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Abstract

Rewards for high public office are at the hearnpolitics and public life. One of the
central concerns of such studies is the naturegnahtial rewards for former public
officials after leaving public service. This pagensiders one critical aspect of post-
career earnings: membership of corporate boardsigfeomer politicians and civil
servants in Britain. It addresses three questihs: obtain post-career rewards in the
corporate world after time in high public officegua well connected and remunerated
are they in the network of interlocking directaaad do these former politicians and
bureaucrats together constitute a distinct polititass within the corporate network?
The analysis uses data on corporate rewards iaiBifior more than 700 companies
listed on the London Stock Exchange and informatioover 7500 directors and
1000 former high public officials. The results fravatwork analysis of interlocking
directors on corporate boards suggest that menolbéng political class are better
connected in this elite network, but receive sigatftly lower compensations, even
when controlling for industry sector, experience aoard role. While social class
and educational backgrounds are known to be impbirtssociological analyses of
corporate networks, the influence of time in publiice has not yet been considered,;
by filling that gap, this paper offers novel indighto interconnectedness of the public
sphere and the corporate world.



1. Introduction

Rewards for high public office are at the heanpalitics and public life. The salaries,
allowances and other perks of high office are anmatg topic of interest in a wide
range of social and political settings. There heanbsubstantial comparative analysis
of such reward patterns across different countie®d and Peters 1994; 2003; Hood
et al. 2001). One of the central concerns of stutlies is the nature of financial
rewards for former public officials after leavinglgic service. What sorts of position
do politicians and bureaucrats take up — in thdipwalp the private sector — at the end
of their time in office? How much value can theserfer public officials extract,
either through their professional expertise or tigfromore informal contacts acquired
from a lifetime of public service? The charactettse post-career rewards is of
general interest regardless of the specific tinmngircumstances of this exit from
office — such as through scheduled retirementsptbmnature termination of political
careers, or as part of the natural cycle of elettoolitics.

This paper considers post-career rewards in comgadisectorships of former high
public officials in Britain. It argues that thoselividuals who possess the greatest
amount of political, educational and social cap@ most likely to gain access to
rewards in the corporate world. While social clasd educational backgrounds are
known to be important in sociological analysesaforate networks, the influence of
time in public office has not been considered soThe pattern of post-career
migration offers potential insight into interconteaness of the public sphere and the
corporate world. In particular, the paper analykesdegree to which former high
public officials are represented in the networklméctors on boards of listed
companies in the City of London, their degree afrextedness compared with other
corporate directors, and the level of financial ueeration received for fulfilling this
role.

The analyses that follow seek to determine whetberin career attributes — such as
departmental background, seniority and politicélliafion — are associated with
greater rewards in the corporate world. It gensrassential insights on the nature of
the connection between high public office and tloelavof high business. It applies
network analysis methods to a dataset of corpaliatetors that covers up to 98% of
the capital value of companies traded on the Lorfstock Exchange. The aim is to
address three main research questions: first, &i xktent are individuals who once
served in high public office represented in thigpooate network? Second, how well
connected are former high public officials and wleael of remuneration do they
receive for directorships? And third, within thentext of the corporate network does
this group constitute a unified political clasdafmer politicians and bureaucrats
with positions and rewards that are distinct fraifmeo directors? The analysis also
provides insight on specific characteristics oftpmaseer rewards, for instance the
extent to which directors in the political clase associated with greater rewards,
variations in patterns of rewards observed for farministers and bureaucrats, and
the effect of departmental background on corpamateards and network position.

The paper proceeds in four steps. First it outlthesmportance of private rewards
gained after a career in high public office, notihg interlinked relationship between
government and business in Britain and elsewheyeoi®l it introduces the concept
of interlocking directorates to map the migratidriaymer high public officials to the



corporate world. Third it describes the datasetvbith the analysis is based; the
database contains information on more than 10G@dohigh public officials who
served in British government or Parliament at stime between 1970 and 2008 and
more than 7500 directors and 700 companies. Fauptiesents results on post-career
rewards that reveal (a) the degree to which indi@isl who once inhabited high public
office are represented within the network of cogperirectors, (b) the connectedness
and compensation of the former politicians, cabmetisters and bureaucrats who sit
on corporate boards, and (c) differences of thé&ipas and rewards of the political
class compared with other directors. The analy@nsiders the effect of specific
attributes — e.g. departmental background, poliiffdiation and seniority — on
connectedness and the level of remuneration. Aidgan of the implications of the
analysis concludes this paper.

2. High Public Office, High Business and L ifetime Rewards

The post-career opportunities or lifetime rewarcsraed after periods of service in
government — whether in politics or bureaucracy eficonsequence to a number of
literatures. These range from elite theories intipal science and sociology (Mills
1956; Domhoff 1967; Scott 1991; Dunleavy and O’lyeB®87; Bond 2007; Dryzek
and Dunleavy 2009) to analyses of pathways of typarate management (Useem
1979; 1980; Useem and Karabel 1986) and public midiration, such as studies into
Public Service Bargains (Hood and Lodge 2006). iflka of post-career rewards is
similar to that in studies of top management patsi(lseem and Karabel 1986, p.
185) generating the hypothesis that those indivgdwlo possess the greatest amount
of educational, political and social capital arestriikely to gain access to the core of
the business elite. While social class and edutattivpackgrounds are known to be
important in sociological analyses of corporatevoeks (e.g. Mills 1956; Domhoff
1967; Scott and Griff 1984; Scott 1991; Useem 19B80), the influence of time in
high public office has so far not been consideragigcally.

Close reciprocal ties between the worlds of higlariice and high public office have
been associated with the culture of ‘club governirtbéat once characterised British
political economy (see Heclo and Wildavsky 1974 yilend 1981; Moran 2003).
Informal and blurred boundaries between financegowkrnment were reinforced
through geographical and social integration ofrtiimg London elite (Bulpitt 1983;
Hall 1986; Scott 1991). An important aspect of t&vward dimension of the
traditional Public Service Bargain (Hood and Lo@@e6) that applied to both
politicians and senior bureaucrats was the poggilir earnings outside public life.
For senior bureaucrats such opportunities arose ti¢ir retirement from public
service, while for politicians these sometimes wassible in combination with
opposition and/or backbench activities as wellfeer @remature or planned
retirement from elected office. This traditionakpaareer aspect of the reward
bargain has increasingly come under the (publiojligint, and this critical attention
has contributed to wider reform of government aunsiitess that has marked a shift
from tacit restraints to formalised styles of redidn and emphasis upon standards in
public life (e.g. Power 1997; Hood et al. 1999; Eo2003).

This interest in rewards from high public officenist just a British phenomenon, with
similar patterns observed in comparative conteott.dxample, conventions of post-



retirement rewards @makudari(‘descent from heaven’) in Japan (see Johnson;1974
Blumenthal 1985; Colignon and Usui 2003; Nakamung Rairokuno 2003) and
nakhasan-insg'descent by parachute’) in South Korea (see Kid3)have attracted
increasing criticism; while the revolving-door in&J government has attracted
attention, in particular in studies of regulatieng(, Freitag 1975; Gormley 1979;
Cohen 1986). Such migration from public office lte boardroom is, therefore,
observed across a range of political and corpageems.

