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This paper examines the relationship between gender diversity in corporate boards and executive 

positions and bank risk and performance in Latin America. Our sample covers 91 individual 

banks during 2000–2017. Our results suggest that banks with a higher proportion of female 

executives tend to have lower Z-scores than male-led banks. However, female-led banks are 

more profitable. Our results provide new information related to the debate on the relationship 

between gender-based behavioural differences and financial decisions by showing that Latin 

American banks with a higher proportion of female executives are riskier and more profitable 

than male-led banks. Given the impact of bank performance on the international economy, the 

global interconnection of financial institutions, and the lack of legal protection in this region, it 

is of interest for regulators and policy makers to analyse possible sources of better performance 

and governance in Latin American banks. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this paper is to analyse whether gender diversity in senior management and board 

positions affects firm performance. More specifically, this paper studies the relationship between 

the risk and return of financial institutions in Latin America and the proportion of women who 

hold top management and board positions. 

Nearly 40% of the world’s labour force consists of women1; however, in 2018, women occupied 

only 5.0% of the CEO seats of Fortune 500 companies and 21.3% of the board seats at Fortune 

1,000 companies2. Despite the recent improvements in gender equality, 50% of Russell 3,000 

companies still have one or no women on their boards. Thus, it is of interest to examine whether 

those rare banks with female executives and directors perform differently than male-led banks. 

Gender-based behavioural differences are well documented in the scientific literature. Studies 

typically link female leadership to a better reputation and to higher social responsibility standards 

(Webb, 2004; Brammer, Millington & Pavelin, 2009; Bear, Poost & Rahmam, 2010), to more 

conservative behaviour and, thus, to a lower risk tolerance (Palvia, Vähämaa & Vähämaa, 2015; 

Amore & Garofalo, 2016). The effect of gender diversity on profitability and market valuation is 

more controversial. Some authors find positive correlations between gender diversity and market 

value (e.g., Reinert, Weigert & Winnefeld, 2016), while others show a negative relationship 

between the two (e.g., Adams & Ferreira, 2009). However, most of these studies focus on the 

United States or other developed countries. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first attempt 

to address the impact of female leadership on the performance of Latin American banks. 

Since the Latin American corporate culture is somewhat different than, for example, the corporate 

culture in the United States, where most of the banking research is focused, it is particularly 

interesting to examine corporate governance in Latin American banks. According to Hofstede’s 

(2019) comparisons, the key difference between Latin America and the United States is that Latin 

 
1 World bank: https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SL.TLF.TOTL.FE.ZS?name_desc=true 
2 https://www.2020wob.com/sites/default/files/2020WOB_GDI_Report_2018_FINAL.pdf 
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American countries are more hierarchical, and citizens are more uncertainty-avoidant than in the 

United States. Moreover, Latin American countries are traditionally more collective, whereas 

United States culture is very individualistic. 

Corporate governance in the banking sector in Latin America is of interest due to the lack of legal 

security in most countries of the region and due to the fact that financial institutions are connected 

by global risk sources. Moreover, many Latin American countries lack an adequate infrastructure 

that would allow alternative financing sources to enter the market (Jeanneu, 2007). In most Latin 

American countries, the unstable macroeconomic environment combined with limited access to 

bank credit has fostered high economic volatility. The region has one of the highest interest 

margins in the world, and since high interest rates increase funding costs, the loan default rates 

are also high (Oreiro & de Paula, 2010). 

In order to understand the functioning of the banking industry and the income-creating process of 

financial institutions, it is important to examine the possible factors affecting the performance of 

banks. A well-functioning financial system is a strict requirement for a country’s development 

and for wealth creation by local companies. It is not possible to create a welfare society without 

a properly functioning financial sector. Thus, we argue that mapping the determinants of bank 

success helps not only the banks themselves but also societies as a whole. Since Latin America is 

a very different operating environment for banks than, for example, the United States (see 

Hofstede, 2019 for the key differences), the earlier research findings from developed countries 

cannot be transferred to the Latin American context. Thus, it is important to examine what kind 

of a role executive gender and board diversity play in Latin American banks. 

In general, it has been suggested that gender diversity in boards and executive positions has an 

impact on bank performance. It should be kept in mind that compared to other industries, financial 

institutions are unique in the higher opaqueness required of their operations, as well as the heavy 

regulation and government intervention they are subject to (Levine, 2004). In a similar vein, 



4 

 

Adams and Mehran (2003) and Macey and O’Hara (2003) highlight the importance of considering 

the differences in governance between banking and non-banking firms. The literature on gender 

diversity is still rather scarce, and the great majority of existing research focuses on the United 

States. Female leadership is a particularly interesting research topic in emerging economies due 

to sociopolitical changes, technological development, and globalization (Siddiqui, Tasnim, Afzal 

& Dutta, 2019). 

In this paper, we analyse a sample of 91 individual banks from 10 Latin American countries.3 

The sample period covers the years 2000–2017. We examine the gender of the executives and 

board members as well as bank risk and return. The results of this paper surprisingly indicate 

that banks with a higher proportion of female executives tend to have lower Z-scores and capital 

ratios. Moreover, female-led banks tend to present higher price-to-book ratios. Unlike most of 

the earlier literature, which is focused on developed countries, we find female executives in 

Latin American countries to be less risk-averse than their male counterparts. The effect of 

management’s gender on bank performance is supported after several endogeneity and 

robustness tests. 

 

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

2.1. Gender diversity on corporate boards 

Konrad, Kramer, and Erkut (2008), Adams and Ferreira (2009), Adams and Funk (2012), Joecks, 

Pull, and Vetter (2013), and Liu, Wei, and Xie (2014) study board gender diversity and 

performance in non-financial firms, finding opposing results. Adams and Ferreira (2009) focus 

on U.S. firms and find that gender-diverse boards put more effort into monitoring. However, the 

effect of board gender diversity on firm valuation and performance is negative since, according 

to their findings, board gender diversity reduces firms’ Tobin’s Q and return on assets. 

 
3 Most prior studies focus solely on Brazil or Mexico and, thus, this paper gives a wider and more general picture of 

corporate governance in Latin America. 
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Konrad et al. (2008) suggest that a specific number of minority members is required on a corporate 

board before they can have a true impact on the decision-making within a company. Specifically, 

they document that three female board members create a critical mass and, thus, their presence 

can make a difference. Liu et al. (2014) use a sample of Chinese listed companies and find a 

positive relationship between board gender diversity and firm performance. In line with Konrad 

et al. (2008), they further document that boards with three or more female directors have a stronger 

impact on firm performance (as proxied by return on assets and return on sales) than do boards 

with two or fewer females. Likewise, Joecks et al. (2013) analyse a sample of German firms and 

conclude that gender diversity has a U-shaped relationship with firm performance, thereby 

suggesting that a critical mass of at least 30% of women on corporate boards is required to have 

a positive impact on firm performance. Finally, Adams and Funk (2012), focusing on a Swedish 

sample, surprisingly show that female directors tend to have less risk-aversion than their male 

counterparts. These results are in line with previous studies that state that gender differences in 

terms of risk and performance are inclined to disappear in top positions (Atkinson, Baird, and 

Frye, 2003) or by controlling for the financial knowledge of the individuals (Dwyer, Gilkeson, 

and List, 2002). 

 

2.2. Top executive gender 

Recently, the literature has started to shift the focus from corporate boards towards individual 

executives, and a significant relationship between female CEOs and other top executives and firm 

riskiness and performance has been reported. Studies by Mersland and Strom (2009), Kolev 

(2012), Lam, McGuinness, and Vieito (2013), Strom, D’Espallier, and Mersland (2014), and 

Perryman, Fernando, and Tripathy (2016) find opposing results when analysing CEO gender and 

firm performance in nonfinancial companies. Mersland and Strom (2009) use an international 

sample of 60 countries for the years 2000 to 2007 and study the effects of board and CEO 
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characteristics on the performance of global microfinance institutions. They report a significant 

and positive relationship between return on assets and operational self-sufficiency and female 

CEOs. Similarly, Strom et al. (2014) find that female CEOs and female chairpersons are positively 

related to the return on assets and return on equity in microfinance institutions. However, they 

find those results not to be driven by better governance. Their sample covers 73 countries from 

1998 to 2008. Perryman et al. (2016) use an international sample of non-financial firms from 1992 

to 2012 to study the effect of gender diversity in top management teams on firm risk and 

performance. They find that firms with greater proportions of women on their top management 

teams show higher Tobin’s Q ratios. Moreover, they also find that top-level female executives 

were paid less than male executives. Conversely, Kolev (2012) finds that female CEOs 

underperform their male counterparts in terms of shareholder returns. Finally, Lam et al. (2013) 

find that female CEOs receive less favourable compensation terms than male CEOs. However, 

Lam et al. (2013) find no significant relationship between CEO gender and performance. 

The literature addressing the relationship between female executives and risk-taking shows more 

consensus, as studies from Khan and Vieito (2013), Huang and Kisgen (2013), and Perryman et 

al. (2016) report similar results. Khan and Vieito (2013) analyse a sample of non-financial U.S. 

firms, showing that firms with female CEOs present lower levels of risk, measured by the standard 

deviation of the stock returns. Similarly, Huang and Kisgen (2013) state that male executives are 

overconfident relative to their female counterparts and, on average, undertake more acquisitions 

and issue more debt. Perryman et al. (2016) show lower betas and standard deviations on the stock 

returns of firms with greater proportions of women on their top management teams. 

Finally, recently, a small body of banking literature explaining the possible effects of female 

leadership on bank risk and performance has emerged. Studies from Palvia, Vähämaa, and 

Vähämaa  (2015), Amore and Garofalo (2016), Reinert et al. (2016), Andries, Mehdian, and Stoica 

(2017), Dong, Girardone, and Kuo (2017), Farag and Mallin (2017), and Palvia, Vähämaa, and 



7 

 

Vähämaa (2020) focus on the relationship between gender diversity on boards and executive 

positions and bank risk and return. Palvia et al. (2015) examine the association between CEO and 

Chairperson gender and bank capital ratios and default risk in the U.S. Their findings indicate that 

banks with female CEOs tend to hold more conservative levels of capital. Moreover, their results 

suggest that small banks with female CEOs and Chairpersons were less likely to fail during the 

financial crisis of 2008-2009. Amore and Garofalo (2016) analyse a U.S. sample and find results 

suggesting that female executives increase the capital stability of banks subject to high 

competition. They further show that female leaders achieve higher financial performance under 

low competition. However, female-led banks tend to underperform in terms of ROA when the 

competition increases. Reinert et al. (2016) investigate a sample of 264 banks from Luxembourg 

and find a positive association between female management and firm performance proxied by 

ROE. The documented relationship seems to be enhanced during crisis periods. The authors 

further suggest that the relationship is nonlinear and that banks with 20–40% female executives 

seem to be the most successful. Andries et al. (2017) focus on a Central and Eastern European 

bank sample and find that banks with chairwomen and more gender-diverse boards tend to have 

higher profitability levels. Moreover, banks with more gender-diverse boards also showed higher 

stability during the last financial crisis. Likewise, Dong et al. (2017) employ a sample of banks 

operating in China and show that the proportion of female directors on the board is linked to 

higher profit and cost efficiency and to lower levels of risk taking. Conversely, Farag and Mallin 

(2017) study the effect of female directors on the performance of European banks, showing that 

female directors on the management board are not risk averse. They argue that the risk-taking 

degree of female directors may vary based on their roles (non-executive or executive) and that 

female and male executives show similar risk-taking behaviours when holding similar positions. 

Finally, Palvia et al. (2020) examine the association between female leadership and bank risk-

taking in a sample of U.S. commercial banks. Their findings suggest that female-led banks with 
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a high real estate exposure tend to have a lower default risk. Moreover, these banks were also less 

likely to fail following real estate price shocks. Overall, this stream of literature suggests that the 

executive gender may play an important role also in the banking industry. 

 

2.3. Latin American business environment 

Most of the previous studies have focused on the U.S. and other developed countries. However, 

the Latin American banking sector differs significantly from the U.S. banking sector, since most 

of the economies in Latin America have a highly concentrated and government-controlled banking 

sector. Interestingly, since the 1990s, bank ownership has undergone a process of liberalization, 

with a sharp increase in foreign bank participation and a decline in government bank ownership. 

During this period, it was observed that the composition of banks’ assets within the region 

changed and that a significant inflow of foreign capital moved toward Latin American banking 

systems. 

