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From Female Labor Force Participation to Boardré@emder Diversity

Renée B. Adams and Tom Kirchmaier

The list of barriers to female representation innagement is analogous to the list of barriers to
female labor force participation. Accordingly, weaenine whether low female labor force
participation is the main reason few women holdissem corporate boards using data from 22
countries over the 2001-2010 period. Using a noeehtry-level measure of female participation on
corporate boards, we show first that the repretientaof women on boards across countries is
actually worse than most surveys suggest. We tkamime the extent to which female labor force
participation and institutional and country-levdiacacteristics are related to the representation of
women on corporate boards. We find that labor fquaeticipation is significantly related to the
representation of women on boards when part-tincdeusremployed workers are excluded. However,
the presence of boardroom quotas, codes promoengley diversity and cultural norms are also
correlated with female representation. This suggdéisat economic and cultural factors may be
important barriers to female career advancemerttiai preferences may be less important. While
guotas may overcome problems of discriminationy thnay be too narrow a policy tool to address
other causes of female underrepresentation in nesmegt.
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|. Introduction

Numerous surveys document the relative underreptaisen of women on corporate boards. In
response, many countries are implementing poldéssgned to increase boardroom gender diversity.
Since at least 1993, several countries have itstitdiversity quotas for state-owned compafies.
Since Norway enacted boardroom gender quota I¢igisiéor listed companies in 2003, more and
more policies target listed companies. Countrydl@adicies take the form of either mandatory quotas
or governance codes for listed companies that Spaty identify gender as a factor boards must
consider in appointment decisioh$Other countries do not have formal policies beirtmajor stock
exchanges require that listed companies disclasie diversity policies with respect to genden a
hotly debated move, the E.U. approved a draft lzat $ets an objective of 40% female nonexecutive
directors on boards of listed companies acros2thenember states of the E.U. on November 14,
2012 (European Commission, 2012 a). However, waatoyet have a good understanding of the
impediments to top executive positions for womehug; it is not clear that simply targeting the
proportion of women in leadership positions, asthéise recent policies do, will be effective at
addressing the underlying causes of female undeseptation in corporate leadership.

There are many potential barriers to female ledmi@rdviost obviously, managers may not
promote women because of taste-based or statislisatimination. Male managers often perceive
women as being less experienced than men (Doldanidbmbe, Gaughan and Sealy, 2012), which
in and of itself may lead to statistical discrintioa. Lack of experience is a Catch-22 as women can
never gain experience if they are not promotedtuCelmay also be important. For example, Norris
and Inglehart (2008) document that social norms raftated to the representation of women in
political leadership across countries. Similarlgn8ers, Hrdlicka, Hellicar, Cottrell, and Knox (201
identify differences in perceptions of leaderstspyle” as an impediment to female advancement.

But demand side factors may also play a role. Atnadisreports on the topic cite the costs of
managing work and family as a major barrier. BedraGoldin and Katz (2010) identify motherhood
as the main factor leading to career disruptiorssdrorter working hours for a group of female MBA
students from the University of Chicago. Differemdr preferences and psychological factors may
also be important (Pande and Ford, 2011). For ebgnfpyomen are more risk-averse than men or
shy away from competitive situations (Croson ancké€zy, 2009) they may be less likely to pursue

high-profile careers.

2 Austria, Denmark, Greece, Finland, Iceland, Isr@elth Africa have quotas for state-owned comanie

% In addition to Norway, Spain, Iceland, Belgiumafice and ltaly have enacted quota legislationelsray also be
considered to have a quota although it is minimal.

* Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Genmataly, Morocco, the Netherlands, Sweden anduKehave
governance codes.

® Australia and New Zealand require the disclosdrgemder-specific policies. The US requires onlgctbsure of
general diversity policies.
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What is remarkable about the list of barriers tmdée leadership is that in many ways it is
unremarkable. In their Handbook of Labor Econonadicle from 1999, Altonji and Blank (1999)
discuss the role of preferences, discrimination lamchan capital as factors influencing female labor
supply and labor market outcomes. Fernandes (2@@35€usses the importance of culture and
changing beliefs about women'’s role for female tadaply. In her 2010 chapter in the Handbook of
Labor Economics, Bertrand focuses on psychologattlbutes, such as risk-taking attitudes, and
differences in preferences between men and womempsrtant determinants of labor market
outcomes for women.