In light of this literature on the nexus betweelitfms and high business, evidence on
the corporate rewards available for former higlicaifs provides insight into the
nature of the relationship between public officd #me corporate sphere. It also offers
a potential test of whether reports of the deattiheftraditional reward bargain of club
government have been greatly exaggerated.

3. Corporate Power and Board Networks

The structure of corporate networks is a longstamdubject of enquiry (e.g. Mills
1957; Domhoff 1967; Useem 1979; 1980; Scott andf G8i84; Useem and Karabel
1986; Scott 1991; Mizruchi 1996; Davis and Grev87tBurris 2005). Connections
in these networks derive from common membershgotporations and unfold on
two interrelated, although not symmetrical, lev@lies are created between directors
when they belong to the same company and tiesreatet! between firms when they
share the same directors. The intersections betarggmisations and individuals are
referred to as interlocks. These ties create paldot the exchange of information
and the diffusion of norms and practices acrosk fiohs and sectors (Breiger 1974;
Levine 1972).

There are two main lines of research analysingetiafdiation patterns and their
consequences. The first focuses on connectiontedreatween companies by shared
directors (e.g. Levine 1972; Mariolis 1975; Alle@&7B; Burt 1978; 1983; Burt et al.
1980; Mintz and Schwartz 1985; Kono et al. 1998)isTapproach argues that
interlocks are an organisational mechanism for ¢gdn of uncertainties inherent to
competitive markets and existence of resource dipernes between firms. Board
interlocks provide opportunities for informal exclga of information between firms
and for inter-firm influence over (internal) decisimaking processes. For example,
the growth of anti-trust regulation in the US ie #marly 20' century was concerned
with the club-like world of interlocking directoeed exploited by commercial and
investment banks to control and monitor the behavid other corporations
(Fennema and Schijf 1979: 299-363)

The second line of research, central to this pdpeuses on connections created
between directors by their common affiliation te dame boards (e.g. Useem 1984;
Stokman et al. 1988; Scott 1991; Bond 2005; 20Qifri8 2005). This perspective is
interested in intra-class, as opposed to interrosgéional, phenomena and focuses
upon implications that connections amongst direchave for their behaviour as an
elite and, in particular, for their political coles (Burris 2005). Directors are said to

YIn the U.S., the€layton Antitrust Acbf 1914 prohibited “... any person from being a dice of two
or more competing corporations” (Act Section 8;iied at 15 U.S.C. § 19).



form an elite of decision-makers with power to shapd influence events that
transcend the corporate world (e.g. Useem 1984t $867; Burris 2005; Bond
2007). Most of these studies are framed in terndasfs structure and power
relations. The empirical evidence suggests thaintieelocking structure of board
membership reinforces social and political cohesionoss the corporate world which,
in turn, enhances the ability of the corporateedlit mobilise and engage in collective
action. This relies upon the network of inter-laakidirectors to promote “...processes
of information exchange, persuasion, deference cantbrmity with group norms”
(Burris 2005: 273). While the relationship betweatworks formed by directors and
their political behaviour has been considerediffistance in the form of party
donations, e.g. Bond 2007), less attention has pahto the other side of the
relationship: representation of former public atils and politicians in the corporate
elite. This paper examines the translation of malitand/or governmental capital to
corporate life.

The extent of the intersection between public ameape domains raises questions
about the effectiveness of public regulation ifsba@levising and implementing the
regulatory framework have future rewards and pevampensations at stake. The
migration of individuals who at one time servedigh public office to corporate
boards also adds an important qualification to eptualisation of the corporate elite
as a unique class. Research finds that ties betdiesztors are not just a product of
interactions in the corporate world but are alsmied in shared kinship, education in
elite schools and universities, and membershiglgics clubs (Whitley 1973; Fidler
1981; Scott and Griff 1984; Scott 1991; Kono etl&98; Bond 2007). The pool of
candidates from which boards select directorsasefiore constrained by the networks
forged at elite educational institutions and aiadanctions such as those taking
place at private members clubs. Little is, howelkagwn as to whether former public
officials bring another type of capital to corpaoat, acquired during time in
government or in parliament, and whether this ehplifferentiates them from other
directors in similar industry positions.

This idea is consistent with analyses of netwoflkaterlocking directors as a side-
effect or unintended consequence of expertise-sgeiid friendship. Some directors
(especially those at high-status corporations) asyutransfer resources of prestige
and knowledge to the boards of other corporatibfecé 1971). Sitting directors
might on the other hand promote appointment ohétgeor allies to support their own
position. While separation of risk, audit and remation functions mitigate agency
problems (e.g. Fama and Jense 1983), networknese directors to exert indirect
influence over the determination of financial reraration and internal monitoring of
corporate performance. Thus, membership of mulbpkerds is a resource in itself for
further career advancement (Stokman et al. 1988cZ088). Directors can become
network specialists because of the experience qperése acquired from other board
positions (Fennema 1982).

Having identified the political and sociologicalntext of analysis, and linked it to the
literature on inter-organisational relations angilocking directors, the following
section derives specific hypotheses that are tiesteth the dataset on former public
officials and interlocking directorships in Britain



4. Hypotheses

The literatures explored in the previous sectiarggsest that corporate rewards of
individuals with a background in high public offican be understood in terms of
network position (influence) and remuneration. Bypsidering the degree to which
interlocking directors have a background in pdditigovernment or higher echelons of
the civil service, this analysis is concerned with degree to which capital from one
realm, that of politics and administration, is &ted to another, that of corporate
directorships. What specific patterns of corporateards might be expected in light
of evidence on the nexus between politics and higdiness?

First, an important and unique resource that fonpaditicians, government ministers
and senior bureaucrats can transfer to the copsgtere is that of connections and
knowledge of the political and policy-making proseshe co-optation of former high
public officials into the boardroom is not strongjlyked to corporate know-how, but
rather derives from political-governmental expextiBirectors possessing experience
and information on political risk and the regulgtenvironment due to a background
in public office are, therefore, expected to secnoge central positions in corporate
networks. Former high public officials also bringegtige and reputation attractive to
high-status corporations with central network poeg (Mace 1971). Both dynamics
inform the first hypothesis (i

H,: Time in high public office is rewarded with a raarentral position in the overall
network of corporate directors

What level of remuneration might these former hpgblic officials be rewarded with
in lieu of these central network positions? Whilghler centrality (H) could translate
into higher financial income, there are reasorsxymect that compensation of former
public officials might be no higher, or indeed bevér, that their corporate peers;jH
The same political-governmental expertise and cctiores that are a unique resource
In securing appointment to corporate directorshipgght also be expected to receive
lower financial compensation than business skilth direct relevance to the practice
of corporate governance. Moreover, the remuneratidarmer public officials is
subject toTocquevillianpressures (Hood and Peters 1994: 10-11): accotditigs
argument, as political systems become more demogcratvards for public office
become more parsimonious in response both toutistital accountability and
growing public interest. Compensation of corporditectors with a background in
high public office should therefore be no differemtindeed less than, other directors
(Ho).