A few researchers have looked at corporate governance and, more specifically, at gender-based 

differences in Latin American companies (see Harris, 2009 and Chong & López-de-Silanes, 2007 

for a review). The Latin American business environment is characterized by controlling family 

ownership and weak legal protection. This is in contrast with many of the developed economies, 

which have been the main focus of the existing corporate governance literature. Moreover, Latin 

American countries are undergoing sociopolitical changes, technological development, and 

globalization (Siddiqui et al., 2019), which together cause companies to pass through significant 

transformations. Consequently, studying female leadership in Latin America is particularly 

interesting. 

Kitagawa, de Souza Ribeiro, and Ciampaglia Nardi (2009) study four Latin American countries 

and document that there are country-level differences in corporate governance quality. They also 

point out that much work still needs to be done before the OECD’s corporate governance 
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recommendations are fully implemented. In particular, integrity, efficacy remuneration 

dissemination, and technical competence of the board were not of acceptable quality. Regarding 

the gender literature, a recent study by Flabbi, Piras, and Abrahams (2016) focuses on the Latin 

American and Caribbean Region and finds positive correlations between female board directors 

and firm performance when the proportion of female directors reaches 30% of the board members. 

 

2.4. Hypotheses development 

To the best of our knowledge, few studies have examined the possible effects of gender 

differences in executive positions on bank performance. Moreover, owing to the incipient 

incorporation of women in senior management positions and boards, especially in developing 

economies, there are no previous studies that relate the profitability and risk of Latin American 

financial institutions to the gender of their executives or board directors. As discussed above, the 

existing literature has identified gender-based behavioural differences, such as overconfidence 

and risk aversion, that may affect corporate decisions. In particular, regarding risk-taking in the 

financial sector, it has been suggested that female executives tend to behave in a more 

conservative manner than their male counterparts (Palvia et al., 2015; Andries et al., 2017 & Dong 

et al., 2017). 

Thus, we hypothesize the following: 

H1. Top management diversity in Latin American banks is negatively related to bank risk. 

H2. Board gender diversity in Latin American banks is negatively related to bank risk. 

 

Regarding gender diversity and bank performance, the previous literature is more heterogeneous, 

and both positive and negative relationships between board and executive diversity and firm 

performance have been reported (see Chapters 2.1. and 2.2 for a summary). Given that most of 
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the literature shows better performance when the board is diverse or the executive positions are 

held by women, we hypothesize the following: 

H3. Top management diversity in Latin American banks is positively related to bank 

performance. 

H4. Board gender diversity in Latin American banks is positively related to bank 

performance. 

 

3. DATA AND METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Sample 

The examined sample covers all 91 publicly traded financial institutions in 10 Latin American 

countries (Argentina, Brazil, Bolivia Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, México, Panama, Peru, and 

Venezuela) from 2000 to 2017. The sample firms are listed in Annex 1. Our sample consists of 

the largest financial institutions in Latin America, including commercial banks, savings and 

cooperative banks, bank holding companies, investment banks, and other lending institutions. A 

great majority of the sample firms (80 %) are classified as commercial banks. 

Our main source for bank-specific variables is Bloomberg. We completed our sample by hand-

collecting data from the annual reports from the banks’ websites. The number of observations and 

banks per country is introduced in Table 1. As seen from the table, the largest market included in 

the sample is Brazil (24.71% of total observations). Another dominant country in the examined 

sample is Peru (17.56% of total observations). The country with the fewest observations in the 

sample is Bolivia, with 5 banks. 

------------------------------- 

Insert Table 1 about here 

-------------------------------- 
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3.2. Variables 

It is difficult to assess and capture bank performance using a single measure (Lee et al., 2014). 

Thus, we assess bank performance by three alternative dependent variables in our analysis: two 

accounting-based proxies, return on assets and return on equity, and one market-based proxy, 

market-to-book value. We assess bank risk by two alternative proxies: Z-score and capital ratio. 

Bank risk. The Z-score is defined as the number of standard deviations that a bank’s return on 

assets must fall below the mean for the bank to become insolvent (Baselga-Pascual, Trujillo-Ponce 

& Cardone-Riportella, 2015). Therefore, a higher Z-score implies that a bank is more stable. The 

Z-score is an inverse proxy for a firm’s probability of failure, combining profitability, leverage, 

and return volatility into a single measure (Lee, Hsieh & Yang, 2014). This metric has commonly 

been used in the literature as a proxy of bank risk, as it has been shown to be a good predictor of 

bank failure (Chiaramonte, Groci & Poli, 2016). 

The Z-score is calculated as the ratio of the return on assets (ROA) plus the equity capital-to-assets 

ratio (Capital) divided by the standard deviation of the return on assets (SDROA) over the entire 

sample period. We use natural logarithms of the measure to control for the skewness exhibited by 

the original variable: 

𝑍𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑖,𝑡 = ln (
𝑅𝑂𝐴𝑖𝑡 + 𝐶𝑎𝑝𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡

𝑆𝐷𝑅𝑂𝐴𝑖
) 

            (1) 

Alternatively, we estimate bank risk by the capital ratio (Capital), assessed by the bank’s equity-

to-total-assets ratio. Capital proxies bank risk, as low capital ratios are associated with solvency 

risk (Furlong & Keeley, 1989; Gennotte & Pyle, 1991). Capital accords, for example, Basel I, II, 

and III, that gradually increased capital requirements were primarily designed to reduce bank risk 

under the rationale that by investing their own money, bank shareholders assume part of the risk 

created by an inappropriate investment strategy (Baselga-Pascual et al., 2015). 
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Bank performance. We measure bank performance by return on assets (ROA) and return on 

equity (ROE). ROA is measured as the return on average assets. This ratio considers the returns 

that are generated from the assets that a bank finance. Thus, it is primarily an indicator of 

managerial efficiency. ROE is the return over the average equity for each bank and, similar to 

ROA, it also proxies for bank profitability (Lee at al., 2014; Farag & Mallin, 2017). 

The employed market-based measure of bank performance is the price-to-book ratio, which is 

widely used in the literature to assess profitability (Hunter & Wall, 1989) and value creation 

(Variaya, Kerin & Weeks, 1987). 

Gender diversity and other corporate governance variables. The main purpose of this paper 

is to examine whether gender diversity in corporate boards or executive positions affects the 

performance of financial institutions in Latin America. To that end, we hand collected data from 

the websites of 91 Latin American financial institutions. More specifically, we focus on the gender 

of the CEO and/or chairperson of each financial institution, female directors on corporate boards, 

and females in top executive positions (management boards). As can be noted from Table 2, 

women are underrepresented in Latin American banks. In all of the sample countries, there are 

almost no women holding either CEO or Chair positions. Overall, less than 5% of the board seats 

in the sample banks are held by women. In Ecuador (with 120 bank observations), there are no 

female bank board members, while in Chile, Colombia and Venezuela, less than 3% of the board 

seats are held by women. Women have been widely documented to be underrepresented in 

boardrooms globally, but the female representation on Latin American bank boards lags even 

behind the level of developed economies. 

------------------------------- 

Insert Table 2 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

Several studies claim that a critical mass of women on corporate boards is necessary to produce 

the potential benefits of diversity (e.g., Konrad, Kramer & Erkut, 2008; Torchia, Calabrò & Huse, 
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2011; Joecks et al.2013; Liu et al., 2014; and Flabbi et al., 2016). The total absence of women as 

chairpersons or CEOs reduces our suitable gender variables to the proportion of female executives 

and the proportion of female board members. The rate of female executives is proxied by two 

alternative variables: (1) Female executive, defined as the percentage of women with an executive 

position on the management board, and a dummy variable; and (2) Gender diverse management, 

which equals one for banks with an above-median (12.5%) number of female executives. The 

proportion of female board members is proxied by (3) Female board, which is the percentage of 

female board members and, alternatively, by the dummy variable (4) Gender diverse board, which 

takes the value of 1 if there is at least one woman on the board. 

We also analyse the impact of board size on bank performance with Board size, which is the 

natural logarithm of the number of board members. Previous studies indicate that larger boards 

may be more effective monitors in financial institutions and other complex firms (see, e.g., Boone 

et al., 2007; Coles, Daniel & Naveen, 2008; de Andrés & Vallelado, 2008; Linck, Nettera & Yang, 

2008; Pathan, 2009; Adams & Mehran, 2012). 

Overall, these corporate governance-related variables are demonstrated to promote quality 

management. Assuming that better management should lead to better financial results, we predict 

a positive relationship between both the examined corporate governance variables and bank 

performance.4 

Bank-specific controls. We include a commonly used set of bank-specific control variables in 

our analyses, such as firm size, asset structure, capital ratio (when it is not used as a dependent 

variable), and asset growth. 

 
4 We originally included board independence as a control variable, since several studies show that independent 

directors are more effective monitors of the firm (see e.g., Brickley, Coles, and Terry, 1994; Mehran, 1995; Harvey 

and Shrieves, 2001; Webb, 2004). However, when collecting this variable from the banks’ annual reports, we found 

different interpretations of what each bank considers an independent board member. Some banks considered minority 

shareholders as independent board members, while others considered those with no family members in board 

positions, and others required that there was no relationship with any stakeholder from the bank. Due to the 

inconsistency of this variable and the lack of observations (there are neither observations for Bolivia nor Ecuador, 

while there is only one bank in Panama and Venezuela with data available), we have decided to omit this variable 

from our analyses. 
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The effect of size on bank performance is studied in Boyd and Prescott (1986), Salas and Saurina 

(2002), Uhde and Heimeshoff (2009), and De Jonghe (2010), among others. Boyd and Prescott 

(1986) and Salas and Saurina (2002) state that larger banks are more efficient and may be able to 

diversify risk more effectively due to greater economies of scale and scope, while Uhde and 

Heimeshoff (2009) and De Jonghe (2010) show that larger entities may be more attracted to 

amplifying risk-taking, reducing market discipline and creating competitive distortions because 

they know that, if they face a severe crisis, they will be bailed out. We proxy Bank size by the 

natural logarithm of bank assets. 

The share of loans over total assets (Loan to assets) proxies for the bank’s asset structure. Studies 

show a positive correlation between this variable and an increasing level of risk and insolvency 

as a result of long-term bank mismanagement (De Nicoló, Geadah, & Rozhkov, 2003; Blasco & 

Sinkey, 2006; Männasoo & Mayes, 2009; among others). We measure Asset growth as the percent 

change in total assets from year t-1 to year t. 

Macroeconomic variables. We include several macroeconomic and country-level control 

variables in our analysis, since previous studies have documented that economic growth, 

unemployment, or the economic freedom of a country may affect the performance and/or 

efficiency of its companies. It is widely suggested that higher rates of growth are associated with 

a more stable macroeconomic environment and a relatively low likelihood of bank distress, better 

performance, and higher efficiency ratios (e.g., Borio & Lowe, 2002, Marcucci & Quagliariello, 

2008; Festic, Kavkler &Repina, 2011; Poghosyan & Cihak, 2011; among others). We proxy 

Economic growth by the annual growth rate of the real gross domestic product (GDP). 

Similarly, the unemployment rate measures financial constraints (Louzis, Vouldis & Metaxas, 

2012; Duygan-Bump, Levkov & Montoriol-Garriga, 2015). We define Unemployment by the 

annual average unemployment rate, which represents the unemployed population (aged 15 to 74) 

as a percentage of the labour force in the country. 
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Due to the lack or poor reliability of macroeconomic data from some of the countries in the 

sample, we could not include the inflation rate or the GDP per capita as control variables. 

However, we have incorporated the Financial Freedom Index and the Freedom from Corruption 

Index as additional control variables. We control for Financial freedom by the Financial Freedom 

Index provided by the Heritage Foundation. It is also used in building the economic freedom 

index. The Economic Freedom Index is based on 10 quantitative and qualitative factors, grouped 

into four broad categories of economic freedom (i. Rule of Law includes property rights and 

freedom from corruption; ii. Limited Government covers fiscal freedom and government 

spending; iii. Regulatory Efficiency comprises business freedom, labour freedom, and monetary 

freedom; and Open Markets include trade freedom, investment freedom, and financial freedom. 

Each of the ten freedom categories is graded on a scale from 0 to 100. A country’s overall score 

is then derived by averaging these ten economic freedoms, with equal weight being given to each. 

(Heritage Foundation, 2016). Because our sample consists of financial institutions, we use the 

specific Financial Freedom Index in our study. The index should be interpreted as the higher this 

index, the higher the financial freedom. We have also included a Corruption Free Index in our 

models as a proxy of government integrity, given that in many Latin American countries, the 

business environment is characterized by weak legal protection (Sáenz González and García-

Meca, 2014). Recent banking research is increasingly using these indices as explanatory variables 

in regressions that consider various aspects of bank performance in general (e.g., Demirgüc-Kunt, 

Laeven & Levine, 2004; Chortareas, Girardone & Ventouri, 2013). 

