0870) (0.6286)

Number of interlocks director belongs to -0.1135 -0.1149 -0.1084 0.1312

(0.0936) (0.0923) (0.1096) (0.4550)

Most important board for director -0.1159 -0.1225 -0.1226 0.0285

(0.1080) (0.1077) (0.1219) (0.6637)

Number of board members -0.0128 -0.0164* -0.0149 -0.0782

(0.0087) (0.0088) (0.0103) (0.0754)

Number of annual board meetings -0.0010 -0.0006 -0.0009 -0.0392

(0.0085) (0.0084) (0.0103) (0.0333)

% independent directors -1.8227*** -1.7353*** -1.5137*** -1.8895

(0.4165) (0.4059) (0.5041) (3.2571)

% designee directors 0.4144 0.4528 0.5884 -3.3114

(0.3471) (0.3432) (0.4834) (2.4176)

% other directors 0.4511 0.4483 0.5589 2.7724

(0.4427) (0.4270) (0.5204) (2.6134)

CEO is president 0.0519 0.0548 0.0707 -0.4008

(0.0681) (0.0702) (0.0926) (0.5976)

CEO's tenure -0.0046 -0.0021 -0.0067 0.0112

(0.0051) (0.0050) (0.0063) (0.0192)

Average annual non-executive remuneration  -0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0002 0.0021

(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0019)

% concentrated ownership -0.0013 -0.0016 0.0028 -0.0031

(0.0014) (0.0014) (0.0018) (0.0056)

Log total assets -0.1368* -0.1295* -0.2539** -0.4094

(0.0725) (0.0729) (0.1001) (0.5787)

Tobin's Q 0.0109 0.0060 -0.0015 0.4784

(0.0386) (0.0368) (0.0636) (0.6031)

R+D expenses (%) -0.0156 -0.0278 0.0171 -23.4996***

(0.0362) (0.0353) (0.0625) (5.4076)

Average ROA (5 years) -0.0053 -0.0043 -0.0127* 0.0547**

(0.0057) (0.0054) (0.0072) (0.0251)

St. dev. ROA (5 years) 0.0118 0.0104 0.0074 0.0798*

(0.0081) (0.0079) (0.0088) (0.0439)

Intercept -0.7698*** -0.8223*** -1.0262 -0.9366 3.2880** 8.1866

(0.0370) (0.0470) (1.1060) (1.1114) (1.4442) (8.7790)

Number of observations 7,418 7,418 5,370 5,370 2,666 418

Firm fixed effects YES YES YES YES YES YES

Year fixed effects YES YES YES YES YES YES

This table presents the results of a probit model that estimates the probability of a director chairing a comiittee to which he/she 

belongs. We consider only audit, nomination and remuneration comittees. The independent variable is a dummy indicating 

whether the director chairs at least one of these comittees. In columns (5) to (6) we repeat the central estimation for samples of 

independent and designee directors.  All variables have been winsorized at the 1% and 99% percentiles. Robust standard errors 

clustered at firm level appear in parentheses. Superscripts ***, **, and * indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% 

level, respectively.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

VARIABLES

% of meetings 

attended by at 

least 80%

Average board seniority -0.0032 0.0042 -0.0086 -0.0073 0.0014

(0.0054) (0.0132) (0.0083) (0.0088) (0.0076)

Average board seniority

2

-0.0005

(0.0007)

% high seniority directors 0.1363

(0.1983)

% directors nominated before CEO -0.0596 -0.0119 -0.0427 0.0249

(0.0678) (0.0894) (0.0796) (0.0431)

Attendance fee (0/1) -0.0656* -0.1067** -0.1157*** -0.0091

(0.0383) (0.0438) (0.0406) (0.0269)

Number of board members -0.0177*** -0.0160*** -0.0140*** -0.0104***

(0.0047) (0.0057) (0.0052) (0.0031)

Number of annual board meetings 0.0006 0.0015 0.0022 0.0001

(0.0029) (0.0039) (0.0041) (0.0053)

% independent directors -0.1249 -0.1831 -0.1868 -0.0114

(0.1695) (0.2033) (0.2069) (0.4362)

% designee directors -0.1329 -0.1625 -0.1638 0.1048

(0.1325) (0.1515) (0.1528) (0.3152)

% other directors -0.1603 -0.2191 -0.2685 0.1040

(0.1985) (0.2512) (0.2668) (0.3796)