H,: Corporate directors with a background in high figloffice receive remuneration
levels that are not significantly different fronhet directors.

While there is a general expectation that formdnlipofficials achieve more central
positions within the corporate networkijHthis post-career reward structure is also
expected to reflect relative status and expemigrublic office. First of all, the most
senior former politicians and civil servants arpeoted to translate their connections,
status and expertise into more influential (cehfakitions in the corporate network
(Hsg). At the same time, the pattern of corporate rew/@ also expected to reflect the
degree of political-governmental connection to ipatar sectors or industries. Former



public officials with a career background in cemtéelite) departments are expected to
be well represented on the boards of corporatiospeécific sectors (4). This might
reflect departmental status or the strength oftietgveen departments and sectors (for
instance, the technical-military complex), suchhase that involve substantial public
spending or procurement. The third hypothesis thezesuggests that differences in
corporate rewards for former high public officialgl reflect differences both in their
seniority in politics/government and their depantaé affiliation (Hs).

Hs: Corporate rewards for former high public officgateflect differences both in their
rank in politics/government and in their departnarffiliation in public office.

Last, this analysis has — to this point — treaigtl bublic office as a single category
that includes both politicians and bureaucratshSucapproach might be considered
a simplification given career-differences betwekstted-partisan politicians and
unelected-neutral career-bureaucrats in the Brgahical system. Civil servants are
expected to refrain from participation in the psati realm — even in retirement.
However, common patterns can still be expecteterpbst-career opportunities open
to former politicians and bureaucrats;|Honsistent with the tradition of club
government. Apart from their shared social, edoceti and geographical
backgrounds (e.g. Scott 1991), these groups shmaiarsexpertise of, and formal or
informal ties to, the policy process and the reguiaenvironment. As such, it is
possible to assume a political class — which ctmsisformer high public officials.
And it is expected that this class is distinguisediom other directors in the
boardroom (H).

H4: There are similarities in the post-career rewafds former politicians and civil
servants that are distinguishable from other diogstin the corporate network.

The main claim tested in this paper is, thereftirat corporate directors that at one
time held office in government, parliament or tihélservice have — as a group - a
differential representation in the overall corperagtwork in terms of both centrality
and compensation, and that this also reflects petiaracteristics of their career in
public office.

5. Data

The data on which this analysis is based consistdarmation about the boards of
directors and executive officers of companies disia the UK’s FTSE All-Share
Index as of March 2009, tracking the compositiothase boards for the period 1999
to 2008. The data was obtained from the busingsgonidng serviceBoardEx(see
www.boardex.comin the form of annual reports listing the comganincluded in the
index and the names of directors sitting on theards. The reports also included
additional information such as the age, gendercaiitan, board role and annual
compensation of directors. This dataset covers itiame 700 companies, which
constitute about 98 per cent of market capitalimgtand contains information on
7936 individual directors.

This information was combined with additional dabeut the career paths of former
government ministers, civil servants and parliaragans. An initial search of the



Civil Service Yearbooklentified around 1000 government ministers (cabin
ministers, ministers of state and law officers, @:2D08) and civil servants (top three
ranks, 1990-2008) as having served in high pulfficeo This data was supplemented
through additional searches of tBeardExdata for any parliamentarians, junior
ministers or civil servants not identified in timgtial round. Further information about
political (e.g. role, rank, department, politic#filation, honours) and social (e.g. age,
gender, education) attributes of the directors egaspiled through the data portal
KnowUK (www.knowuk.con), which aggregates biographical information from
sources such a&ho’s WhaandDebrett's People of Todagnd other online searches.

The data for the entire period was aggregatedaridim of a two-mode network, and
the affiliation network of directors was projectaslillustrated in Figure 1. A
connection between two directors indicates that tieve sat in, at least, one common
company board during the period between 1999 af8.2lhis procedure is standard
in analyses of interlocking directorates (Breig@74), and is based on the assumption
that sitting on the same board opens channelsrofremication through which
valuable information can be exchanged (Levine 19V&¢ position of directors in the
network is relevant because it can influence thetess to and control of that
information and it reflects their status in the m@lestructure of the corporate elite.

[insert Figure 1 about here]

6. Network Position and Attributes of Former High Public Officials

This analysis first treats former politicians angdaucrats as a unified political class
in order to assess this group’s relative positiahiw the overall network of board
membership in Britain. The network reconstructeidgishe procedure presented in
the previous section is formed by a total of 79B6alors, and close to 84000 edges
or connections (277 of these connections involveatibrs sharing more than one
board). On the aggregate level, the network isdéidiin 56 components, which are
illustrated in Figure 2. The largest componenthtoleft of the figure, is formed by
94% (7483) of the directors in the dataset; thesedargest component is formed by
20 directors, and the rest vary between sizes @nt93. What this means is that over
the period considered here the network formed terlimcking directorates connects
most of the corporate elite in a single structureich makes every director
potentially reachable from almost anybody elsénerietwork. If it is assumed that
this network is the only means by which two direstoould be introduced to each
other, the two directors that are farthest apattiénmain component need 12 shakes
of hand to get to know each other. The averagamtst between any two directors is
just 4, a relatively short chain of intermediarmessidering that there are close to
7500 directors in the network.

[insert Figure 2 about here]

Table 1 displays some descriptive statistics ablmitomposition of the network.
Most directors are affiliated to just one compaoty 19% of them sit on the boards
of 2 or more organisations, which means that ordgnall fraction of the corporate
elite act as interlocks — the connectivity of taggkest component identified above
essentially relies on their role as intermediarfesone would expect, directors with



multiple positions receive significantly higher cpemsations (which is the total
remuneration package, including salary, bonus,iperend shares, received by each
director during the entire period), and are sliglolder and more experienced in the
corporate world. Table 1 also reports four measaoféise positions directors occupy
in the network: degree and betweenness as measuresvork centrality (Freeman
1979; Bonacich 1987) and clustering and constesnneasures of embeddedness and
redundancy of connections (Burt 1992; 2005). Wtédgree centrality refers, in the
context of this network, to the number of otheediors to which a director is
immediately connected because they sat on the baard, betweenness refers to
their power to act as intermediaries between airygbairectors, even when there is
no immediate connection with them. Directors wittltiple affiliations are, as
expected, more central in the network accordingottn measures: they have more
than twice the number of connections than direatotts a unique affiliation, and they
have higher betweenness scor@ustering and constraint, in turn, refer to the
density of connections amongst the neighboursem#twork and to the redundancy
of those connections. By definition, directorsisgtin the same board are all
connected to each other, so directors with a siaffjiieation are embedded in
complete local structures where ties open redund@arnels of communication.
Directors with multiple affiliations, by contrastct as the only connectors between
directors that would be secluded otherwise — hémeie lower clustering and lower
constraint coefficients.