Because we are focusing on the effect of executive and director gender on bank performance in 

emerging economies5, it is important to control for the gender disparity in those counties, since in 

this area, gender inequality is on average greater than in Western countries. Recent studies show 

that gender equality and economic development can at least moderate gender differences in 

 
5 According to the International Monetary Fund (IMF), seven out of the ten analyzed countries are considered 

“Emerging Markets”: Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Mexico, Perú and Venezuela. 
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preferences (e.g., Falk & Hermle, 2018; Stoet & Geary, 2018). We thus control for gender 

disparity using the Gender Inequality Index by the United Nations Development Program. The 

control variable Gender Inequality Index (GII) takes values from 0 to 1, and higher GII values 

indicate higher inequalities. It measures gender inequalities in three important aspects of human 

development (reproductive health, empowerment, and economic status). Reproductive health is 

measured by maternal mortality ratio and adolescent birth rates; empowerment is measured by the 

proportion of parliamentary seats occupied by females and by the proportion of adult females and 

males aged 25 years and older with at least some secondary education; and economic status is 

expressed as labour market participation and measured by the labour force participation rate of 

female and male populations aged 15 years and older (Human Development Reports - United 

Nations, 20166). 

Regulatory control variables. Finally, as there are differences in the national regulatory and 

supervisory environments, we use two indices from the World Bank database on “Bank 

Regulation and Supervision” developed by Barth, Caprio, and Levine (2001 and updates) as 

regulation controls in our equation specification. Official supervisory power (Supervisory power) 

reflects the degree to which the country’s bank supervisory agency has the authority to take 

specific actions (e.g., force a bank to change its internal organizational structure). Activity 

restrictions variable measures the degree to which banks face regulatory restrictions on their 

activities in securities markets, insurance, and real estate and on owning shares in nonfinancial 

firms, with higher values indicating greater restrictions (Demirgüç-Kunt & Huizinga, 2010). We 

use the natural logarithm and the first lag of these indices, as regulative initiatives are unlikely to 

affect performance immediately (Agoraki, Delis & Pasiouras, 2011; Delis & Staikouras, 2011). 

Table 3 provides detailed descriptions of the used variables and their sources. 

 

 
6 http://hdr.undp.org/en/2016-report 

http://hdr.undp.org/en/2016-report


17 

 

------------------------------- 

Insert Table 3 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

3.3. Descriptive statistics 

The descriptive statistics are presented in Table 4. As can be noted from the table, Bolivia and 

Ecuador have the highest Z-score ratios. The banks with higher proportions of equity over total 

assets (Capital ratio) are in Mexico, and the lowest ratios are reported in Chilean banks; 

nonetheless, all countries show average capital ratios above 10%. The most profitable banks in 

terms of ROA and ROE are located in Mexico and Venezuela, while the highest average price-to-

book ratios belong to Chilean banks. 

Regarding the macroeconomic environment, according to the Gender Inequality Index, the most 

gender-equal countries are Argentina and Chile, which are the only countries with coefficients 

below 0.4. Bolivia is the country with the highest GII. The average annual GDP growth (Economic 

growth) is 2.36%, which is a low percentage for emerging economies. Argentina, Brazil, Ecuador, 

Mexico and Venezuela are below 2%. Unemployment ratios during the sample period have been 

7.39% on average. The average Financial Freedom score in our sample is 54.49. Unsurprisingly, 

the sample country with the most financial freedom is Panama (scoring 73.64). The lowest 

Financial Freedom indices belong to Venezuela, Argentina, and Ecuador (32.89, 43.71, and 44.08, 

respectively). Conversely, the country with the best corruption freedom ratio is Chile (69.99), 

which obtains almost twice as many points as the subsequent country, Panama (37.47). The 

country with the least government integrity, according to this index, is Venezuela (21.64). 

Concerning bank-specific controls, the largest banks are located in Chile and Mexico, while the 

smallest ones are in Ecuador. The highest proportions of loans over total assets are found in Chile 

and Panama. Bank assets are growing at the highest average rates in Venezuela and Argentina. 

As the table depicts, the average board size is between 8 and 9 members. The largest boards are 

in Mexican banks (almost 14 board members), and the smallest are located in Colombia and 
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Ecuador (below 6 board members on average). We do not include bank-level gender data in this 

table, as this has already been presented in Table 2. 

------------------------------- 

Insert Table 4 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

We examine the relationship between bank risk and performance and executive and director 

gender diversity by alternative versions of the following regression model: 

 

𝐵𝑎𝑛𝑘 𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑘 𝑜𝑟 𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑗,𝑡

= 𝛼 + 𝛽1−2𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟 𝑑𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑦𝑗,𝑡

+ 𝛽3𝐵𝑜𝑎𝑟𝑑 𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒𝑗,𝑡+𝛽4−8(𝐵𝑎𝑛𝑘 − 𝑠𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑓𝑖𝑐 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑠)𝑗,𝑡

+ 𝛽9−11(𝑀𝑎𝑐𝑟𝑜𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑜𝑚𝑖𝑐 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑠)𝑗,𝑡 + 𝛽12−13(𝑅𝑒𝑔𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑠)𝑗,𝑡

+ 𝛽14−27(𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑑𝑢𝑚𝑚𝑖𝑒𝑠)𝑗,𝑡 + 𝜀𝑗,𝑡 

            (2) 

where the alternative dependent variables are 1) Z-score, 2) Capital 3) ROA, 4) ROE and 5) Price-

to-book ratio, for company j at time t.  The set of macroeconomic controls allows us to control 

for country and year effects, and includes proxies for Economic growth, Financial Freedom, 

Freedom from Corruption, and Unemployment, while the bank-specific control variables are Size, 

Asset growth, and Loan to asset. 

 

4. EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

 

4.1. Pairwise correlations 

Pairwise correlations between the risk and performance measures and executive gender and board 

diversity are reported in Table 5. As seen in the table, Z-score and Price-to-book are negatively 

and significantly correlated to Female board. Similarly, the table shows a positive and significant 
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correlation between Price-to-book, ROA and ROE and Female executive and a negative 

correlation between Capital and Female executive. 

Some of our alternative dependent variables have high correlations with one another. However, 

these correlations do not distort the analyses since these variables are used in alternative regression 

specifications. For example, the correlation between ROA and ROE is 0.5966. 

------------------------------- 

Insert Table 5 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

4.2. Univariate analysis 

First, we conduct univariate tests to examine the relationship between gender diversity and risk 

and the performance of financial institutions. For this purpose, we divide our sample into two 

subsamples based on the level of performance; the “High values” subsample consists of financial 

institutions with above-median values of Z-score, Capital, ROA, ROE, and Price-to-book ratios, 

while the “Low values” subsample consists of institutions with below-median values in those 

variables. We then perform two-tailed t-tests under the null hypothesis that there are no 

differences in the means between the most- and the least-risky and profitable institutions. 

------------------------------- 

Insert Table 6 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

Unexpectedly, but consistent with the pairwise correlations and with Adams and Funk (2012), the 

results show that there are negative and statistically highly significant differences between both 

female executives and board members and Z-scores, suggesting a lower risk-aversion in women. 

The results of the t-tests for other dependent variables show different results for each gender 

variable. This finding suggests that the behaviours of female and male executives and board 

members may differ. For instance, according to the t-tests on capital ratios, female board members 

tend to hold more equity capital, while female executives tend to do the opposite. Similarly, 
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Gender-diverse management shows positive significant differences in ROE and Price-to book, 

suggesting better performance of female executives; while Gender-diverse board and Female 

boards show negative differences, indicating worse performance of gender-diverse boards. Farag 

and Mallin (2017) document different behaviours among female directors who serve on boards of 

directors and on supervisory boards than among the women who hold positions on management 

boards. On average, female-led management boards tend to be significantly less risk-averse. They 

find a positive relationship between the number of women (after a critical mass beyond 18% is 

achieved) on management boards and risk-taking, while an opposite significant relationship was 

found between boards of directors and supervisory board diversity and risk-taking. In general, the 

results from the t-tests suggest that female executives are less risk-averse but also more profitable 

than their male counterparts. 

 

4.3. Regression results 

We examine the association between gender diversity in corporate boards and top executive 

positions and the risk and performance of Latin American financial institutions in a multivariate 

setting. For this purpose, we estimate the panel regression specification presented in Equation 2 

by using alternative dependent variables for bank risk and performance. We estimate our 

equations with individual fixed effects to account for omitted and potentially unobservable 

variables. We use robust standard errors adjusted for heteroscedasticity in our analyses. 

 

------------------------------- 

Insert Table 7 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

Table 7 presents alternative versions of Equation 2 with the dependent variable Z-score (Model 

1), Z-score - parsimonious (Model 2) Capital ratio (Model 3), ROA (Model 4), ROE (Model 5), 

and Price-to-book (Model 6). The variable of interest Female executive is statistically significant 
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in Models 1, 2 and 6, thereby confirming the univariate results. The results indicate a negative 

correlation between Female executive and Z-score, and a positive correlation between Female 

executive and Price-to-book ratio. The findings indicate a lower level of risk aversion and a higher 

level of profitability for female-managed banks. We therefore reject our first hypothesis, in which 

we expected a negative relationship between female top managers and bank risk. Nonetheless, 

there is evidence that “beyond the glass ceiling” (Adams & Funk, 2012), gender differences tend 

to disappear. Atkinson et al. (2003) show no differences in risk aversion among female and male 

fund managers; likewise, Dwyer et al. (2002) analyse investor behaviour and show that gender 

differences in risk aversion drastically decrease when a Financial investment knowledge control 

variable is introduced. Regarding bank performance, our results support our third hypothesis, 

suggesting that top management diversity has a positive effect on bank price-to-book ratios, in 

line with previous literature (e.g., Perriman et al., 2016, Andries et al., 2017).   

The variable Female board shows a negative and significant correlation with Capital ratio, which 

contradicts previous univariate analysis and the expected relationship between female board 

directors and bank risk, developed in our hypothesis 2. The unexpected results can also be 

explained by the fact that financial knowledge and holding top positions might reduce the gap in 

risk preferences between male and female professionals (Dwyer et al., 2002; Atkinson et al., 

2003). In a Swedish sample, Adams and Funk (2012) further show female board members to be 

more risk-loving than their male counterparts. Our results additionally indicate a negative 

correlation with Price-to-book, supporting the univariate tests. The differences in the relationship 

between the two gender variables and risk and performance have been documented in the 

literature. Farag and Maling (2017) provide significant differences between executive and non-

executive female directors in terms of risk. Nonetheless, the results of the variable Female board 

should be interpreted with caution due to the lack of a “critical mass” of female directors in our 
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sample (Konrad et al. 2008; Joecks, 2013) and because the regression results differ from the 

univariate analyses outcomes. 

Regarding the control variables, Board size has a significant positive relationship with Z-score 

and Capital ratio. These results support previous literature that assumes larger boards are better 

monitors in large and complex corporations (e.g., Andrés & Vallelado, 2008, Pathan, 2009, among 

others). Capital ratio is positively and highly significantly correlated with Z-score, ROA and ROE, 

while unexpectedly, it is negatively correlated with Price-to-book. Various studies support the 

notion that better capitalization leads to lower risk and higher profitability. The Basel capital 

accords aimed to increase bank capitalization to reduce bank risk, and several authors empirically 

support that relationship (e.g., Lehar, 2005; Poghosyan and Čihak, 2011; Baselga et al., 2015). 

Regarding capitalization and profitability, Berger (1995) and Athanasoglou et al. (2008) state that 

capital can act as a safety net in case of adverse conditions increasing bank profitability. 

Banks with greater Loan to asset ratios have higher Capital ratios. Similarly, larger banks show 

higher Capital ratios but lower market performance in terms of Price-to-book. The effect of size 

on bank risk and profitability is ambiguous in the literature. Some works empirically support the 

notion that larger financial institutions are more efficient, leading to better performance in terms 

of both risk and profitability (e.g., Salas & Saurina, 2002). However, similar to our results, Barros 

et al. (2007) empirically show that larger banks may engage in diseconomies of scale, thus 

reducing their profitability. Not surprisingly, Asset growth is positively correlated to Price-to-

book, as most literature states that internal growth might lead to better performance in terms of 

value (e.g.: Hughes et al., 2003). However, it is negatively correlated to Capital ratio and ROA. 

Concerning the macroeconomic variables, Unemployment and Financial freedom become highly 

significant in all model specifications, showing the same impact on the dependent variables. More 

precisely, both variables show a positive correlation with Capital and Price-to-book ratios, and a 

negative effect on Z-score, ROA and ROE. The negative effect of unemployment on bank 
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performance as a consequence of the direct impact on the bank’s asset quality has been 

documented in Bofondi and Ropele (2011). With regard to the regulation variables, Activity 

restrictions exhibit a positive impact on Price-to book, while Supervisory Power has a negative 

effect on Z-score and ROE and a positive impact on Capital ratio. 