% women 0.4874*** 0.5493*** 0.5615*** -0.1161

(0.1357) (0.1606) (0.1606) (0.2164)

% foreigners 0.0284 -0.0642 -0.0444 -0.1888

(0.1629) (0.1918) (0.1872) (0.2353)

Average number of boards per board member -0.1102 -0.1297 -0.1275 -0.0982

(0.0811) (0.0878) (0.0887) (0.0996)

Number of interlocks -0.0016 -0.0014 -0.0020 0.0037

(0.0058) (0.0057) (0.0057) (0.0058)

Average importance of the board for its members -0.0577 -0.1363* -0.1327* -0.0582

(0.0556) (0.0764) (0.0758) (0.0384)

CEO is president -0.0169 -0.0147 -0.0090 -0.0050

(0.0404) (0.0464) (0.0459) (0.0279)

CEO's tenure 0.0016 0.0024 0.0009 0.0013

(0.0062) (0.0068) (0.0066) (0.0019)

Average annual non-executive remuneration  -0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 -0.0000

(0.0000) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001)

% concentrated ownership 0.0017* 0.0018** 0.0002

(0.0009) (0.0009) (0.0017)

Log total assets -0.0430 -0.0496 -0.0310

(0.0484) (0.0472) (0.0340)

Tobin's Q 0.0081 0.0086 0.0022

(0.0269) (0.0265) (0.0070)

R+D expenses (%) -0.0238 -0.0220 0.0165

(0.0464) (0.0468) (0.0282)

Average ROA (5 years) 0.0002 -0.0001 0.0042**

(0.0028) (0.0029) (0.0018)

St. dev. ROA (5 years) 0.0004 0.0004 0.0018

(0.0023) (0.0023) (0.0018)

Intercept 0.8388*** 0.8195*** 1.3285*** 1.9279*** 1.9418*** 1.6193***

(0.0360) (0.0516) (0.1605) (0.6569) (0.6686) (0.5289)

Number of observations 1,000 1,000 853 706 706 270

R

2

0.001 0.001 0.074 0.083 0.083 0.097

Number of different firms 170 170 153 130 130 102

% of meetings attended by all directors

This table presents the results of a fixed effects estimation where the dependent variable is in colums (1) to (5), the percentage of annual board 

meetings attended by all members and, in column (6) the percentage of meetngs attended by at least 80% of board members. All variables have 

been winsorized at the 1% and 99% percentiles. Robust standard errors clustered at firm level appear in parentheses. Superscripts ***, **, and * 

indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.
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(1) (2) (3)

VARIABLES

Average seniority of independents -0.0098**

(0.0039)

Average seniority of designees -0.0012

(0.0064)

% high seniority independents -0.1907**

(0.0854)

% high seniority designees 0.0926

(0.1006)

% independents nominated before CEO 0.1091

(0.1912)

% designees nominated before CEO -0.2886

All other controls YES YES YES

Intercept 1.6734*** 1.5919*** 1.9696***

(0.5241) (0.5612) (0.6438)

Number of observations 752 756 706

R

2

0.103 0.099 0.088

Number of different firms 138 140 130

% of meetings attended by all directors

This table presents the results of a fixed effects estimation where the dependent variable is the 

percentage of annual board meetings attended by all members separating the diferential impact 

of independent and designee directors' seniority. To conserve space we do not report the results 

for the control variables, which are the same as in Table 5.3.a. All variables have been winsorized 

at the 1% and 99% percentiles. Robust standard errors clustered at firm level appear in 

parentheses. Superscripts ***, **, and * indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% 

level, respectively.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

VARIABLES

Average board seniority 0.0060 0.0074 0.0044

(0.0044) (0.0048) (0.0049)

% high seniority directors -0.0452

(0.0943)

% directors nominated before CEO 0.0453

(0.0530)

Average seniority of RC -0.0016

(0.0021)

% high seniority in RC -0.0490

(0.0469)

% directors nominated before CEO in RC -0.0030

(0.0225)

Number of board members 0.0032 0.0032 0.0023 0.0022 0.0017 0.0020 0.0021

(0.0033) (0.0033) (0.0031) (0.0032) (0.0032) (0.0032) (0.0032)