Taken all together, only about 6% of the directmesfemale, most have postgraduate
studies (information on education was missing #f2f the cases), and the majority
play non-executive roles. Only 2% (152) have a gemknd as top civil servants or
politicians. This is a relevant finding: of the apximately one thousand government
ministers and civil servants identified through outial search, less than 15% appear
to be part of the corporate elite.

If such a small fraction of potentially employalnéividuals obtain post-career
rewards in the City, are there certain attribuled tharacterise those that are
successful? Most (145 or 95%) are embedded iratigest component identified in
Figure 2. Compared to all other directors, theyadder and sit on the boards for
longer. This is as might be expected from postaragarnings: most would not leave
public office until late in their professional lifdccording to the coefficients shown
in the last four columns of Table 1, the politickss (as defined here) also seem to be
better placed in the overall structure than theaye director, consistent withyH'he
degree coefficient indicates that directors witteakground in high public office are
on average connected to 8 more directors than dtrestors. These former public
officials also have a slightly higher betweennesse which suggests they are more
central in the chains of acquaintances connectiygoairs of directors. They have
lower scores for the clustering and constraintfoaciehts which is an indication that
they are exposed to less redundant informationnagsuming that connections in
this network open the only channels through whigtiain information flows.

[insert Table 1 about here]

2 Because betweenness scores are based on the elisemeen nodes (i.e. the number of links
necessary to reach one director from another dirgttiey were calculated only for the directorsha
largest component.
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A notable finding is that, in spite of their betteatwork positions, former high public
officials receive significantly lower compensatipnsnsistent with Kl One potential
explanation is that politicians and civil servasitson the boards of the larger and
prestigious corporations. This would increase tbegree centrality because larger
corporations tend to have larger boards with dimescivho are specialist interlocks,
but would not increase their compensation if tkenporate affiliation was limited to
that single company. Table 1 shows that finan@alards are twice as high amongst
directors with multiple roles than amongst thosthwi single affiliation.

Another potential explanation is likely to resulhrh their appointment to certain
board positions, namely non-executive directorshijpés pattern indicates post-
career earning opportunities: 88% of directors ftbmpolitical class hold non-
executive positions, compared with 55% of directbeg do not belong to the political
class. Yet, even when compared to other non-execdirectors, the level of
compensation for political directors is close tarftimes lower. Table 2 presents
additional statistics that help further assess eathese explanations and provides
more detail on attributes of members of the palltedass that obtain rewards in the
corporate world.

Notably, 30% (45 of 152) of directors with a baakgnd in high public office act as
interlocks, over 10% more than other directors @1d#7829), so their lower
compensations cannot be due to a higher propaofipolitical class directors
possessing a single board affiliation only. Théedénce in remuneration between
those with single and multiple directorships is aptarge for members of the
political class. Political interlocks receive sifipantly less compensation than single
directors in the non-political class. In sum, tesults presented in Tables 1 and 2
reveal that, compared to directors with similamaek positions and similar board
roles, members of the political class still recaignificantly lower financial rewards,
the total difference amounting to more than £1.Bioniless between 1999 and 2008.
As noted earlier, there are two possible explanatior this. The first one is that the
mechanisms underlying the nomination of directarthe political class are more
likely to be related to social connections thabusiness expertise (Mace 1971). If the
specialised knowledge or reputation acquired thnawgcessful corporate
management provides directors with a competitiwvaathge, then this advantage
should be reflected in higher compensation. Thet iskibed/expert directors are in a
stronger position to ask for greater financial redgalndeed, this seems to be the case
for most directors with multiple affiliations: asted earlier interlocks receive, on
average, more than twice the compensation of sohigéetors. This market advantage
does not seem to be at play amongst members pbttieal class, however. While
their social-political capital is reflected in theetwork connections (i this is not
accompanied with higher financial rewards. Thisgasgs that the advisory input of
directors from the political class is of less valaeorporate governance than the
advice of other directors. This, in turn, is tratetl into a lower level of financial
remuneration. The second possible explanation dfi@ns studies on rewards for
high public office (e.g. Hood and Peters 1994; 20@30d and Lodge 2006).
Hypothesis H suggests that rewards for high public office aflgect to downward
pressure in democratic systems. Indeed, recentmefof corporate governance —
such as Sarbanes-Oxley in the U.S. and the HiggsrRm Britain — have increased
oversight of corporate reward systems. In lighpablic hostility to high career and



11

post-career rewards, members of the political dieslsobliged to embrace some form
of material self-discipline. Last, an alternativgkanation might be that that the
political class accepts directorships becauseepthstige associated to the position.
In return, these directors are expected to broswlbyport the decisions of those that
enabled their appointment to the board. In othedaiadirectorships for the political
class represent an interpersonal exchange of fa\dMace 1971).

[insert Table 2 about here]

Does the structure of corporate rewards also tefliéferences in background, status
and expertisavithin politics and government? In terms of the (polijid&estminster
club, these directors include 53 former or curiddembers of Parliament (inclusive of
government ministers) and 61 Peers (which inclides who later became peers, but
most of whom are former civil servants). Overal,d& the 152 directors are former
Conservative politicians, 13 are former Labour fimans and 5 are former Liberals
(although one Liberal peer started their politidal as a Conservative). The average
betweenness score for Conservative and Labouigatis is the same (0.0006), but
Conservatives are better paid on average (£486r0@@al over the period between
1999 and 2008) compared both to Labour (E370,000@the Liberals (£100,000).
While political affiliation appears to secure fircga rewards, it does not guarantee a
more central network position.

The remaining 81 directors are former civil sergamt public servants of some sort
(including a number of senior commanders from tineeal forces) with no publicly
recorded data of their political affiliation. Thesults also show, unsurprisingly, a
gender imbalance amongst all former high publiccafs appointed to corporate
directorships, with just 13 women identified — 9%the total. The findings on higher
educational backgrounds again are consistent thraditional stereotype of the
British elite, with 40 having graduated from Candge and 36 from Oxford — 50% of
total known cases (with the university unknown orumiversity education for 24
individuals in the dataset). Further to this, 101he 152 have received a public
honour (e.g. CBE), and 87 are Knights of some ofelgr. KCB, KCMG), confirming
that the political class is a high status groupsabered according to a number of
different measures. While former public officialbem have received a knighthood
receive more on average (£596,000) than those utitmoy honour (£437,000), there
is little difference in their betweenness scoreerBare on average more connected
(average betweenness = 0.0010 and degree = 34homaReers (average
betweenness = 0.0003 and degree = 26), but hawve fmsall advantage in financial
compensation (£538,000 compared with £491,000).