To test for the robustness of our results, we run several alternative regression specifications. For 

example, we re-estimate our equations with year- and country-fixed effects to account for omitted 

and potentially unobservable variables. In general, using alternative models, our results show that 

the proportion of female executives tends to increase both bank risk and bank performance in 

terms of Z-score and Price-to-book. These results partly contradict previous literature, which 

suggests that female-led organizations are associated with more conservative and less risky 

financial decisions (Francoeur, Labelle & Sinclair-Desgagné, 2008; Krishnan & Parsons, 2008; 

Faccio, Marchica, Mura, 2016; Huang & Kisgen, 2013; Palvia et al., 2015). In contrast, our results 

are in line with a stream of literature that attributes different risk preferences to female managers 

and professionals, stating that people who are less risk-averse tend to choose managerial positions 

(see e.g.: Atkinson et al., 2003, Adams and Funk, 2012). 

However, most of these earlier papers (with the exception of Palvia et al., 2015 and 2020) are 

focused on the proportion of women on boards. Our results do not show a consistent relationship 

between the proportion of women on the board and bank performance, which can be explained by 

the absence of a critical mass of women on board. The average percentage of female board 

members is below 5%, while the average for developed countries is over 10%. In addition, there 

are almost no boards with more than one woman. Furthermore, studies from Joecks et al. (2013), 

Liu et al. (2014) and Flabbi et al. (2016) suggest that a critical mass of at least 30% of women on 

corporate boards is required to significantly increase firm performance. 

However, the results regarding the effect of the proportion of female executives on bank 

performance are robust in indicating less risk aversion and better performance. Our conclusions 
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are in line with Farag and Mallin (2016), who, using a European sample of banks, show 

differences in the degree of risk-taking between female presence on the management board and 

female presence on both the board of directors and the supervisory board. They state that the 

proportion of women on non-executive boards, that is, on the board of directors and on the 

supervisory board, decreases bank instability. However, female presence on the executive board 

significantly increases bank risk-taking. Nevertheless, a critical mass of more than 18% women 

was required to show a significant impact. 

Our results show that female-led Latin American banks tend to be less risk-averse and to have 

better performance than male-led banks. We have shown in the descriptive analysis that the female 

representation in this sector in Latin America is far from what is average in developed countries. 

Thus, we can conclude that it is particularly rare for a woman to hold a leading position in a Latin 

American bank. It is reasonable to think that women in that kind of position and in that region are 

less risk-averse than average women and perhaps less risk-averse than men. Recent studies show 

that females in gender-equal countries tend to differ from males in their preferences more than 

women in less gender-equal countries do. The so-called “gender-equality paradox” (Stoet and 

Geary, 2018) counterintuitively states that the gap between men and women in STEM7 degree 

choices increases as the gender equality of countries increases. The authors further discuss that 

gender-egalitarian countries are also welfare states, while unequal countries have worse living 

conditions, which forces girls to choose degrees with higher expected salaries. Closer to our 

research topic, Falk and Hermle (2018) show that gender differences in risk preferences are 

positively related to economic development and gender equality. Given that we are focusing on 

highly unequal countries (the lowest Gender Inequality Index (GII) in our sample is 0.38 when 

most developed countries are below 0.10), it is sensible to expect a moderation effect of GII 

between female executives and bank performance. To address this discussion, we present in Table 

 
7 Science, technology, engineering and mathematics. 
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8 a model in which we introduce Female ex. x GII, an interaction variable between Female 

executive and the Gender Inequality Index. GII takes values from 0 to 1, with higher values 

indicating greater gender disparity. As there is no observation with GII equal to 0, we compute a 

mean centering8 of this variable and run the regressions.  The results show a significant 

moderation effect for the dependent variable Z-score; however, no moderation effect is observed 

in models 2-5. The negative sign of the coefficient of the interaction variable suggests that gender 

inequality enhances the negative effect of female executives on the Z-score. Our results support 

the notion that GII increases the negative effect of female executives on the Z score. These results 

corroborate previous literature that states that female (risk) choices are moderated by gender 

equality and economic development. 

------------------------------- 

Insert Table 8 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

4.4. Endogeneity 

We acknowledge that our empirical analysis may suffer from endogeneity and reverse causality. 

Although we have included several bank-specific and macroeconomic variables in our 

regressions, and we apply individual fixed effects panel data models and include the same control 

variables as for the main models in Table 7, it is possible that we have omitted correlated variables 

or unobservable bank characteristics that might affect the efficiency and performance of Latin 

American banks. 

To overcome endogeneity, we conduct a two-stage instrumental variable analysis to determine 

whether efficiency and performance are affected by gender in management positions. We use the 

four lags as instruments for Female executive, which is suggested to fulfil the criteria for an 

instrument (see, e.g., Arellano & Bover, 1995 for a discussion). Internal instruments such as lags 

 
8 We subtract the mean GII value to each observation. As a result, the centered mean value is 0. This makes the 

results easier to interpret. 
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are suitable because they are not correlated to the error term (Pindado & Requejo, 2015). 

Governance dummy variables generally tend to change slowly within firms. However, our main 

variable “Female executives” is built as a percentage of females on the executive board and not 

as a dummy variable. Additionally, we have observed that executive boards tend to be much less 

stable than boards of directors. Thus, lags are considered suitable instruments in this research 

setting. 

Second, Larcker and Rusticus (2010), among other authors, suggest that instruments should be 

found outside of the model. Therefore, following Palvia et al. (2015), we build the Commonness 

of female-managed banks as an external instrument for Female executive. Specifically, we define 

those banks with at least 12.5% (median) female executives as Female-managed. We assess the 

commonness of female-managed and female-board banks over the total of other banks in the 

country as an instrument for Female executive. We exclude the bank under consideration to ensure 

that the data of a particular bank does not affect the computation of the instrument. Equation 3 

demonstrates how the instrumental variable has been constructed: 

𝐶 = (𝑓𝑚 − 1)/(𝑓𝑚 − 1 + 𝑚𝑚)                                                                                                (3) 

where C stands for the Commonness of female-managed banks for a certain bank in a certain year, 

fm is the number of banks with at least 12.5% female executives in the country, and mm is the 

number of banks with less than 12.5% female executives in the country. We assume that the 

Commonness of female-managed banks should be positively related to the ratio of female 

executives and board members. Moreover, we consider a country-level variable to be a suitable 

instrument, as it has no conceptual relation to the performance or efficiency of individual banks. 

The estimates of the two-stage instrumental variable Lagged female executive are presented in 

Table 9. We use bank-fixed effects. The estimates from the first-stage regressions (not tabulated) 

show a significant positive correlation between Female executive and the instrumented variables 

(all lags), as expected. 
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As can be noted from Table 9, in the second stage of the analysis, the instrumental female 

executive variable becomes significant and negatively correlated with Z-score and positively and 

significantly correlated with Price to book, thereby supporting our initial results. The Female 

board variable is significant and negatively correlated with Price-to-book and Capital ratio.  

We further carry out various tests to assess the validity of the orthogonality assumptions and the 

strength of our instruments. First, we run an under-identification test (a LM version of the 

Anderson’s (1951) canonical correlations test) under the null hypothesis that the excluded 

instruments are "relevant" (i.e. correlated with the endogenous regressors). Second, we test for 

weak identification by the Cragg-Donald Wald statistic. This test ascertains that the excluded 

instruments are correlated with the endogenous regressors, but only weakly; under the null 

hypothesis that the estimator is weakly identified. Finally, we report the Sargan-Hansen test 

results for the over-identifying restrictions, under the null hypothesis that the employed 

instruments are exogenous. Table 9 shows the p-values of these tests. Regarding the LM-under 

identification test, we can reject the null hypothesis in all estimations. We can reject the weak 

identification hypothesis only for Model 1; however, we can accept the exogenous hypothesis in 

all estimations except for Model 1. 

We ran alternative regressions including one and two lags for all governance variables (Female 

Executive, Female board and Board size), and the results (not tabulated) remain unchanged. 

------------------------------- 

Insert Table 9 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

Table 10 shows the coefficients of the five regressions using the Commonness of female-managed 

banks as an instrumental variable. We use firm-fixed effects and the same main control variables 

as for the main models in Table 9. 
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The estimates from the first-stage regressions (not reported) show a significant positive correlation 

between Female executives and the instrumented variable. The estimates further show that larger 

banks and banks with lower proportions of loans to assets tend to have more Female executives.  

As can be noted from the table, in the second stage, the instrumental variable shows a positive 

significant effect on Price-to-book, supporting our original results. However, the effect of the 

instrumental variable on Z-score, capital ratio, ROA and ROE is not significant. The variable 

Female board becomes significant and negatively correlated to Capital ratio and Price-to-book. 

The rest of the governance and control variables show similar results as those reported for our 

original models in Table 7. According to the post-estimation tests, we can reject the under-

identification hypothesis in all models. However, we can only reject the weak identification 

hypothesis in the last model, which uses Price-to-book as the dependent variable. 

------------------------------- 

Insert Table 10 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

After running these instrumental variable regressions, we conclude that the relationship between 

Female executives and Z-score and Price-to-book is quite robust and shows similar coefficients 

in most models. 

To further control for endogeneity, we run the regressions with the dependent variables defined 

as changes. When looking at the changes in Z-score, ROA, Capital ratio, and Price-to-book, 

Female executive loses its significance, thereby suggesting endogeneity.  

 

4.5. Additional robustness checks 

We further conduct several tests to ascertain the robustness of our empirical findings. To confirm 

that our results are not distorted by Brazil, which represents more than a quarter of the 

observations in our sample, we rerun our regressions without Brazil. The results show a highly 

significant negative correlation between female executives and Z-scores (at the 1% significance 
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level). Similarly, due to the erratic development of Venezuela during our sample period, we run 

our regressions without Venezuela, but our results remain unchanged. Finally, the results are also 

robust after removing the largest and smallest 10% of the banks from the sample. 

The Z-score is often calculated in earlier studies as a three-year moving average instead of a yearly 

value. Unfortunately, we are not able to use moving averages for our Z-scores due to data 

constraints, since five consecutive years are required to be able to calculate one Z-score. 

Consequently, for every bank, we lose four observations, and as a result, some banks lose all their 

observations, while others are left with one or very few observations. Given the data restrictions, 

we believe that the best way of calculating the Z-score in our sample is to include the standard 

deviation of the whole period for every bank in the denominator. 

 

4.6. Discussion of the results 

We have documented that female bank executives in Latin American countries are less risk averse 

than their male counterparts. Moreover, female-led banks are suggested to be more profitable than 

male-led banks. Our findings are robust after testing for endogeneity in most specifications and 

after several other additional tests, as discussed above. The results are not only statistically 

significant but also economically significant. For example, when looking at our basic models, the 

magnitudes of the estimated coefficients suggest that Female executives decrease Z-scores by 0.3 

to 0.5 basis points, while the mean Z-score in our sample is about 2.38.  Moreover, if we look at 

a 10% subsample of the banks with the lowest percentage of Female executives, the average Z-

score is 34.27, while for the banks with the highest Female executive values, the average Z-score 

is 8.99. This difference in Z-scores is large, which indicates that there is a significant difference 

in the distance to default between these two bank groups. More research is called for in order to 

map the causes of this gap in more detail. 
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Female executives increase Price-to-book ratios by 4.6 basis points, while the mean Price-to-book 

value is 9.03 in our sample. On average, a 1% increase in female executives makes the market 

prices to go up by 5.7%.  Interestingly, Female board decreases the Capital ratio by 8 basis points 

and the Price-to-book ratio by almost 10 basis points. The mean value of Capital ratio in our 

sample is 13.71 and the mean value of Price-to-book ratio is 9.03. Overall, the magnitudes of the 

coefficient estimates suggest that the differences in default risk, Capital ratio, and Price-to-book 

ratio are economically significant. 

Kirk and Gwin (2009) suggest that diversity provides advantages, as people with different 

backgrounds might also have different viewpoints. In this line, Ostry et al. (2018) state that 

because women and men complement each other in the production process, the economic benefits 

from gender diversity are likely to be larger than suggested in previous literature. Gender diversity 

in top executive positions and its impact on firm performance and risk-taking is a topic that 

requires more research to produce deeper insights. Literature on this matter is still scarce and is 

mainly focused on non-financial firms operating in developed countries. Unexpectedly, our results 

show a negative relationship between gender diversity on corporate boards and executive 

positions and Z-score, suggesting a lower level of risk aversion in female executives. Our results 

are in line with previous literature that states that females in management positions might be more 

prone to risk than average women (Atkinson et al., 2003, Adams and Funk, 2012). Moreover, 

similar to Falk and Hermle (2018) and supporting the “Gender-equality paradox”, we find a 

moderation effect of the Gender Inequality Index, which enhances the negative effect of female 

executives on bank risk. Furthermore, our results also indicate a positive relationship between 

female executives and firm performance in terms of Price-to-book ratios. 