Number of annual board meetings 0.0028 0.0016 0.0013 0.0015 0.0017 0.0018 0.0020

(0.0027) (0.0031) (0.0030) (0.0031) (0.0033) (0.0032) (0.0033)

% independent directors -0.2411* -0.0964 -0.0911 -0.0939 -0.0464 -0.0433 -0.0482

(0.1296) (0.1171) (0.1165) (0.1162) (0.1173) (0.1189) (0.1170)

% designee directors -0.0099 0.0519 0.0547 0.0533 0.1046 0.1094 0.1060

(0.0958) (0.0954) (0.0951) (0.0940) (0.0893) (0.0916) (0.0901)

% other directors -0.2393 -0.1075 -0.0762 -0.0818 -0.0369 -0.0369 -0.0389

(0.1509) (0.1312) (0.1246) (0.1206) (0.1282) (0.1294) (0.1273)

% women 0.1299 0.0637 0.0502 0.0656 0.0277 0.0325 0.0427

(0.0848) (0.0694) (0.0666) (0.0696) (0.0725) (0.0701) (0.0687)

% foreigners 0.0429 0.0985 0.0874 0.0767 0.0971 0.0968 0.1033

(0.0709) (0.0673) (0.0626) (0.0628) (0.0787) (0.0780) (0.0769)

Average number of boards per board member 0.0673 0.0719 0.0717 0.0707 0.0672 0.0694 0.0670

(0.0431) (0.0446) (0.0440) (0.0440) (0.0444) (0.0441) (0.0445)

Number of interlocks -0.0007 -0.0018 -0.0017 -0.0013 -0.0014 -0.0015 -0.0015

(0.0024) (0.0023) (0.0023) (0.0023) (0.0023) (0.0022) (0.0023)

Average importance of the board for its members 0.0198 0.0179 0.0132 0.0159 0.0100 0.0123 0.0124

(0.0183) (0.0220) (0.0217) (0.0210) (0.0220) (0.0223) (0.0220)

CEO is president 0.0408 0.0326 0.0283 0.0318 0.0329 0.0328 0.0330

(0.0276) (0.0267) (0.0258) (0.0256) (0.0267) (0.0265) (0.0267)

CEO's tenure 0.0016 0.0015 0.0022 0.0028 0.0019 0.0017 0.0017

(0.0021) (0.0021) (0.0020) (0.0022) (0.0020) (0.0019) (0.0020)

Average annual non-executive remuneration  -0.0000 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

(0.0000) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001)

% concentrated ownership -0.0017*** -0.0017*** -0.0017*** -0.0018*** -0.0018*** -0.0017***

(0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0005)

Log total assets 0.0452** 0.0481** 0.0464** 0.0552** 0.0548** 0.0542**

(0.0206) (0.0205) (0.0207) (0.0221) (0.0222) (0.0225)

Tobin's Q 0.0034 0.0030 0.0025 0.0039 0.0040 0.0042

(0.0176) (0.0184) (0.0180) (0.0167) (0.0166) (0.0167)

R+D expenses (%) -0.0261 -0.0272 -0.0272 -0.0299 -0.0305* -0.0302

(0.0187) (0.0185) (0.0188) (0.0184) (0.0183) (0.0185)

Average ROA (5 years) 0.0003 0.0004 0.0005 0.0018 0.0019 0.0018

(0.0019) (0.0020) (0.0019) (0.0016) (0.0016) (0.0016)

St. dev. ROA (5 years) -0.0024 -0.0025 -0.0026 -0.0008 -0.0008 -0.0008

(0.0020) (0.0021) (0.0020) (0.0011) (0.0011) (0.0011)

Intercept 1.8341*** 1.7247*** 1.1272*** 1.1381*** 1.1354*** 1.0148*** 1.0017*** 1.0068***

(0.0301) (0.1003) (0.3036) (0.3036) (0.2973) (0.3298) (0.3232) (0.3263)

Number of observations 895 894 750 750 749 725 725 725

R

2

0.008 0.074 0.118 0.116 0.119 0.121 0.122 0.119

Number of different firms 153 153 133 133 132 132 132 132

Log of total CEO remuneration

This table presents the results of a fixed effects estimation where the dependent variable is the log of total CEO remuneration. All variables have been winsorized at the 

1% and 99% percentiles. Robust standard errors clustered at firm level appear in parentheses. Superscripts ***, **, and * indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, 

and 10% level, respectively.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