Table 2 shows that most directors from the politotass spent part of their career at
H.M. Treasury, the Foreign Office, the MinistryDéfence and the Department of
Trade and Industry (now the Department for BusiraessInnovation§.Of the 51

% Because of perpetual reform, through mergers agalkups, of the machinery of British government,
departments are aggregated according to functiothéperiod between 1970 and 2008. HM Treasury
(HMT) and the Ministry of Defence (MOD) refer tongle departments for the period between 1970
and 2008. The Foreign and Commonwealth Office mslides the Ministry of Overseas Development
(1970; 1974-1979) and Department for Internati@adelopment 1997-2008. The Department for
Trade and Industry refers to a number of diffegaternment departments with responsibilities for
business: Department of Trade and Industry 197@+19983-2005; Department of Trade 1974-1983;
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government ministers and 81 civil servants, 32eema the Treasury at some point,
31 in the Foreign Office, and 35 in the Ministryldéfence. Note that just three
served inboththe Treasury and Foreign Office, and just sevdyoth the Ministry of
Defence and the Treasury or the Foreign Officediidhe 152 served in none of these
departments). There is therefore little careerlapefl2%) between these prestigious
departments of state. The final department of pulfficials before retirement or
leaving government reflects a similar dominancelé departments, with 14 from
the Treasury, 26 from the Foreign Office, and 28rfithe Ministry of Defence. So
41% of the political-bureaucratic elite (63 of 1%8)ired from the top ranks of these
elite departments. Certain departmental affiliagiare therefore associated with
subsequent appointment to corporate directorskps This might be attributed to
business connections established while in goverftfemtechnical expertise of some
officials, or the prestige status of certain daperits. In terms of financial rewards,
individuals who at some point worked in the Tregsane almost £200,000 better off
on average than those who did not. In contrastéompublic officials who once
served in the Foreign Office tend to receive faslen average (£253,000) than those
who served in other departments (£572,000hese findings provide confirmation of
Hs, but also reveal that the reward structure foelée department such as the
Foreign Office is not necessarily financial in maturhe connectedness of high public
officials with a background (average betweenne89606) is on a par with officials
from other departments, but the financial rewarésnat.

The results indicate that seniority in politicSimgovernment matters, consistent with
Hs. While there are no Prime Ministers amongst thd@#sters/MPs, the corporate
directors include two former Chancellors of the Bequer, one former leader of the
Labour Party and two former leaders of the Liberdisformer Secretaries of State
and two Chancellors of the Duchy of Lancaster. &heivil servants include three
former Cabinet Secretaries (the most senior positiadhe British civil service), 19
former Permanent Secretaries (the second mostrganioin the civil service), and

13 former Ambassadors (plus two High Commissionéng) former heads of defence
sales and one former head of defence procurenmhgight former senior
commanders of the Armed Forces (air, sea and l#ind)therefore the creme-de-la-
creme of high public officials that end up secuniagiards in corporate world.

To explore whether it is appropriate to talk ab@blitical class rather than distinct
post-career patterns for politicians and bureasgciiables 3 and 4 disaggregate the
political class in two groups (former ministers afBs on the one hand and former
civil servants on the other). The numbers becorieramall, but allow for some
important qualitative insights into the similar cheteristics of this group of directors.
Overall, some departments are better than othesprasyboards for subsequent

Department of Industry 1974-1983; Department ofrgpd 974-1992; Department of Prices and
Consumer Protection 1974-1979; Department for BassinEnterprise and Regulatory Reform 2007-
2008.

* The results suggest that politicians and bureasigvith some kind of background in business (or
whose career in public office ended at a relatieslily stage in their professional career) earn
considerably more on average (£917,000 over thiegeetween 1999 and 2008). Several former
officials from the DTl moved from public servicetdnthe business world at a relatively early stage i
their professional career. Although these individae not civil service retirees, they are clasgibs
former public officials since their public serviags an important stage of their career development.
This classification is partly responsible for thgthfinancial compensation reported for this
department.



13

transition into the corporate world — again comsistvith H — with strong
representation on corporate boards from formetip@ins and civil servants with a
background at the Treasury (24% of the former padits holding directorships, 21%
of civil servants), Foreign Office (8%, 33%), Mitrig of Defence (23%, 27%) and
Department of Trade and Industry (31%, 7%). Theg@aiage of civil servants who
served at the Foreign Office and later became catpdlirectors is, however, far
more than the percentage of politicians who seagenhinisters. This perhaps reflects
the unique expertise and connections that retingobasadors and diplomats bring to
business overseas in comparison to their polidoahterparts. The reverse is true for
the Department of Trade and Industry, suggestiagttime in ministerial office in this
domain is more likely to result in corporate appments.

The general structure of rewards is similar, howgfeg both elected politicians and
unelected bureaucrats, which makes it meaningfsp&ak of a political class. There
are certain factors associated with successfulqarster rewards in the City that
cannot be reduced to individual characteristice fidason, in light of earlier
discussion, is attributable to the general eligtust of these institutions and to
domain-specific ties between each of the governmepartments and business. The
prestigious status of these institutions tenddttac talent as well as offering
opportunities to build a particular type of so@apital and connections, much in the
same way as elite schools, universities or clulngritute to the ties between directors
(Whitley 1973; Fidler 1981; Scott and Griff 1984, 1991; Kono et al. 1998; Bond
2007). These departments are widely regarded asigireareer locations so the value
of being member of these departments rather thHasr®ots reflected in post-career
positions and earnings. At the same time, speekternal ties of these departments
provide a resource for future corporate rewarde Mmistry of Defence has strong
links with the arms industry through both procuretrend sales and the Treasury
with high finance in economic policymaking, whileriner Foreign Office officials
tend to have connections with foreign governmeadtlaumsiness. Such connections are
combined with domain-specific expertise develop&tiw government, providing an
attractive resource to companies when leaving pulffice.

[insert Table 3 about here]
[insert Table 4 about here]

Figure 3 presents the distribution of directordliiferent industry sectors and the
average compensations received in each of thetmsethe upper graph shows that
former high public officials are disproportionategpresented in Aerospace-Defence
and Investment companies, providing evidence ctamgisvithHs. The prominence of
defence is both remarkable and unsurprising, gikierhigh level of procurement and
export activity in this domain. The lower graph ions that across all sectors
directors that previously served in high publiaadfreceive lower compensations
(H2). The following section aims to determine whettherse differences are still
significant once other factors (such as industcgage company size or multiple
directorship) are taken into account.

[insert Figure 3 about here]
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7. IsthereaPolitical Classwithin the Corporate Elite?

While career bureaucrats and politicians followtguiifferent career paths during
their time in public service, this analysis hashtighted the distinctive pattern of
post-career rewards for former politicians, goveentministers and civil servants.
Classic studies of the British corporate elite .(&¢ptt and Griff 1984; Scott 1991)
emphasize the shared social characteristics oflobmambers. The remainder of this
analysis considers how the attributes of these pidglic officials compare to the rest
of the business world. In other words, do formdsluofficials constitute a distinct
political-governmental class within the corporaite@

The previous section showed that directors whdareer high public officials

exhibit better network positions (H but receive lower compensationsHOne
possible explanation noted for this differencehist tmembers of this group might
make use of social and professional capital gaate in office to cultivate better
corporate connections. If this is not translated retter compensations (proportional
to those obtained by other directors with similasifions) it is because their expertise
and prestige does not have as much value for ttierpence of the company.
Another possible explanation suggests that mendfere political class are more
sensitive to pressure for transparency (and thecaged growth in regulation of
corporate governance), which would force their cengations down but still allow
them to gain other rewards as measured in the ébyifor instance, reputation and
prestige. This section aims to determine whethedifferences identified so far
remain even when controlling for all the confourgdeffects that also affect network
position and compensation. Ultimately, the analyseEks to establish whether we can
actually talk about a political class within theporate elite.