We believe that these results may interest bank supervisors, legislators, depositors, and other 

stakeholders. It has been suggested that the Latin American banking sector suffers from regulatory 

problems related to the self-interested actions of rule makers and regulators, which has had a 
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particularly significant impact on governance-related factors (Kleinow, Garcia Molina & Horsch, 

2016). Thus, research findings related to bank performance and risk can be considered helpful 

when planning for future guidelines and regulations. 

The main supervisory implication is that executive gender and board diversity may contain useful 

information for evaluating the safety and soundness of banks. From a public policy and corporate 

governance perspective, the effects of female executives and board diversity on bank riskiness 

and profitability may be of interest to regulators when setting future policies for advancing gender 

equality and women’s career opportunities. 

 

5. CONCLUSIONS 

 

This paper examines the association between gender diversity in boards and executive positions 

and the economic performance of banks, measured by risk (Z-score, capital ratio) and return 

(ROA, ROE, and price-to-book). To the best of our knowledge, this is the first attempt to address 

this relationship in the Latin American financial industry. The empirical analysis presented in this 

paper is based on a sample of 91 publicly traded financial institutions from 10 Latin American 

countries, which covers the full universe of publicly traded financial institutions in the region. 

We measure bank risk alternatively by Z-score or Capital ratio, and bank performance is assessed 

by two accounting-based measures (ROA, ROE) and one market-based variable (Price-to-book 

ratio). Our results suggest that banks with a higher proportion of female executives tend to be 

more profitable and, unexpectedly, less risk averse. These results differ from the majority of 

previous gender studies, which state that gender diversity may be linked to more conservative 

behaviour. Our results show that female executives in Latin American countries are not only less 

risk-averse than average women (Atkinson et al., 2003) but also even less risk-averse than their 

male counterparts, supporting Adams and Funk (2012). Following the literature that supports the 

gender equality paradox (Stoet and Geary, 2018), we find a moderation effect of GII between the 
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variables Female executive and Z-score, which may suggest that a high gender disparity may 

reduce female risk aversion. Nonetheless, our results need to be interpreted with caution, as this 

is the first study in which the relationship between female executives and performance is assessed 

in Latin American banks. Moreover, he data from the region’s banking industry are scarce, and 

like most corporate governance studies, this one might suffer from endogeneity. 

Nevertheless, our results are robust to alternative explanatory variables, limiting the sample to 

commercial banks, excluding the largest and smallest financial institutions, and excluding Brazil 

and Venezuela. Furthermore, to overcome endogeneity and reverse causality, we undertake a two-

stage instrumental analysis that confirms that gender in management positions affects bank risk 

and performance. The endogeneity tests support the original results, indicating that female 

managers tend to be less risk-averse and more value oriented. 

Prior to this study, the variables that lead to better performance and lower risk in Latin American 

financial institutions had barely been studied. Given the impact of bank performance on the real 

economy, the global interconnection of financial institutions and the lack of legal protection in 

this region (Sáenz González & García-Meca, 2014), it is of interest for regulators and policy 

makers to analyse possible sources of better performance in Latin American banks. 

  



33 

 

REFERENCES 

Adams, R.B. & Ferreira, D. 2009. Women in the boardroom and their impact on governance and 

performance. Journal of Financial Economics, 94, 291–309. 

Adams, R.B. & Funk, P. 2012. Beyond the glass ceiling: Does gender matter? Management 

Science, 58 (2), 219–235. 

Adams, R.B. & Mehran, H. 2003. Is corporate governance different for bank holding companies? 

Federal Reserve Bank of New York Economic Policy Review, 9, 123-142. 

Adams, R.B. & Mehran, H. 2012. Bank board structure and performance: Evidence for large bank 

holding companies, Journal of Financial Intermediation, 21, 243–267. 

Agoraki, M.E. K., Delis, M. D., & Pasiouras, F. 2011. Regulations, competition and bank risk-

taking in transition countries. Journal of Financial Stability, 7, 38–48.  

Amore, M.D. & Garofalo, O., 2016. Executive gender, competitive pressures, and corporate 

performance, Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 131 A, 308-327. 

Andries, A.M., Mehdian, S., & Stoica, O. 2017. The Impact of Board Gender on Bank 

Performance and Risk in Emerging Markets.  

Arellano, M. & Bover, O. Another look at the instrumental variable estimation of error-

components models. Journal of Econometrics, 68 (1), 29–51. 

Arena, M. 2008. Bank failures and bank fundamentals: a comparative analysis of Latin America 

and East Asia during the nineties using bank-level data, Journal of Banking and Finance, 32, 

299-310. 

Athanasoglou, P. P., Brissimis, S. N.  & Delis, M. D. 2008. Bank-specific, industry specific and 

macroeconomic determinants of bank profitability. Journal of International Financial 

Markets, Institutions and Money 18, 121–136. 

Atkinson, S. M., Baird, S.B., & Frye, M.B. 2003. Do Female Mutual Fund Managers Manage 

Differently? Journal of Financial Research, 26(1), 1–18. 



34 

 

Barros, C. P., Ferreira, C.  & Williams, J. 2007. Analysing the determinants of performance of 

best and worst European banks: a mixed logit approach. Journal of Banking and Finance 

31, 2189–2203. 

Barth, J. R., Caprio, G., Jr., & Levine, R. 2001. The regulation and supervision of bank around 

the world: A new database. Policy Research Working Paper 2588, World Bank. 

Barth, J. R., Caprio, G., Jr., & Levine, R. 2004. Bank regulation and supervision: What works 

best? Journal of Financial Intermediation, 13, 205–248. 

Barth, J. R., Caprio, G., Jr., & Levine, R. 2013. Bank regulation and supervision in 180 countries 

from 1999 to 2011. Journal of Financial Economic Policy, 5, 111–219. 

Baselga-Pascual, L.; Trujillo-Ponce, A. & Cardone-Riportella, C. 2015. Factors influencing bank 

risk in Europe: Evidence from the financial crisis. North American Journal of Economics 

and Finance 34, 138–166  

Bear, S. E., Poost, C. & Rahmam, N. 2010. The Impact of Board Diversity and Gender 

Composition on Corporate Social Responsibility and Firm Reputation. Journal of Business 

Ethics, 97(2), 207-221 

Berger, A. N. 1995. The relationship between capital and earnings in banking. Journal of Money, 

Credit, and Banking 27, 432–456. 

Blasco, M., & Sinkey, J. 2006. Bank asset structure, real-estate lending, and risk-taking. 

Quarterly Review of Economics and Finance, 46, 53–81. 

Blundell, R. and Bond, S. (1998) Initial conditions and moment restrictions in dynamic panel data 

models. Journal of Econometrics, 87, 115–144. 

Bofondi, M., & Ropele, T. (2011). Macroeconomic determinants of bad loans: Evidence from 

Italian banks. Occasional paper 89, Bank of Italy. 



35 

 

Boone, A.L., Casares Field, L., Karpoffc, J.M. & Raheja, C.G. 2007. The determinants of 

corporate board size and composition: An empirical analysis. Journal of Financial 

Economics, 85, 66–101. 

Borio, C., & Lowe, P. 2002. Assessing the risk of banking crises. BIS Quarterly Review, 

December, 43–54. 

Boyd, J.H. & Prescott E.C. 1986. Financial Intermediary-Coalitions. Journal of Economic 

Theory 38, 211-232. 

Brammer, S., Millington, A., & Pavelin, S. 2009. Corporate reputation and women on the board. 

British Journal of Management, 20, 17–29. 

Brickley, J.A., Coles, J.L. & Terry, R.L. 1994. Outside directors and the adoption of poison pills. 

Journal of Financial Economics, 35 (3), 371–390. 

Chiaramonte, L., Groci E. & Poli F. 2015. Should we trust the Z-score? Evidence from the 

European Banking Industry Global Finance Journal, 28, 111-131. 

Chong, A. & López-de-Silanes, F. 2007. Investor protection and corporate governance: Firm-level 

evidence across Latin America. World Bank Publications, The World Bank, number 6769. 

Chortareas, G.; Girardone, C & Ventouri, A. 2013. Financial freedom and bank efficiency: 

Evidence from the European Union, Journal of Banking and Finance, 37, 12.  

Coles, J.L., Daniel, N.D., & Naveen, L. 2008. Boards: Does one size fit all? Journal of Financial 

Economics 87, 329–356. 

de Andrés, P., & Vallelado, E. 2008. Corporate governance in banking: The role of the board of 

directors. Journal of Banking and Finance, 32, 2570–2580. 

De Jonghe, O. 2010. Back to the basics in banking? A micro-analysis of banking system stability. 

Journal of Financial Intermediation, 19, 387–417. 



36 

 

De Nicoló, G., Geadah, S., & Rozhkov, D. 2003. Bridging the great divide: Poorly developed 

financial systems in the CIS-7countries may jeopardize their sustained growth. Finance and 

Development, 40, 42–45. 

Delis, M. D., & Staikouras, P. K. 2011. Supervisory effectiveness and bank risk. Review of 

Finance, 15, 511–543. 

Demirgüc-Kunt, A., & Huizinga, H. 2010. Bank activity and funding strategies: The impact on 

risk and returns. Journal of Financial Economics, 98, 626–650. 

Demirgüc-Kunt, A.; Laeven, L. &Levine, R. (2004) Regulations, Market Structure, Institutions, 

and the Cost of Financial Intermediation. Journal of Money, Credit and Banking 36, 3, 

593-622. 

Dong, Y., Girardone, C & Kuo, J.M. 2017. Governance, efficiency and risk taking in Chinese 

banking. The British Accounting Review 49, 211-229 

Duygan-Bump, B., Levkov, A., & Montoriol-Garriga, J. 2015. Financing constraints and 

unemployment: Evidence from the Great Recession. Journal of Monetary Economics, 75, 

89–105. 

Dwyer, P. D., Gilkeson, J.H. & List, J.A. 2002. Gender Differences in Revealed Risk Taking: 

Evidence from Mutual Fund Investors. Economics Letters, 76(2), 151–58. 

Faccio, M., Marchica, M.T. & Mura, R. 2016. CEO gender, corporate risk-taking, and the 

efficiency of capital allocation. Journal of Corporate Finance 39, 193-209.   

Falk, A. & Hermle, J. 2018. Relationship of gender differences in preferences to economic 

development and gender equality. Science, 362. 

Farag, H. & Mallin, C. 2017. Board diversity and financial fragility: Evidence from European 

banks, International Review of Financial Analysis, 49, 98-112. 



37 

 

Festic, M., Kavkler, A., & Repina, S. 2011. The macroeconomic sources of systemic risk in the 

banking sectors of five new EU member states. Journal of Banking and Finance, 35, 310–

322. 

Flabbi, L., Piras, C. & Abrahams, S. 2016. Female corporate leadership in Latin America and the 

Caribbean Region: Representation and firm-level outcomes, IDB Working Paper Series 

IDB-WP-655. 

Francoeur, C., Labelle, R., & Sinclair-Desgagné, B. 2008. Gender Diversity in Corporate 

Governance and Top Management. Journal of Business Ethics, 81,1, 83–95. 

Furlong, F.T. & Keeley, M.C. 1989. Capital regulation and bank risk-taking: A note, Journal of 

Banking & Finance, 13 (6), 883–891. 

Gennote, G. & Pyle, D. 1991. Capital controls and bank risk. Journal of Banking & Finance, 

15, Issues 4–5, 805-824. 

Haouat, M., Moccero, D., & Sosa Navarro, R. 2012. Foreign banks and credit volatility: The case 

of Latin American countries, Review of International Economics, 20(5), 1017–1033. 

Harris, J. E. 2009. A review of Latin American corporate governance literature, Corporate 

Governance: The International Journal of Business in Society, 9 (5), 635–648. 

Harvey, K.D. & Shrieves, R.E. 2001. Executive compensation structure and corporate governance 

choices. The Journal of Financial Research, 24 (4), 495–512. 

Heritage Foundation, 2016. Index of Economic Freedom, The Heritage Foundation. 

<http://www.heritage.org/index/>. 

Hofstede (2019). Hofstede Insights. http://www.hofstede-insights.com/country-comparison/. 

Huang, J. & Kisgen, D.J. 2013. Gender and corporate finance: Are male executives overconfident 

relative to female executives? Journal of Financial Economics, 108, 822–839. 