VARIABLES

Average seniority of independents 0.0006

(0.0015)

Average seniority of designees 0.0024

(0.0020)

% high seniority independents -0.0349

(0.0353)

% high seniority designees 0.0187

(0.0460)

% independents nominated before CEO 0.0122

(0.0644)

% designees nominated before CEO 0.0615

(0.1029)

Average seniority of independents of RC -0.0028*

(0.0015)

Average seniority of designees of RC 0.0004

(0.0014)

% high seniority independents in RC -0.0969

(0.0746)

% high seniority designees in RC -0.1097**

(0.0504)

% independents nominated before CEO in RC -0.0072

(0.0292)

% designees nominated before CEO in RC -0.0586*

(0.0313)

All other controls YES YES YES YES YES YES

Intercept 1.1399*** 1.1803*** 1.1216*** 1.0570** 0.9973*** 1.0313***

(0.3807) (0.3785) (0.2932) (0.4234) (0.3200) (0.3273)

Number of observations 687 691 749 495 726 726

R

2

0.133 0.130 0.117 0.168 0.128 0.123

Number of different firms 129 131 132 108 133 133

This table presents the results of a fixed effects estimation where the dependent variable is the log of total CEO remuneration. Main 

explanatory variables refer to the seniority of independent and designee directors. To conserve espace all other controls are not reported 

but include all variables shown in Table 4.4.a. All variables have been winsorized at the 1% and 99% percentiles. Robust standard errors 

clustered at firm level appear in parentheses. Superscripts ***, **, and * indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, 

respectively.

Log of total CEO remuneration


image12.emf
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

VARIABLES

Average board seniority 0.0114 0.0083 -0.0048

(0.0073) (0.0097) (0.0098)

% high seniority directors -0.0594

(0.2253)

% directors nominated before CEO -0.0775

(0.0944)

Average seniority of RC -0.0081

(0.0061)

% high seniority in RC 0.0733

(0.1243)

% directors nominated before CEO in RC -0.1260*

(0.0680)

Number of board members 0.0237*** 0.0179** 0.0187** 0.0192** 0.0159* 0.0183** 0.0174**

(0.0083) (0.0084) (0.0080) (0.0078) (0.0087) (0.0082) (0.0081)

Number of annual board meetings -0.0264*** -0.0273*** -0.0271*** -0.0272*** -0.0272*** -0.0256*** -0.0268***

(0.0077) (0.0079) (0.0079) (0.0078) (0.0084) (0.0084) (0.0085)

% independent directors 0.0697 0.4570 0.4530 0.4558 0.3957 0.3821 0.3741

(0.2853) (0.3306) (0.3307) (0.3299) (0.3619) (0.3621) (0.3567)

% designee directors 0.1203 0.4187 0.4191 0.4178 0.3887 0.3929 0.3816

(0.2347) (0.2612) (0.2633) (0.2602) (0.2759) (0.2770) (0.2721)

% other directors 0.3891 0.6978* 0.6770* 0.6700* 0.6875* 0.6783* 0.6550*

(0.2943) (0.3591) (0.3573) (0.3605) (0.3720) (0.3649) (0.3621)

% women 0.4028* 0.2334 0.2387 0.2249 0.1842 0.2808 0.2161

(0.2042) (0.2117) (0.2091) (0.2114) (0.2288) (0.2226) (0.2217)

% foreigners -0.3903** -0.2189 -0.2064 -0.1886 -0.1686 -0.1380 -0.0828

(0.1927) (0.1951) (0.1897) (0.1876) (0.1972) (0.1957) (0.1982)

Average number of boards per board member 0.0635 0.0910 0.0919 0.0930 0.0957 0.0916 0.0934

(0.1242) (0.1410) (0.1404) (0.1401) (0.1405) (0.1389) (0.1382)

Number of interlocks -0.0067 -0.0097 -0.0097 -0.0105 -0.0092 -0.0093 -0.0101

(0.0069) (0.0078) (0.0078) (0.0078) (0.0080) (0.0076) (0.0079)

Average importance of the board for its members -0.1356* -0.0821 -0.0746 -0.0822 -0.1000 -0.0861 -0.0997

(0.0777) (0.1002) (0.1006) (0.0999) (0.1011) (0.0999) (0.1019)