First, a random effects model was applied with jostintercept parameter to
determine how much of the variance in degree cltyteend compensation results
from variation between the two groups of directdisis model allows the variability
around the mean to be different in the two groupsther words, it splits the
residuals into two levels: one for individuals, wheifferences are measured between
individual values and their group means; and ongfoups, where differences are
measured between the group means and the overatl (@ellman and Hill 2007).
According to this model about 4.19% of the totaiaace in degree centrality can be
attributed to differences between the two clas$elrectors. The model estimates
that directors in the political class have on agerive more connections than those
who did not build their careers in the public secide variance of compensation
shows the opposite trend: the model estimatedthettors in the political class
receive, on average, a compensation that is al&@@,B00 lower; according to the
model, about 3.87% of the total variance in compgas results from the differences
between the two types of directors. When comparedddels without the random
intercept (that is, models that do not allow theanseto vary across the two groups),
the -2 log likelihood values indicate that the eifnce is significant at the 1% level.

These models, summarised in Table 5, serve astegtpoint to assess how
significant the differences between directors renvéien predictors are introduced at
the individual level. In the light of the findinghown in the previous section, there
are a number of factors that are positively assedito degree centrality and
compensation. Gender, age and education are tiedsmsographic variables that
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need to be controlled for: men are more likely &b lgetter compensations but women
seem to be better connected; and older and highlgaged directors seem to be
associated to better positions and rewards. Ydasperience in boards of directors
might also contribute to improve network centralliyt they do not seem to be
associated to higher compensations. The role thattdrs have in those boards,
however, seems to be strongly associated with highrapensations, as is being a
multiple director: interlocks are, by definitionpone central in the network and they
are also better remunerated. Finally, the siz@®tbmpany determines the degree
centrality of directors and the industry sectoluahces the level of compensation.
Because the same director might be affiliated tiei@int companies operating in
different sectors, the size and the sector of tharasations were operationalised
using the same network configuration: the sizeoohganies was approximated by
calculating, for every director, the average degfedeir neighbours in the network
(so that directors sitting in larger corporations nked to neighbours with higher
average degrees); and the sector was approximgtealdulating the average
compensation of the neighbours in the network (ggfirectors working in, for
example, the banking sector, will tend to have Inleggirs with higher average
compensations). Finally, because the same direaght also have several board
roles, their board position was approximated usiiegy compensation, a variable that
we use to predict centrality in the network.

The random effects models fitted with these indraidlevel variables are also
summarised in Table 5. In the case of degree diyntfimodel DM2) the most
relevant predictors are number of directorshipat(th, whether the director is an
interlock) and board role, controlling for compasige and industry sector. Age,
gender, education and experience are not signiffpadlictors of centrality. The most
striking finding, however, is that once all theaetbrs are controlled for, there are no
significant differences between directors thatrasenbers of the political class and
the other directors: the gap identified by model DMlsappears and being a director
from the political class does not make any diffeeem terms of network position
once all the other individual-level factors areemhknto account. The case of
compensation is different (model CM2). Controlliieg industry sector and company
size, being a multiple director and being more i@ mb the network still have a
positive and quite significant impact on the lewkfinancial rewards; age and
experience seem to have the opposite effect: thex directors are and the longer
they stay in boards, the lower their compensatimto®me, all else equal. Yet, in spite
of all these controls, there is a proportion oftibtal variance in the financial reward
of directors that is explained by the differenadasdelled here as random, between
members of the political class and the other dimsct

For illustration, Figure 4 reproduces the estintratbthe models with only the
significant variables. The differences betweentih@ groups disappear in the case of
degree centrality, but there is still a significdifference in the case of compensation:
directors from the political class receive, alletsjual, less financial rewards. As
suggested throughout this paper, this either méreatshe value of having a senior
politician or civil servant as (in most instancag)on-executive director is relatively
lower than for other non-executives and is largelgertaken for symbolic or
specialist reasons that inflate their level of esgntation independent of their value to
corporate governance {Hor that Tocquevillian pressures in political teyss do
indeed apply and depress salaries of former higitigafficials (Hy). These possible
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explanations are not, however, mutually exclusive @quire further investigation
either through analysis over a longer timer petiah is considered here or through
gualitative assessment of the reasons for appoiritofdormer politicians and civil
servants to corporate boards.

8. Conclusion

Rewards for high public office are integral to uredanding the nature of politics and
public life across all sorts of political and sdaantexts. The post-career rewards
obtained by former high public officials illuminaéeparticular aspect of the nexus
between the public and the private spheres. Thegate gains of public office also
add an important dimension to sociological undexditag of the corporate elite, for an
influential subset of the inter-firm network. Thiaper addressed three interrelated
questions: To what extent are individuals who a time served in high public office
represented in the corporate elite? How well cotatkare these former politicians
and civil servants in comparison to other direcand what level of remuneration do
they receive for performing these corporate rokes@ does this group constitute a
general high political class with positions and aeds that are distinct from the other
directors in the corporate network? The analysesegmted here show that a minority
of former politicians and civil servants obtain piesis and rewards in the private
sector. These individuals tend to share departrhanthor political backgrounds and
similar professional trajectories. Their greatestards are not financial. In fact,
former high public officials systematically receil@ver monetary compensations,
even when compared with directors of the same expeg, board position or industry
sector. This is consistent with accounts of dentacpressures that depress the level
of rewards for former public officials. Memberstbfs political class of politicians,
ministers and civil servants also appear to be roengral in the corporate network,
but this advantage disappears relevant factors asichmpany size are controlled for.
However, the analyses also indicate that their graxiknd in high public office gives
them a springboard to obtain positions on boardee@Mmost prestigious companies.
Compared to their corporate counterparts, membehgsohigh political class do not
possess better social capital, as measured bydbrtiacts in the inter-firm network.
Time spent in public office is, though, a contribgtfactor in opportunities for board
positions for these former parliamentarians, mansand civil servants. Without this
background in public office, chances for corporales would be far reduced. While
a small fraction of former high public officials gnate to the corporate world after a
career in public service, the majority built thedireers in the same departments — an
indication that such previous political and goveemtal experience and connections
play a significant role in defining their post-cardrajectories in the corporate world.

These similar patterns of post-career rewards fekieaxistence of a distinct high
political class within the business elite. The gsab suggest it is possible to identify a
relatively homogeneous political class with resgiegqiost-career earnings. This is
regardless of empirical differences between thearastructures and professional life
of politicians, government ministers and civil sams. Three premier departments —
the Treasury, Foreign Office and Ministry of Defereprovide greatest opportunities
for access to the corporate world, with the highitipgal class strongly represented (in
relative terms) in the defence sector. The evidenggests that with respect to post-
career appointments to the boardroom, politiciamsjsters and senior civil servants
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can be treated as a single group: they are drayn fine very top of public life, serve
in distinct elite departments, and their networkipons as well as their compensation
levels appear remarkably similar. While these figdi concern a small elite group, it
is possible to suggest more broadly that the defattub government — when it comes
to post-career earnings and this intersection@ptlblic and corporate worlds — has
been somewhat overstated.