38 

 

Hughes, J.P., Lang, W.W., Mester, L., Moon, C.G., Pagano, M.S. 2003. Do bankers sacrifice 

value to build empires? Managerial incentives, industry consolidation, and financial 

performance. Journal of Banking & Finance 27, 417–447. 

Human Development Report. 2016. United Nations Development Program 

http://hdr.undp.org/en/2016-report. 

Hunter, W.C., & Wall, L.D. 1989. Bank merger motivations: A review of the evidence and an  

Atlanta, September/October 1989, 74(5), 2–19. 

Jeanneu, S. 2007. Banking systems: characteristics and structural changes, in Evolving banking 

systems in Latin America and the Caribbean.  Basel: Bank for International Settlements, 33, 

3–16. 

Joecks, J., Pull, K. &Vetter, K. 2013. Gender diversity in the boardroom and firm performance: 

What exactly constitutes a “critical mass?” Journal of Business Ethics, 118 (1), 61-72. 

Khan, W.A. & Vieito, J.P. 2013. CEO gender and firm performance, Journal of Economics and 

Business, 67, 55-66. 

Kirk, M. E. & Gwin. B. W. 2009. A diverse corporate board is more important than ever. 

Corporate board member, April 7, http://www.boardmember.com/Article 

Details.aspx?id=3420. 

Kitagawa, C. H., de Souza Ribeiro, M. & Ciampaglia Nardi, P. C. 2009. The responsibilities of 

the board: The level of compliance of Latin Americans’ companies to the OECD principles 

of corporate governance, Accounting in Emerging Economies, 9, 97–117.  

Kleinow, J., Garcia Molina, M. & Horsch, A. 2016. Systemically important financial institutions 

in Latin America – A primer. Brazilian Journal of Political Economy, 36 (2), 410–429. 

Kolev, G.I. 2012. Underperformance by female CEOs: A more powerful test, Economic Letters, 

117 (2), 436-440. 



39 

 

Konrad, A.M., Kramer, V. & Erkut, S. 2008. Critical mass: The impact of three or more women 

on corporate boards, Organizational Dynamics, 37 (2), 145–164. 

Krishnan, G.V. & Parsons L.M. 2008. Getting to the Bottom Line: An Exploration of Gender and 

Earnings Quality. Journal of Business Ethics, 78, 1–2, 65–76. 

Lam, K.C.K., McGuinness, P.B. & Vieito, J.P. 2013. CEO gender, executive compensation and 

firm performance in Chinese‐listed enterprises, Pacific-Basin Finance Journal, 12 (1), 

1136-1159. 

Larcker, D.F. and Rusticus, T.O. (2010) On the use of instrumental variables in accounting 

research. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 49, 186–205. 

Lee, C.C., Hsieh, M.F. & Yang, S.J. 2014. The relationship between revenue diversification and 

bank performance: Do financial structures and financial reforms matter? Japan and the 

World Economy, 29, 18–35. 

Lehar, A. (2005). Measuring systemic risk: A risk management approach. Journal of Banking 

and Finance, 29, 2577–2603. 

Levine, R. 2004. The corporate governance of banks: a concise discussion of concepts and 

evidence, World Bank Policy Research Working Paper No. 3404. 

Linck, J.S., Nettera, J.M. & Yang, T. 2008. The determinants of board structure. Journal of 

Financial Economics, 87, 308–328. 

Liu, Y., Wei, Z. & Xie, F. 2014. Do women directors improve firm performance in China? 

Journal of Corporate Finance, 28, 169-184. 

Louzis, D., Vouldis, A. T., & Metaxas, V. 2012. Macroeconomic and bank-specific determinants 

of non-performing loans in Greece: A comparative study of mortgage, business and consumer 

loan portfolios. Journal of Banking and Finance, 36,1012–1027. 

Macey, J. & O’Hara. M. 2003. The Corporate Governance of Banks. FRBNY Economic Policy 

Review, April 2003, 91-107. 



40 

 

Marcucci, J., & Quagliariello, M. 2008. Is bank portfolio riskiness procyclical? Evidence from 

Italy using a vector autoregression. Journal of International Financial Markets, 

Institutions and Money, 18, 46–63. 

Mehran, H. 1995. Executive compensation structure, ownership, and firm performance. Journal 

of Financial Economics, 38 (2), 163–184. 

Mersland, R. & Strom, R.O., 2009. Performance and governance in microfinance institutions, 

Journal of Banking & Finance, 33 (4), 662-669. 

Morris, N. 2009. Harriet Harman: “If only it had been Lehman Sisters.” The Independent (August 

4), http://www .independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/harriet-harman-if-only-it-had-been-

lehman-sisters-1766932.html. 

Männasoo, K., & Mayes, D. G. (2009). Explaining bank distress in Eastern European transition 

economies. Journal of Banking and Finance, 33, 244–253. 

Oreiro, J., & de Paula, L.F. 2010. Macroeconomic determinants of bank spread in Latin America: 

a recent analysis with special focus on Brazil, International Review of Applied Economics, 

24 (5), 573–590. 

Ostry, J.D., Alvarez, J., Espinoza, R. & Papageorgiou, C. 2018. Economic gains from gender 

inclusion: New mechanisms, new evidence. IMF Staff Discussion Note 18/06. 

Palvia, A., Vähämaa, E. &Vähämaa, S. 2015. Do female CEOs and Chairs constrain bank risk-

taking? Evidence from the financial crisis. Journal of Business Ethics 131(3), 577-594. 

Palvia. A., Vähämaa, E. & Vähämaa, S. 2020. Female leadership and bank risk-taking: Evidence 

from the effects of real estate shocks on bank lending performance and default risk. Journal 

of Business Research, forthcoming. 

Pathan, S., 2009. Strong boards, CEO power and bank risk-taking, Journal of Banking and 

Finance, 33, 1340–1350. 



41 

 

Perryman A. A., Fernando, G.D., & Tripathy, A. 2016. Do gender differences persist? An 

examination of gender diversity on firm performance, risk, and executive compensation. 

Journal of Business Research, 69, 2, 579-586. 

Pindado, J. and Requejo, I. (2015) Panel data: a methodology for model specification and testing. 

Wiley Encyclopedia of Management, Volume 4. Finance. 

Poghosyan, T., & Cihak, M. 2011. Determinants of bank distress in Europe: Evidence from a new 

data set. Journal of Financial Services Research, 40, 163–184. 

Quispe Agnoli, M. & Vilán, D. 2008. Financing trends in Latin America. Basel: Bank for 

International Settlements, 36, 15–27. 

Reinert, R.M., Weigert, F. & Winnefeld C.H. 2016. Does female management influence firm 

performance? Evidence from Luxembourg banks, Financial Markets and Portfolio 

Management, 30 (2), 113-136. 

Sáenz González, F.J., & García-Meca, E. 2014. Does corporate governance influence earnings 

management in Latin American markets? Journal of Business Ethics, 121, 419–440. 

Salas, V. & Saurina, J. 2002. Credit Risk in Two Institutional Regimes: Spanish Commercial and 

Savings Banks. Journal of Financial Services Research 22, 3, 203–224. 

Siddiqui, S., Tasnim, N., Afzal, M. N. I. & Dutta, S. 2019. Aspects of globalization: Spotlight on 

Latin America. In: Faghih N. (eds) Globalization and Development. Contributions to 

Economics. Springer, Cham. 

Singh, J. 2005. Collaborative networks as determinants of knowledge diffusion patterns. 

Management Science, 51 (5), 756–770. 

Stoet, G. & Geary, D. C. (2018). The Gender-Equality Paradox in Science, Technology, 

Engineering, and Mathematics Education. Psychological Science, 29(4) 581–593. 

Strom, R.O., D’Espallier, B. & Mersland, R. 2014. Female leadership, performance, and 

governance in microfinance institutions, Journal of Banking & Finance, 42, 60-75. 



42 

 

Torchia, M., Calabrò, A., & Huse, M. 2011. Women Directors on Corporate Boards: From 

Tokenism to Critical Mass. Journal of Business Ethics, 102:299–317. 

Uhde, A. & Heimeshoff, U. 2009. Consolidation in banking and financial stability in Europe: 

Empirical evidence. Journal of Banking & Finance, 33, 1299–1311. 

Variaya, N., Kerin, R.A., & Weeks D. 1987. The relationship between growth, profitability, and 

firm value, Strategic Management Journal, 8 (5), 487–497. 

Webb, E. 2004. An examination of socially responsible firms’ board structure. Journal of 

Management and Governance, 8, 255–277. 

Williams, R. 2015. Interpreting Interaction Effects; Interaction Effects and Centering 

Yeyati, E.L. & Micco, A. 2007. Concentration and foreign penetration in Latin American banking 

sectors: Impact on competition and risk, Journal of Banking & Finance, 31, 1633–1647. 

  



43 

 

TABLE 1.  

Observations per country. 

 

COUNTRY Freq. Percent Banks Percent 

ARGENTINA 124 7.46 6 6.67 

BOLIVIA 62 3.73 5 5.55 

BRAZIL 411 24.71 22 24.44 

CHILE 160 9.62 7 7.78 

COLOMBIA 149 8.96 7 7.78 

ECUADOR 120 7.22 7 7.78 

MEXICO 90 5.41 5 5.55 

PANAMA 88 5.29 6 6.67 

PERU 292 17.56 18 18.89 

VENEZUELA 167 10.04 8 8.89 

TOTAL 1,663 100 91 100.00 

 

The table presents the number of observations and banks by 

country. 
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TABLE 2.  

Descriptive statistics women representation in Latin American financial institutions. 

 

COUNTRY 

FEMALE 

BOARD 

(%) 

GENDER 

DIVERSE 

BOARD 

>1 

WOMAN 

ON 

BOARD 

FEMALE 

CEO 

FEMALE 

CHAIR 

FEMALE 

EXECUTIVE 

(%) 

GENDER 

DIVERSE 

MGT 

ARGENTINA 3.82 0.46 0.07 0.00 0.09 8.08 0.40 

 (4.81) (0.58) (0.26) (0.00) (0.29) (9.32) (0.49) 

BOLIVIA 5.41 0.30 0.03 0.03 0.06 22.72 0.93 

 (9.77) (0.52) (0.16) (0.17) (0.23) (9.38) (0.25) 

BRAZIL 7.27 0.60 0.12 0.00 0.01 11.50 0.41 

 (9.27) (0.75) (0.32) (0.00) (0.10) (10.09) (0.49) 

CHILE 2.74 0.28 0.07 0.00 0.00 7.10 0.20 

 (5.60) (0.58) (0.25) (0.00) (0.00) (5.59) (0.41) 

COLOMBIA 2.33 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.40 0.61 

 (6.35) (0.33) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (5.79) (0.50) 

ECUADOR 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 23.64 1.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (5.14) (0.00) 

MEXICO 8.12 1.21 0.50 0.00 0.00 7.41 0.41 

 (6.27) (0.92) (0.51) (0.00) (0.00) (8.22) (0.50) 

PANAMA 7.63 0.73 0.04 0.00 0.00 25.07 0.61 

 (5.48) (0.52) (0.20) (0.00) (0.00) (22.23) (0.50) 

PERU 3.13 0.27 0.03 0.00 0.00 18.74 0.63 

 (6.28) (0.54) (0.17) (0.00) (0.00) (14.22) (0.48) 

VENEZUELA 1.23 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.93 0.50 

 (2.45) (0.44) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (8.17) (0.55) 

TOTAL 4.77 0.44 0.09 0.00 0.02 13.84 0.50 

 (7.46) (0.67) (0.28) (0.04) (0.12) (12.51) (0.50) 

The table reports the descriptive statistics for the gender variables in the sample. Mean values are 

reported first and standard deviations are in parentheses. The variables are defined in Table 3.
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TABLE 3. 

Variable descriptions. 

Classification Notation Description Source 

Dependent 

Z-score Natural logarithm Z-score ratio 

Bloomberg 

Capital Common equity over total assets 

ROA Return on Assets 

ROE Return on Equity 

Price-to-book  Price over book value per share 

Gender 

diversity 

Female Board Proportion of women over total board position 

Bloomberg and 

banks’ annual 

reports 

Gender diverse board Dummy variable that equals 1 if there is at least one woman on board 

Female executive Proportion of women over total executive positions 

Gender diverse management Dummy variable that equals 1 if the proportion of women in executive positions is above median 

More than 1 women board Dummy variable that equals 1 if there is more than one woman on board 

Female CEO Dummy variable that equals 1 in banks with a CEO woman 

Female CHAIR Dummy variable that equals 1 in banks with a Chairwoman 

Corporate 

Governance 
Board Size Natural logarithm of board members 

Bank specific 

Loan to assets Gross loans over total assets 

Bank size Natural logarithm of total assets 

Asset growth Annual change of total assets 

Macroeconomic 

Economic Growth  GDP Growth 

World Bank Unemployment Unemployment rate 

GII Gender Inequality Index 

Financial freedom Financial Freedom Index Heritage 

Foundation Corruption freedom Corruption Freedom Index 

Regulation 

Controls 

Activity restrictions 
Regulatory restrictions in securities markets, insurance, and real estate and on owning shares in 

nonfinancial firms 
Barth et al. (2001 

and updates), 

World Bank Supervisory power Country’s bank supervisory agency has the authority to take specific actions 

The table provides descriptions for variables used in the empirical analyses and reports the source of each data item. 
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 TABLE 4.  