CEO is president -0.0567 -0.0619 -0.0597 -0.0624 -0.0559 -0.0540 -0.0585

(0.0609) (0.0604) (0.0598) (0.0612) (0.0622) (0.0616) (0.0618)

CEO's tenure -0.0008 0.0005 -0.0000 -0.0014 0.0023 0.0018 -0.0005

(0.0059) (0.0061) (0.0058) (0.0056) (0.0048) (0.0046) (0.0048)

Average annual non-executive remuneration  0.0002 0.0004*** 0.0004*** 0.0004*** 0.0004*** 0.0004*** 0.0004***

(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001)

% concentrated ownership -0.0037*** -0.0036*** -0.0037*** -0.0041*** -0.0039*** -0.0040***

(0.0013) (0.0013) (0.0013) (0.0014) (0.0014) (0.0014)

Log total assets 0.0117 0.0105 0.0109 -0.0004 -0.0067 -0.0028

(0.0499) (0.0495) (0.0495) (0.0533) (0.0536) (0.0527)

Tobin's Q 0.0308 0.0315 0.0320 0.0189 0.0208 0.0196

(0.0265) (0.0268) (0.0266) (0.0327) (0.0335) (0.0329)

R+D expenses (%) -0.0906 -0.0891 -0.0893 -0.0883 -0.0894 -0.0898

(0.0725) (0.0723) (0.0718) (0.0718) (0.0724) (0.0713)

Average ROA (5 years) 0.0118** 0.0118** 0.0115** 0.0128** 0.0128** 0.0124**

(0.0048) (0.0048) (0.0049) (0.0053) (0.0053) (0.0055)

St. dev. ROA (5 years) -0.0088* -0.0086* -0.0086* -0.0084* -0.0086* -0.0078

(0.0045) (0.0045) (0.0045) (0.0050) (0.0050) (0.0050)

Intercept 0.6194*** 0.6036** 0.4044 0.3765 0.4003 0.6762 0.6348 0.6922

(0.0502) (0.2693) (0.7385) (0.7307) (0.7288) (0.8307) (0.8147) (0.8071)

Number of observations 894 893 749 749 748 725 725 725

R

2

0.003 0.085 0.128 0.128 0.129 0.130 0.127 0.132

Number of different firms 153 153 133 133 132 132 132 132

% of CEOs variable remuneration

This table presents the results of a fixed effects estimation where the dependent variable is the % of variable compensation on the CEos remuneration package. All 

variables have been winsorized at the 1% and 99% percentiles. Robust standard errors clustered at firm level appear in parentheses. Superscripts ***, **, and * 

indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.


image13.emf
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

VARIABLES

Average seniority of independents -0.0036

(0.0050)

Average seniority of designees 0.0003

(0.0057)

% high seniority independents -0.0152

(0.1181)

% high seniority designees -0.0992

(0.0992)

% independents nominated before CEO -0.3482

(0.2206)

% designees nominated before CEO 0.1012

(0.1997)

Average seniority of independents of RC -0.0094**

(0.0043)

Average seniority of designees of RC -0.0034

(0.0055)

% high seniority independents in RC -0.0930

(0.1948)

% high seniority designees in RC -0.0479

(0.1171)

% independents nominated before CEO in RC -0.1389

(0.0910)

% designees nominated before CEO in RC -0.1769

(0.1226)

All other controls YES YES YES YES YES YES

Intercept 0.3575 0.2515 0.3959 0.4697 0.6201 0.7230

(0.8987) (0.8911) (0.7202) (1.2775) (0.8151) (0.8016)

Number of observations 687 691 748 495 726 726

R

2

0.123 0.126 0.134 0.165 0.127 0.134

Number of different firms 129 131 132 108 133 133

This table presents the results of a fixed effects estimation where the dependent variable is the % of variable compensation on the CEOs 

remuneration package. Main explanatory variables refer to the seniority of independent and designee directors. To conserve espace all 

other controls are not reported but include all variables shown in Table 4.4.a. All variables have been winsorized at the 1% and 99% 

percentiles. Robust standard errors clustered at firm level appear in parentheses. Superscripts ***, **, and * indicate statistical 

significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.