There are limitations to this analysis which opeeraies for future research. One is
the limited time frame of the BoardEx database cWhiffers full coverage from 1999
onwards, but not historical data on corporate ®ard! directors. This prohibits from
offering a more wide-ranging analysis of post-cassenings over time, in particular
for the period from the late 1970s onwards whicsaisl to have marked a shift in the
club-like relationship between political instituti® and the private sector, most of all
under the Thatcher Governments of the 1980s. Nasleds, this detailed mapping of
the political and corporate network over a peribd decade offers important insights
into the post-career earnings of an elite grouppdividuals who served in high public
office. The second limitation is that this analysisuses upon the public face of post-
career rewards: appointments to corporate boaigen@he pressure on earnings of
high public officials, observed across democraggtems, directorships of companies
might become less attractive in comparison totiessparent earning possibilities
such as consulting roles, where public disclosfiteecorporate relationship is not
required. The corporate governance role undertakaon-executive directorships
might, in fact, make such positions less suitetth#oskills and/or interests of former
politicians in comparison to advisory positions moriented toward networking and
advocacy (Financial Times, 14 September, p. 7)hSughift in patterns of migration
from public life to the corporate world might bepexted given that the internal
labour market of the British civil service has be@more porous in recent times. The
analysis does not, then, uncover those from hidtigoffice who accrued corporate
rewards through consulting or directorships on dsaf non-listed and foreign
companies. These limitations highlight a coupleadsibilities for further enquiry.
The first is whether the formal network observedonporate boards is replicated in
other social and political settings, such as chutd donations to political parties. This
would build upon empirical research that addresseh questions. The second is how
the structure of the British corporate network d #re earnings and position of the
former top politicians, cabinet ministers and csekvants within it — compares to
other national settings, for example the US, Japahcontinental Europe.

Overall, this analysis has shown there is a commebietween service in high public
office and post-career rewards in the corporatddvtts combination of theories
drawn from political science, public administratiamd sociology with the method of
network analysis offers distinct and novel insightsthe relationship between
politics, government and business. This adds terstanding of governing and
business elites, and the translation of connectimasexpertise from one realm into
another. The pattern of post-career earnings atvabnle positions also reflects the
prestigious status of a few elite departments vegament. The stars of politics and
government are, therefore, most capable of trangl#teir status into rewards in the
corporate world. This also reflects the close catioe of each of the departments to
business; through the economic policy and regufdatdgluence of the Treasury, the
overseas connections of the Foreign Office, anghtbeurement and sales ties of the
Ministry of Defence. The observed patterns aresogprising, but confirm there is a
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correspondence between certain high offices o statl business. It is also possible
to distinguish between the connections of formghhpublic officials and the rest of

the corporate network. The private gains of pubffice are distinct from the reward

structure for other business directors.
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Figure 1. One-Mode Projection of the Network of Corporatesbtors
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Figure 2. Components in the Network of Interlocking Direéti@s

24




Private Equity
Investment
SupportServices
Engineering
Leisure Hotels
Household Goods
Speciality Finance
Insurance
Real Estate
Media Entertainment
Transport
General Retailers
Pharmaceuticals
Software
Construction
Mining
FoodProducers
InformationTech
Chemicals
LifeAssurance
Automobiles Parts
Aerospace Defence
Banks
Beverages
OilGas
Tobacco
Telecommunications
Health
UtilitiesOther
Electronic
Diversified Industrials
Personal Care
Electricity
Forestry Paper
Steel Other Metals
Food Drug Retailers

Thousands

|

SSe|D |e2111]0d 3Y1 JO SISQWIBIA

$1012241Q ||V =

Private Equity
Investment
SupportServices
Engineering
Leisure Hotels
Household Goods
Speciality Finance
Insurance
Real Estate
Media Entertainment
Transport
General Retailers
Pharmaceuticals
Software
Construction
Mining
FoodProducers
InformationTech
Chemicals
LifeAssurance
Automobiles Parts
Aerospace Defence
Banks
Beverages
OilGas
Tobacco
Telecommunications
Health
UtilitiesOther
Electronic
Diversified Industrials
Personal Care
Electricity
Forestry Paper
Steel Other Metals
Food Drug Retailers

0
4
14
9

8

- 0T

[4"

na

- 9T

8T

SSE|D |BI111|0d DY} JO SIDQUIBIA

510129110 ||V

10109S

AQ uonesuadwog) [gue S10199S Alsnpu] Ul S101oaliq Jo abejuadlad ‘€a.nbi4

14



26

Figure 4. Factors Explaining Degree Centrality and Compemsa

predictors of degree centrality predictors of compensation
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Table 1. Network for the 1999-2008 Period (10 years)
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Avg.

Avg. Avg. Yrs. Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg.
Age Comp. E i Degree Clusterin Constraint Between
N g (0o0's) EXperience g g :
Interlock?
Yes 1494 53 3106 2.15 43 A7 .09 .0019
No 6442 52 1543 1.80 16 1.00 .24 .0000
Gender
Male 7435 52 1923 1.90 21 .90 .22 .0003
Female 501 48 888 1.34 24 .88 .19 .0005
Education
Degree 1501 51 1991 1.98 22 .89 .20 .0003
Postgrad 812 50 2072 1.56 20 .90 .23 .0003
Master 791 53 2049 2.11 24 .87 .19 .0004
MBA 733 50 2330 1.99 23 91 .19 .0003
Doctorate 1792 54 2049 2.08 24 .85 .20 .0006
Board Role
CEO 1070 48 5824 .96 24 .85 .19 .0004
ED 2243 48 3000 .80 22 .93 .20 .0003
OPS 929 45 3353 .79 23 .89 .20 .0004
CHAIR 1220 57 2022 3.10 29 .75 .20 .0011
NED 4374 55 1184 2.44 24 .83 .20 .0006
Former High
Public
Officials
No 7784 52 1893 1.85 21 .90 22 .0004
Yes 152 60 511 2.49 29 .84 A7 .0006
Ministers 48 59 328 2.98 27 .86 .19 .0007
MPs 53 60 339 3.20 24 .89 .21 .0005
Civil Servants 81 61 575 1.66 32 .81 .14 .0007
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Table 2. Politicians and Civil Servants in the Network aféztors (1999-2008)