Descriptive statistics.  

 
Country Z-score Capital ROA ROE Price-to-

book 

GII Economic 
growth 

Corruption 

freedom 

Financial 

Freedom 

Unemployment Loan 

to 

assets 

Bank 

size 

Asset 

growth 

Board 

size 

ARGENTINA 1.32 14.51 1.34 9.13 7.79 0.38 1.71 32.32 43.71 10.98 54.57 8.66 23.93 9.79  

(0.92) (11.78) (5.73) (39.89) (4.44) (0.02) (5.60) (8.15) (17.13) (3.97) (11.20) (0.64) (26.24) (2.78) 
BOLIVIA 3.32 11.44 1.53 15.61 10.16 0.50 3.22 28.64 52.26 2.67 66.69 7.15 17.51 7.43 

 (0.87) (7.87) (0.96) (10.19) (3.17) (0.04) (0.89) (3.63) (9.48) (0.41) (9.77) (1.42) (20.10) (1.88) 
BRAZIL 2.23 15.40 1.78 14.18 8.86 0.46 1.43 37.35 51.08 8.57 42.33 9.00 17.92 7.98 

 (1.34) (16.24) (3.68) (21.24) (6.20) (0.03) (2.85) (3.81) (5.60) (1.69) (17.74) (2.20) (25.63) (2.51) 
CHILE 3.26 7.35 1.09 14.86 12.07 0.38 3.34 69.99 64.00 8.41 73.03 9.60 13.68 9.58 

 (0.43) (2.00) (0.63) (7.74) (4.68) (0.04) (2.77) (6.19) (9.19) (1.64) (5.61) (0.92) (15.16) (1.38) 
COLOMBIA 2.62 11.76 1.90 15.61 7.28 0.46 2.34 32.66 67.23 12.28 64.08 9.08 16.75 5.63 

 (0.84) (3.34) (1.50) (12.57) (3.41) (0.05) (2.47) (7.66) (4.49) (3.20) (9.16) (1.12) (15.07) (1.11) 
ECUADOR 3.63 13.71 1.36 14.66 9.90 0.43 1.79 26.04 44.08 4.10 54.36 6.72 12.87 5.45 

 (1.14) (14.14) (0.72) (8.07) (2.97) (0.04) (2.77) (4.84) (8.15) (0.80) (9.40) (1.70) (10.84) (1.51) 
MEXICO 1.13 20.44 3.60 15.17 6.66 0.41 1.17 34.23 54.33 4.20 48.70 8.91 17.83 13.69 

 (1.73) (14.17) (15.94) (17.84) (4.59) (0.05) (2.81) (4.86) (14.15) (0.99) (26.49) (1.57) (34.68) (2.93) 
PANAMA 2.87 11.83 1.49 12.47 7.68 0.49 4.53 37.47 73.64 3.85 72.90 8.06 8.67 9.21 

 (1.34) (3.67) (1.43) (12.28) (2.49) (0.02) (2.97) (6.40) (8.60) (2.39) (10.75) (1.24) (17.89) (1.57) 
PERU 2.46 11.77 1.66 15.72 9.21 0.42 3.80 36.11 63.54 4.15 65.38 8.13 17.06 8.27 

 (0.90) (6.91) (2.22) (14.01) (3.79) (0.03) (2.88) (4.99) (4.79) (1.01) (11.47) (1.85) (18.65) (2.11) 
VENEZUELA 2.28 10.76 3.20 28.24 10.20 0.47 1.04 21.64 32.89 9.85 49.83 8.31 42.99 10.78 

 (0.36) (3.46) (1.86) (14.49) (3.19) (0.01) (6.58) (4.35) (14.65) (3.34) (9.68) (1.18) (32.64) (4.32) 
Total 2.38 13.71 1.83 15.19 9.03 0.44 2.36 36.61 54.49 7.39 56.56 8.66 18.80 8.61  

(1.22) (13.95) (4.86) (19.77) (4.85) (0.05) (3.69) (13.18) (14.54) (3.68) (17.90) (1.75) (24.13) (2.78) 
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The table reports the descriptive statistics of the dependent and control variables for the sample. Mean values are reported first and standard deviations are in 

parentheses. The dependent variables are Z-score (distance to default), Capital (proportion of equity capital over total assets), ROA(Return on Assets), ROE 

(Return on Equity), and Price-to-book, (market capitalization over the book value of the bank). Macroeconomic variables are defined as follows: GII is the 

Gender Inequality Index, Economic growth is the annual GDP growth, Corruption freedom and Financial Freedom are the freedom scores developed by Heritage 

Foundation, and Unemployment is the annual rate of unemployment over total labor force. Bank specific variables are defined as follows: Loan to assets is the 

proportion of loans over total assets, Bank size is the natural logarithm of the total assets of each financial institution and Asset growth is the annual growth of 

the total assets. Board size is the natural logarithm of the number of board members.  Gender diversity variables are defined in Table 2. All variables are defined 

in Table 3.
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TABLE 5.  

Pairwise correlations.  
 

  Z-score Capital 

ratio 

ROA ROE Price-to-

book 

Female 

executive 

Female 

board 

Z-score 1        

       
Capital ratio 0.2743* 1       

(0.00)       
ROA 0.0960* 0.2843* 1      

(0.00) (0.00)      
ROE 0.1831* 0.0509* 0.5966* 1     

(0.00) (0.09) (0.00)     
Price-to-book -0.1896* -0.5191* -0.2070* -0.0999* 1    

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)    
Female executive 0.026 -0.1332* 0.0912* 0.0834* 0.1407* 1   

(0.60) (0.01) (0.06) (0.08) (0.00)   
Female board -0.1008* 0.0647 0.0289 -0.0498 -0.1099* 0.0771*   1 

  (0.01) (0.10) (0.47) (0.21) (0.01) (0.09)  
 

The table reports pairwise correlations between the risk and performance measures and gender 

diversity variables. The variables are defined in Table 3. * denotes statistical significance at the 

0.05 level. 
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TABLE 6. 

Univariate tests. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The table reports the results of two-tailed t-tests for the null hypothesis that there is no difference in the 

means values of female executives and female directors between financial institutions with Highest and 

Lowest risk and performance. The variables are defined in Table 3. ***, **, and * denote statistical 

significance at the 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 levels, respectively. 

  

 Z-score 

 Highest Lowest Difference 

Female executive 12.72 15.65 - 2.92 *** 

Gender diverse mgt. 0.18 0.23 -0.05 * 

Female board 4.13 5.64 -1.50 *** 

Gender diverse board 0.071 0.12 - 0.048 ** 

 Capital ratio 

 Highest Lowest    Difference 

Female executive 12.21 15.05 - 2.83 *** 

Gender diverse mgt. 0.14 0.25 -0.10 *** 

Female board 5.53 4.28 1.25 ** 

Gender diverse board 0.13 0.063 0.07 *** 

    ROA 

 Highest Lowest    Difference 

Female executive 15.28 13.24 2.04 ** 

Gender diverse mgt. 0.22 0.19 0.03  
Female board 4.84 4.77 0.07  
Gender diverse board 0.11 0.07 0.03 * 

 ROE 

 Highest Lowest    Difference 

Female executive 16.05 12.70 3.34 *** 

Gender diverse mgt. 0.23 0.18 0.05  
Female board 4.2 5.49 -1.29 ** 

Gender diverse board 0.08 0.08 -0.00  

 Price-to-book 

 Highest Lowest    Difference 

Female executive 15.75 11.97 3.78 *** 

Gender diverse mgt. 0.27 0.13 0.14 *** 

Female board 3.84 5.73 -1.88 *** 

Gender diverse board 0.05 0.12 -0.07 *** 
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TABLE 7.  

Gender diversity and bank risk and performance. 

 

Model 1 

Z-score 

Model 2 

Z-score  

Model 3 

Capital ratio 

Model 4 

ROA 

Model 5 

ROE 

Model 6 

Price-to-book 

Female executive -0.003* -0.005** -0.023 -0.002 -0.029 0.046** 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.023) (0.018) (0.093) (0.020) 

Female board -0.001 -0.007* -0.080** 0.027 0.158 -0.097*** 

 (0.003) (0.004) (0.037) (0.029) (0.149) (0.034) 

Board size 0.239* 0.291* 4.402** 0.382 11.080 1.782 

 (0.143) (0.172) (1.974) (1.537) (8.047) (1.793) 

Capital ratio 0.084***   0.319*** 2.896*** -0.545*** 

 (0.004)   (0.043) (0.279) (0.060) 

Loan to asset -0.000  0.082*** -0.008 -0.158 0.027 

 (0.002)  (0.025) (0.020) (0.108) (0.026) 

Bank size 0.033 0.075** 0.146 -0.284 0.765 -0.904*** 

 (0.029) (0.034) (0.336) (0.309) (1.613) (0.300) 

Asset growth -0.000  -0.050*** -0.009 0.005 0.018** 

 (0.001)  (0.010) (0.008) (0.040) (0.009) 

Economic growth 0.008  0.172 0.138*** 0.790*** 0.222*** 

 (0.005)  (0.071) (0.055) (0.288) (0.064) 

Unemployment -0.023**  0.350*** -0.818*** -3.485*** 0.995*** 

 (0.010)  (0.130) (0.102) (0.537) (0.124) 

Financial freedom -0.013***  0.177*** -0.234*** -1.208*** 0.101*** 

 (0.003)  (0.036) (0.029) (0.152) (0.034) 

Corruption freedom -0.008  -0.205*** 0.101* -0.148 -0.115* 

 (0.005)  (0.072) (0.057) (0.304) (0.066) 

Activity Restrictions -0.157*  1.480 -1.366 -3.327 5.007*** 

 (0.088)  (1.162) (0.942) (4.923) (1.039) 

Supervisory Power -0.278**  3.908** -6.638*** -33.189*** 1.822 

 (0.142)  (1.916) (1.485) (7.753) (1.711) 

Constant 2.954*** 1.161*** -20.781** 34.561*** 150.429*** -7.711 

 (0.691) (0.470) (8.873) (7.217) (37.856) (7.996) 

Firm-fixed effects YES YES YES YES YES YES 

Observations 372 406 383 373 378 374 

R2 (within) 60.850 3.44 22.42 42.41 48.78 46.63 

F-stat. 36.11*** 3.06** 7.56*** 17.16*** 21.83 20.43*** 

 

 
The table reports the results for regressions using firm-fixed effects. The dependent variables are Z-

score (Models 1 and 2), Capital ratio (Model 3), ROA (Model 4), ROE (Model 5), and Price-to-book 

(Model 6). The variables are defined in Table 3. The t-statistics (in parentheses) are based on robust 

standard errors which are adjusted for heteroskedasticity and within-firm clustering. ***, **, and * 

denote statistical significance at the 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 levels, respectively. 
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TABLE 8.  

Gender diversity and bank performance in GII interaction. 

  
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

 Z-score Capital ratio ROA ROE Price-to-book 

Female executive -0.007*** 0.009 -0.005 -0.074 0.010 

 (0.003) (0.030) (0.022) (0.122) (0.017) 

GII -0.008 -0.464** 0.196 1.756* 0.387*** 

 (0.019) (0.216) (0.160) (0.915) (0.127) 

Female ex x GII -0.001*** -0.004 0.004 -0.000 -0.003 

 (0.000) (0.005) (0.004) (0.020) (0.003) 

Female board -0.006 -0.056 0.009 0.143 0.042 

 (0.004) (0.046) (0.035) (0.192) (0.027) 

Board size 0.418** 3.208 -0.367 5.701 -2.069 

 (0.212) (2.290) (1.805) (10.025) (1.335) 

Bank size 0.113** -0.652 -0.830* -2.076 0.708*** 

 
(0.052) (0.468) (0.441) (2.464) (0.269) 

Loan to asset 0.003 0.111*** -0.006 -0.054 -0.028 

 (0.003) (0.030) (0.022) (0.123) (0.019) 

Constant 1.582** 23.110*** 14.924** 48.067 7.562* 

 
(0.747) (7.491) (6.335) (35.132) 0.042 

Firm-fixed effects YES YES YES YES YES 

Year dummies YES YES YES YES YES 

Observations 382 404 383 378 395 

R2(adjusted) 15.71 27.23 18.28 19.36 66.43 

F-stat 2.23 4.79 2.68 2.83 24.62 

 
The table reports the estimates of five alternative versions of Equation 2, including 4 control variables and 

the interaction between Female executives and GII. We introduce a possible moderation effect between 

Female executive and Bank performance of the centered variable GII which stands for the Gender 

Inequality Index (Female ex X GII). GII takes values from 0 to 1; higher values indicating greater gender 

disparity. The dependent variables are Z-score (Model 1), Capital ratio (Model 2), ROA (Model 3), ROE 

(Model 4), and Price-to-book (Model 5). The variables are defined in Table 3. The t statistics (in 

parentheses) are based on robust standard errors which are adjusted for heteroskedasticity and within-firm 

clustering. ***, **, and * denote statistical significance at the 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 levels, respectively. 
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TABLE 9. 