% of CEOs variable remuneration


image14.emf
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

VARIABLES

Average board seniority -0.0544** -0.0884** -0.2168***

(0.0229) (0.0389) (0.0686)

Average board seniorityxROA -0.0041 -0.0162*

(0.0043) (0.0084)

% high seniority independents -1.8728** -10,081

(0.9092) -16,100

% high seniority independentsxROA 0.0932 0.3949*

(0.1086) (0.2143)

% directors nominated before CEO 1.8876*** 2.7904***

(0.4537) (0.5254)

% directors nominated before CEOxROA 0.0774 0.1091**

(0.0597) (0.0545)

Average seniority of NC -0.0384 -0.2447***

(0.0319) (0.0604)

Average seniority of NCxROA 0.0063*** 0.0042

(0.0021) (0.0061)

% high seniority independents in NC -0.4561 22,718

-11,838 -17,624

% high seniority independents in NCxROA 0.1639 0.0032

(0.1254) (0.1807)

% directors nominated before CEO in NC 1.9589*** 2.8701***

(0.3750) (0.4581)

% directors nominated before CEO in NCxROA 0.0286 0.0163

(0.0512) (0.0593)

Number of board members 0.1641*** 0.1678*** 0.1286*** 0.1271*** 0.1847*** 0.1936*** 0.1824*** 0.1724***

(0.0347) (0.0336) (0.0387) (0.0402) (0.0368) (0.0362) (0.0430) (0.0430)

Number of annual board meetings 0.0595** 0.0534** 0.1003*** 0.1034*** 0.0526* 0.0556* 0.0875*** 0.0702**

(0.0269) (0.0261) (0.0291) (0.0362) (0.0293) (0.0290) (0.0274) (0.0301)

% independent directors 2.3205* 2.1428* 4.8703*** 5.1178*** 18,210 18,368 2.9879** 4.5614***

-13,174 -12,276 -17,089 -17,189 -13,503 -13,244 -14,977 -16,649

% designee directors 0.1264 -0.2063 0.7140 13,694 -0.5902 -0.8389 -0.7826 10,640

(0.9551) (0.9112) -14,014 -13,463 (0.9809) (0.9640) -11,897 -13,483

% other directors 2.7657* 20,167 4.0117* 5.5723** 17,053 15,755 26,195 4.7141**

-15,418 -14,569 -22,246 -23,973 -16,612 -16,404 -18,534 -20,326

% women 0.2504 0.8327 0.2551 -0.3893 0.9713 10,138 19,362 10,827

-10,930 -11,199 -13,216 -11,762 -11,383 -11,393 -12,002 -11,511

% foreigners -0.0534 0.1695 0.8241 0.2612 0.1574 0.2494 0.5021 0.1983

(0.6846) (0.6595) (0.7083) (0.7757) (0.6327) (0.6211) (0.6713) (0.7602)

Average number of boards per board member -0.2858 -0.1489 -0.2828 -0.6136 -0.1647 -0.1551 -0.1634 -0.4432

(0.6227) (0.5926) (0.6929) (0.8293) (0.6243) (0.6111) (0.6954) (0.8005)

Number of interlocks 0.0120 -0.0003 0.0133 0.0333 -0.0029 -0.0052 0.0003 0.0186

(0.0367) (0.0367) (0.0455) (0.0498) (0.0387) (0.0387) (0.0428) (0.0434)

Average importance of the board for its members 0.3515 0.4517 0.3861 0.7066 0.8628** 0.8929** 1.4683** 1.6749*

(0.4137) (0.4291) (0.5297) (0.8078) (0.3997) (0.4272) (0.6756) (0.9419)

CEO is president -0.0539 -0.0275 0.0345 -0.1000 0.1668 0.1469 0.1839 0.2249

(0.2826) (0.2776) (0.2982) (0.2861) (0.2814) (0.2667) (0.2873) (0.2899)

CEO's tenure 0.0320** 0.0226* 0.0298** 0.0877*** 0.0076 0.0035 0.0246* 0.0641***

(0.0142) (0.0125) (0.0143) (0.0214) (0.0111) (0.0107) (0.0134) (0.0172)

Average annual non-executive remuneration  -0.0002 -0.0007 -0.0005 0.0005 -0.0005 -0.0006 -0.0007 0.0002

(0.0006) (0.0008) (0.0012) (0.0009) (0.0009) (0.0008) (0.0011) (0.0014)

% concentrated ownership 0.0157*** 0.0172*** 0.0204*** 0.0194*** 0.0168*** 0.0177*** 0.0237*** 0.0190***