Avg. Avg. Avg. Avg.
AAvge. Comp. é‘( Vgér?;rr?(;e DAéV%.ee Clusterin  Constrain Betwee
N 9% ooos) P 9 t n.
Interlock?
Yes 45 59 684 2.19 53 .45 .07 .0021
No 107 61 435 2.63 19 1.00 .21 .0000
Gender
Male 139 61 506 2.59 28 .85 17 .0005
Female 13 58 563 1.40 43 72 A1 .0017
Education
Degree 41 61 307 1.97 31 .82 .18 .0009
Postgrad 1 66 153 10.60 13 1 .23 .0000
Master 43 59 482 2.23 31 .84 .18 .0007
MBA 3 57 802 1.90 43 .62 A1 .0011
Doctorate 29 60 643 2.31 30 .81 .15 .0006
Business
Background
2
Yes 38 59 917 2.57 33 .78 .14 .0008
No 114 61 371 2.47 28 .86 .18 .0006
Peer?
Yes 61 61 538 2.84 34 .81 .16 .0010
No 91 60 491 2.27 26 .86 A7 .0003
Honours
Knighthood 87 62 596 2.15 31 .82 .14 .0006
Honour 14 62 232 3.20 23 91 .28 .0006
No Honour 51 57 437 2.89 27 .85 .18 .0007
HMT?
Yes 32 59 662 1.94 40 .76 13 .0013
No 120 61 471 2.65 26 .86 .18 .0004
FCO?
Yes 31 62 253 1.57 32 .82 14 .0006
No 121 60 572 2.74 28 .84 A7 .0006
MoD?
Yes 35 62 433 1.67 24 91 .19 .0003
No 117 60 533 2.74 31 .82 .16 .0007
DTI?
Yes 25 60 544 2.16 25 .89 17 .0002
No 127 60 504 2.56 30 .83 17 .0007
Party
Conservative 56 59 486 3.58 25 .87 .20 .0006
Liberal 4 62 100 3.98 11 1 .00 .0000
Labour 13 58 370 1.23 36 .82 .00 .0006
Board Role
CEO 3 63 548 1.20 28 .84 .15 .0002
ED 8 55 1564 1.30 38 .86 14 .0004
OPS 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
CHAIR 40 59 1141 3.23 38 .70 .15 .0013
NED 133 60 343 2.18 30 .82 .16 .0007

Note: the frequencies reported in Tables 3 and Aad@dd up to those reported in Table 2. While 152

directors have a background in high public offite, frequencies exceed this because former high
public officials are counted more than once if theyd two or more different positions (for example
both as an MP and as a government minister).
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Table 3. Attributes of Ministers/MPs in the Network (1990a8)

Avg.
Avg. Comp. Avg. Yrs. . .
Age (000's Experience Degree Clusterin Constrain Betwee
N
Gender
Male 55 60 313 3.45 23 .88 21 .0010
Female 7 58 379 1 35 91 12 .0005
Education
Degree 15 60 328 2.4 28 .87 .20 .0007
Postgrad 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Master 25 58 372 2.5 23 .92 .24 .0004
MBA 1 60 144 5.2 15 1 .22 .0000
Doctorate 8 59 303 2.7 28 .80 .13 .0009
Business
Background?
Yes 10 62 153 2.43 24 .90 .23 .0003
No 52 59 353 3.36 25 .88 .20 .0006
Peer?
Yes 34 61 322 2.99 27 .85 .20 .0006
No 28 57 317 3.48 21 91 .20 .0003
Honours
Knighthood 15 61 309 3.46 27 .87 .16 .0004
Honour 8 62 278 2.64 30 .84 .29 .0011
No Honour 39 58 332 3.22 23 .90 .20 .0005
HMT?
Yes 15 59 433 2.60 38 g7 .15 .0016
No 47 59 285 3.40 20 .92 22 .0002
FCO?
Yes 5 57 246 1.20 25 1.00 13 .0000
No 57 60 325 3.39 24 .87 21 .0006
MoD?
Yes 14 60 349 2.41 30 .84 17 .0007
No 48 59 310 3.45 23 .89 21 .0005
DTI?
Yes 19 61 247 2.34 23 .88 .19 .0002
No 43 59 350 3.60 25 .88 21 .0006
Board Role
CEO 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
ED 4 56 748 1.13 24 1.00 21 .0000
OPS 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
CHAIR 17 59 543 3.91 25 .82 .23 .0005
NED 54 59 271 2.89 26 .86 .18 .0006
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Table 4. Attributes of Civil Servants in the Network (192908)

A CA . Avg. Y AVg.
vg. omp. vg. Yrs. . .
Age (000's Experience Degree Clusterin Constrain Betwee
N
Gender
Male 77 61 585 1.64 32 .82 .15 .0006
Female 4 57 395 2.08 39 .61 A1 .0025
Education
Degree 26 62 294 1.72 33 .79 .16 .0010
Postgrad 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Master 17 61 546 1.58 37 .76 A1 .0010
MBA 2 55 1131 .25 57 43 .05 .0016
Doctorate 18 61 828 2.06 30 .82 A7 .0004
Business
Background?
Yes 21 58 1180 1.61 40 .69 .10 .0013
No 60 62 359 1.68 30 .85 .16 .0005
Peer?
Yes 21 60 618 1.65 46 71 .10 .0018
No 60 62 558 1.67 27 .84 .16 .0004
Honours
Knighthood 68 62 577 1.7 33 .80 14 .0007
Honour 4 62 155 15 13 1.00 .30 .0000
No Honour 9 55 715 1.7 36 74 A1 .0016
HMT?
Yes 17 59 861 1.36 42 .75 A1 .0010
No 64 62 499 1.74 30 .82 .15 .0007
FCO?
Yes 27 62 247 1.59 33 .80 14 .0007
No 54 61 736 1.70 32 .81 14 .0007
MoD?
Yes 22 62 473 1.15 20 .95 .19 .0001
No 59 61 612 1.86 37 .75 13 .0010
DTI?
Yes 6 59 1434 1.58 33 .92 A1 .0001
No 75 61 501 1.67 32 .80 .15 .0008
Board Role
CEO 2 50 1080 1.80 34 .75 14 .0003
ED 4 55 2379 1.48 53 72 .06 .0008
OPS 0 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
CHAIR 19 59 1371 1.85 48 .61 .09 .0020
NED 73 61 377 1.57 32 .79 .15 .0008




Table 5. Factors Explaining Degree Centrality and Compeaoisat
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Degree Centrality (log)

Compensation (log)

DM1

Intercept Non-Political Class 2.823
Intercept Political Class 3.090

Overall Intercept 2.957
(.101)

Education

Age

Experience (log)

Industry sector (avg. ntwk. comp., log)

Company size (avg. ntwk. degree, log)

Gender (male)

Board role (compensation, log)

Friendship Network (degree, log)

Number of directorships

Variance due to Between-Group
Differences 4.19%

DM2

CM1

-467 6.007

-.467

- 467
(.046)
.004
(.003)
.000
(.001)
-.001
(.006)
.052
(.006)
707
(.012)
-.025
(.018)
024
(.003)

420
(.005)

.00%

5.295
5.651
(:272)

3.87%

CM2

3.463

3.162
3.313
(:273)
021
(.014)
-.067
(.003)
-.195
(.030)
470
(.033)
-.139
(.082)
1.191
(.091)

643
(.073)
140
(.042)

1.22%

Note: standard errors in parentheses.