Instrumental variable regressions using Female executive lags 

      

 IV (2SLS) estimation 

 Z-score Capital ratio ROA ROE Price-to-book 

Instrumented Female exec. -0.003** -0.023 -0.005 -0.047 0.0471** 

 (0.001) (0.022) (0.017) (0.090) (0.020) 

Female Board -0.001 -0.078** 0.024 0.144 -0.094*** 

 (0.002) (0.037) (0.027) (0.144) (0.033) 

Board size 0.230* 4.431** 0.422 11.503 1.707 

 (0.120) (1.947) (1.457) (7.781) (1.764) 

Capital ratio 0.083***  0.320*** 2.896*** -0.540*** 

 (0.004)  (0.041) (0.270) (0.059) 

Loan to asset -0.001 0.081*** -0.011 -0.171* 0.026 

 (0.002) (0.025) (0.019) (0.105) (0.025) 

Size 0.043* 0.104 -0.180 1.325 -0.924*** 

 (0.024) (0.332) (0.294) (1.565) (0.296) 

Asset growth -0.000 -0.050*** -0.007 0.010 0.018** 

 (0.001) (0.009) (0.007) (0.039) (0.009) 

Economic growth 0.010** 0.172*** 0.152*** 0.828*** 0.224*** 

 (0.004) (0.070) (0.052) (0.279) (0.063) 

Unemployment -0.020** 0.329*** -0.786*** -3.324*** 0.990*** 

 (0.009) (0.129) (0.097) (0.521) (0.123) 

Financial freedom -0.528*** 8.817*** -11.376*** -58.966*** 4.800*** 

 (0.119) (1.770) (1.353) (7.357) (1.679) 

Corruption freedom -0.007* -0.197*** 0.103* -0.171 -0.106* 

 (0.004) (0.071) (0.054) (0.292) (0.065) 

Activity Restrictions -0.098 1.193 -0.881 -1.249 4.868*** 

 (0.073) (1.136) (0.890) (4.746) (1.012) 

Supervisory Power -0.270** 3.379* -6.201*** -30.556*** 1.489 

 (0.118) (1.888) (1.405) (7.487) (1.680) 

Firm fixed effects YES YES YES YES YES 

Observations 366 377 367 363 368 

R2(centered) 68.15 22.45 44..28 49.50 46.65 

F-statistics 49.49 7.51 18.34 22.32 20.25 

LM-Anderson test p.value 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Wald test p.value 0.002 0.863 0.690 0.290 0.180 

Sargan-Hansen test p.value 0.007 0.965  0.543 0.201 0.857 

 
The table reports the second-stage regressions of the two-stage instrumental variable regressions , Z-score, Capital 

Ratio, ROA, ROE, and Price-to-book are regressed on the fitted values of the female executive variable from the 

first-stage regression and control variables used in Table 7. We use the four lags of Female executive as instruments 

for the Female executive variable. The P-values of LM-Anderson, Wald, and Sargan-Hansen statistics are provided 

in the table. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. ***, **, * denote significance at the 0.01, 0.05, and 

0.01 levels, respectively. 
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TABLE 10. 

Instrumental variable regressions using natural instruments. 

      

 IV (2SLS) estimation 

 Z-score Capital ratio ROA ROE Price-to-book 

Commonness of fem. managed banks -0.006 0.065 0.013 0.086 0.185*** 

 (0.005) (0.060) (0.036) (0.196) (0.063) 

Female Board -0.001 -0.069** 0.009 0.060 -0.082** 

 (0.003) (0.032) (0.017) (0.098) (0.035) 

Board size 0.225 3.236* 0.398 10.138* 1.444 

 (0.142) (1.711) (0.943) (5.324) (1.881) 

Capital ratio 0.088***  0.072** 0.635*** -0.483*** 

 (0.005)  (0.033) (0.249) (0.082) 

Loan to asset 0.000 0.071*** 0.004 0.012 0.033 

 (0.002) (0.026) (0.015) (0.086) (0.031) 

Size 0.061* -0.409 -0.041 1.037 -1.296*** 

 (0.037) (0.332) (0.245) (1.364) (0.349) 

Asset growth -0.000 -0.028*** 0.005 0.074*** 0.015 

 (0.001) (0.009) (0.005) (0.027) (0.009) 

Economic growth 0.004 0.056 0.009 -0.052 0.325*** 

 (0.005) (0.065) (0.035) (0.199) (0.071) 

Unemployment -0.002 0.222 -0.109** -0.562 0.858*** 

 (0.012) (0.149) (0.080) (0.453) (0.176) 

Financial freedom -0.159 6.611*** -2.081 -13.730** 0.618 

 (0.162) (1.975) (1.078) (6.305) (2.189) 

Corruption freedom -0.017*** -0.099 -0.031 -0.679*** 0.032 

 (0.005) (0.068) (0.037) (0.210) (0.076) 

Activity restrictions -0.088 1.154 -0.048 4.532 3.769*** 

 (0.087) (1.009) (0.578) (3.264) (1.091) 

Supervisory Power -0.017 2.319 -0.950 -5.408 -2.138 

 (0.147) (1.834) (0.982) (5.526) (1.981) 

Firm fixed effects YES YES YES YES YES 

Observations 361 371 361 356 362 

R2(centered) 58.83 6.53 3.21 11.74 31.16 

F-statistics 32.62 3.39 1.01 3.41 13.97 

LM-Anderson test p.value 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Wald test p.value 0.252 0.265 0.722 0.658 0.001 

The table reports the second-stage regressions of the two-stage instrumental variable regressions , Z-score, 

Capital Ratio, ROA, ROE, and Price-to-book are regressed on the fitted values of the female executive variable 

from the first-stage regression and control variables used in Table 7. We include Commonness of female 

managed banks as an instrument for Female executive. The P-values of LM-Anderson, Wald, and Sargan-

Hansen statistics are provided in the table. We use firm-fixed effects. Robust standard errors are reported in 

parentheses. ***, **, * Significance at the 0.01, 0.05 and 0.01 levels, respectively.
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ANNEX 1. 

List of banks. 
 

ARGENTINA 

Banco Hipotecario SA (BHIP AR)  

Banco Macro SA (BMA AR)  

Banco Patagonia SA (BPAT AR)  

Banco Santander Rio SA (BRIO AR)  

BBVA Banco Frances SA (FRAN AR)  

Grupo Financiero Galicia SA (GGAL AR)  

BOLIVIA 

Banco BISA SA (BIS1U VB) 

Banco Mercantil Santa Cruz SA (BME1U VB)  

Banco Solidario SA (BSO1U VB)  

Banco Pyme Los Andes ProCredit SA (CLA1U VB)  

Banco de Desarrollo Productivo SAM (NFB1B VB) 

BRAZIL  

Banco ABC Brasil SA (ABCB4 BZ) 

Banco da Amazonia SA (BAZA3 BZ)  

Banco do Brasil SA (BBAS3 BZ)  

Banco Bradesco SA (BBDC4 BZ)  

Banestes SA Banco do Estado do Espirito Santo (BEES3 BZ)  

Banco do Estado de Sergipe SA (BGIP4 BZ)  

China Construction Bank Brasil Banco Multiplo SA (BICB4 BZ)  

Banco Mercantil do Brasil SA (BMEB4 BZ)  

Banco Mercantil de Investimentos SA (BMIN4 BZ)  

Banco Pan SA (BPAN4 BZ)  

Banco do Estado do Para SA (BPAR3 BZ)  

Banco Alfa de Investimento SA (BRIV4 BZ)  

Banco do Estado do Rio Grande do Sul SA (BRSR6 BZ)  

BRB Banco de Brasilia SA (BSLI3 BZ)  

Banco Daycoval SA (DAYC4 BZ)  

Finansinos SA Credito Financiamento e Investimento (FNCN3 

BZ)  

Banco Indusval SA (IDVL4 BZ)  

Itau Unibanco Holding SA (ITUB4 BZ)  

Banco Pine SA (PINE4 BZ)  

Parana Banco SA (PRBC4 BZ)  

Banco Santander Brasil SA (SANB3 BZ)  

Banco Sofisa SA (SFSA4 BZ)  

CHILE 

Scotiabank Azul SA (BBVACL CI)  

Banco de Credito e Inversiones SA (BCI CI) 

Banco Santander Chile (BSAN CI)  

Banco de Chile (CHILE CI)  

Itau CorpBanca (ITAUCORP CI) 

Scotiabank Chile SA (SCOTIABK CI)  

Sociedad Matriz del Banco de Chile SA (SMCHILEB CI)  

COLOMBIA 

Banco Bilbao Vizcaya Argentaria Colombia SA (BBVACOL 

CB)  

Bancolombia SA (BCOLO CB)  

Banco de Bogota SA (BOGOTA CB)  

Banco de Occidente SA (OCCID CB) 

Banco Davivienda SA (PFDAVVND CB)  

Banco Popular SA (POPULA CB)  

Banco Comercial AV Villas SA (VILLAS CB) 

 

 

 

ECUADOR 

Banco Amazonas SA (AMD ED)  

Banco Bolivariano SA (BLV ED)  

Banco Cofiec SA (CFE ED)  

Banco Guayaquil SA (GYL ED) 

Banco Pichincha CA (PCD ED)  

Banco de la Produccion SA (PRE ED) 

Banco Solidario SA/Ecuador (SLA ED)  

MEXICO 

Gentera SAB de CV (GENTERA* MM)  

Grupo Financiero Inbursa SAB de CV (GFINBURO MM)  

Grupo Financiero Banorte SAB de CV (GFNORTEO MM)  

Banregio Grupo Financiero SAB de CV (GFREGIO MM) 

Grupo Financiero Santander Mexico SAB de CV (SANMEXB 

MM) 

PANAMA 

Banco General SA (BCON075P PP) 

BG Financial Group SA (BGFG PP) 

Banistmo SA (BIST PP)  

Banco Latinoamericano de Comercio Exterior SA  

Grupo Bandelta Holding Corp (GBHC PP)  

Grupo Mundial Tenedora SA (GMUN PP)  

PERU 

Administradora del Comercio SA (ADCOMEC1 PE)  

Banco de Comercio/Peru (BANCOMC1 PE)  

Banco Falabella Peru SA (BANFALC1 PE)  

Credicorp Ltd (BAP US) 

Banco Azteca del Peru SA (BAZC1 PE) 

Banco Interamericano de Finanzas SA (BIFC1 PE)  

Banco Pichincha (BPICHC1 PE) 

Banco Ripley Peru SA (BRIPLEC1 PE) 

Citibank del Peru SA (CITIBKC1 PE) 

BBVA Banco Continental SA (CONTINC1 PE) 

Banco de Credito del Peru (CREDITC1 PE) 

CrediScotia Financiera SA (CSCOTIC1 PE) 

Financiera Proempresa SA (FPROEMC1 PE) 

HSBC Bank Peru SA (HSBCC1 PE) 

Banco Internacional del Peru SAA Interbank (INTERBC1 PE) 

Mibanco Banco de la Microempresa SA (MIBANAC1 PE) 

Banco Santander Peru SA (SANC1 PE)  

Scotiabank Peru SAA (SCOTIAC1 PE) 

VENEZUELA 

Banco del Caribe Banco Universal (ABC/A VC) 

Banco Activo CA Banco Comercial (BBH VC)  

Banco Nacional de Credito CA Banco Universal (BNC VC) 

Banco Occidental de Descuento Banco Universal (BOU VC) 

Banco Provincial SA (BPV VC)  

Banco de Venezuela SA Banco Universal (BVL VC)  

Corp Banca CA (CBN VC)  

Mercantil Servicios Financieros CA (MVZ/A VC)
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