(0.0051) (0.0051) (0.0061) (0.0060) (0.0059) (0.0057) (0.0068) (0.0073)

Log total assets -0.1462 -0.1205 -0.1852 -0.2117* -0.1044 -0.1161 -0.1575 -0.1563

(0.0950) (0.0983) (0.1199) (0.1244) (0.0969) (0.0956) (0.1045) (0.1081)

Tobin's Q -0.0921 -0.0902 -0.0900 -0.1277 -0.1657 -0.1261 -0.0709 -0.0832

(0.0994) (0.1012) (0.1338) (0.1240) (0.1350) (0.1255) (0.1262) (0.1556)

R+D expenses (%) 0.1964 0.1581 0.0633 0.2679 0.1760 0.1719 0.1622 0.3994

(0.3430) (0.3497) (0.4387) (0.4371) (0.4055) (0.4110) (0.4949) (0.4609)

Average ROA (5 years) -0.0270*** -0.0033 -0.0357*** -0.0737*** -0.0019 -0.0523*** -0.0376*** -0.0565*** -0.0485**

(0.0090) (0.0221) (0.0137) (0.0204) (0.0335) (0.0135) (0.0121) (0.0194) (0.0195)

St. dev. ROA (5 years) -0.0032 0.0009 -0.0034 0.0015 -0.0117 -0.0117 -0.0290* -0.0308**

(0.0119) (0.0126) (0.0165) (0.0150) (0.0156) (0.0158) (0.0164) (0.0150)

Intercept -1.7865*** -4.6243** -5.3485*** -6.6536*** -6.1272** -5.9054*** -5.9536*** -7.9173*** -8.1751***

(0.3564) -19,135 -19,332 -24,541 -25,785 -19,895 -19,716 -22,819 -25,765

Number of observations 918 755 755 645 645 734 734 734 734

Firm fixed effects SI SI SI SI SI SI SI SI SI

Year fixed effects SI SI SI SI SI SI SI SI SI

CEO turnover

This table presents the results of a probit model that estimates the probability of CEO turnover where the dependent variable is a dummy that takes value one if the CEO 

changes during the year and zero otherwise.  All variables have been winsorized at the 1% and 99% percentiles. Robust standard errors clustered at firm level appear in 

parentheses. Superscripts ***, **, and * indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.


image15.emf
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

VARIABLES

Average seniority of independents -0.0166 -0.0645

(0.0271) (0.0720)

Average seniority of designees -0.0367 -0.1327**

(0.0272) (0.0583)

% high seniority independents -12.2529*** -12.2466***

(3.7914) (3.7146)

% high seniority designees -0.0105 2,414

(0.4957) (1.3410)

% independents nominated before CEO 3.5987*** 4.6906***

(0.8879) (1.1492)

% designees nominated before CEO 0.8480 2.5946**

(1.0636) (1.2348)

Average seniority of independents of NC -0.1617** -0.4910***

(0.0669) (0.1007)

Average seniority of designees of NC 0.0394** 0.0028

(0.0181) (0.0324)

% high seniority independents in NC 0.0151 0.0182

(0.1226) (0.1546)

% high seniority designees in NC 0.01416 0.0112

(0.1142) (0.1271)

% independents nominated before CEO in NC 2.2247*** 5.0276***

(0.4161) (1.0532)

% designees nominated before CEO in NC 2.0924** 2.2300***

(0.8197) (0.6997)

All other controls

Intercept -4.1966** -5.0699*** -6.0774** -7.0929*** -3.0813 -6.0674*** -7.8265*** -5.1866*

(2.1028) (1.9643) (2.4254) (2.4156) (2.3039) (1.9455) (2.1868) (2.9905)

Number of observations 685 690 645 592 436 689 734 416

Industry fixed effects YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES

Year fixed effects YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES



This table presents the results of a probit model that estimates the probability of CEO turnover where the dependent variable is a dummy that takes value one if the CEO 

changes during the year and zero otherwise.  Main explanatory variables refer to the seniority of independent and designee directors. To conserve espace all other controls 

are not reported but include all variables shown in Table 4.5.a. All variables have been winsorized at the 1% and 99% percentiles. Robust standard errors clustered at firm 

level appear in parentheses. Superscripts ***, **, and * indicate statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively. 