If the same factors influence whether or not woraeter the labor force at all and whether or not
they enter the boardroom, then it is not clear gwdicies in this area should target boards. Ndy on
are quotas at the management level likely to beuplisve for companies (e.g. Bghren and Staubo,
2012), but they may not necessarily be effectiveéhm long run. For example, imposing a gender
quota on boards in countries with relatively un@eedoped childcare services will automatically lead
companies to increase the proportion of women eir thoards to fulfill the quota. However, it need
not lead to a large change in the number of wonwdirg directorships. Instead, the same set of
female directors that were in place before the gjunay simply be sitting on a larger number of
boards. If the costs of managing work-life balaace important deterrents to female representation i
management, a more effective policy might targeséhcosts directly.

But if the same factors influence whether or notnega enter the labor force at all and whether or
not they enter the boardroom, then an importanstipe is whether increasing female labor force
participation is sufficient to generate a largepgbine of potential female executives or whether
factors such as discrimination and culture stilaypla role conditional on female labor force
participation. The purpose of this paper is to exa&nthe relative importance of these factors for
female corporate leadership. Because labor forcdicymation, institutional and regulatory
environments and culture change slowly over time, axamine the relative importance of these
factors across countries.

Our sample consists of an unbalanced panel of 9i8&8 companies in 22 countries: Australia,
Austria, Belgium, Bermuda, Canada, Denmark, Finldfdnce, Germany, Greece, India, Ireland,
Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Portu§pain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom
and USA. We obtain data for these countries ovenayear time period from 2001 to 2010 from
BoardEx. Boardex collects data on companies indd@ies. To ensure our sample is representative,
we restrict ourselves to country-years for whichaex covers at least 70% of the total market
capitalization of listed companies in that couraing year.

Using this data set, we provide the first systematidence on the representation of women on
boards of listed firms across countries and oveetiWhile numerous surveys of boardroom gender



diversity exist, they are often one-offs and netcly representative of the general populationstéd
firms. This makes it difficult to compare statistiover time and across countries.

We first show that prior diversity surveys are moi@ly misleading. The representation of
women is actually worse than most surveys suggdést.reason for this is that most surveys, such as
the Catalyst Fortune 500 surveys in the US (e.@ré&oet al., 2010), focus only on large firms.
Another problem is that most surveys focus on thexage proportion of female directors at the firm
level, which means they do not account for multigileectorships. Because we are interested in the
representation of women in corporate leadershipeatountry-level, it is natural for us to focus @n
measure that avoids counting the same individuakentioan once. This is the proportion wfique
female directors in the set of all unique direciora given country-year, a measure we call “Dwect
Participation”. Because men may also hold multgitectorships, it is not clear whether focusing on
directorships instead of directors leads to an ugwa downward bias. We show that it can go either
way.

The differences between Director Participationun €ample and standard survey measures of the
representation of women on boards can be strilitng.example, the 2011 Davies Report for the UK
(Davies, 2011) starts with the observation on gt “In 2010, women made up only 12.5% of the
members of the corporate boards of FTSE 100 corapaifihis was up from 9.4% in 2004.” In our
data, the proportion of unique female directorstlue boards of listed firms in the UK in 2004 was
only 5.1% and in 2010 it was 6.5%. While the magphéts of Director Participation are low, they do
show a clear upward trend over time. For exampie, groportion of unique female directors in
Ireland was 3.1% in 2001 and 7.9% in 2010. Moreoi@rector Participation generally becomes
larger when we restrict our sample to large firmsach country.

We then turn to an analysis of country-level angtiintional factors that are related to Director
Participation. We examine Director Participation fion-executive and executive directors separately
because most policies target non-executive boastigaes. In addition to measures of female labor
force participation, we examine the importancemirdry-level measures of family-friendliness, such
as taxes and social security contributions oveonme. We use country-level measures of the gender
gap in wages as an economic measure of discrimmadind Inglehart and Welzel's (2005)
Traditional/Secular and Survival/Self-Expressionueascores as measures of culture. We also
examine the importance of different types of coyHerel policies concerning boardroom gender
diversity. In our regressions we control for theyalence of family firms and co-determination as
they are plausibly related to the representatiowafen on boards, but in different roles than the
typical corporate director. To address potentialogieneity concerns in these regressions we lag labo

force participation by 10 years, which is the nalftdimit imposed by the poor quality of economic



indicators in the 1980s. We also use instrumendéalable regressions to address concerns about
omitted variable bias.

We find that labor force participation is positiyend significantly correlated with non-executive
Director Participation, but only if we exclude p&imme workers from labor force participation. This
suggests that policies that promote full-time emplent by women are important for generating a
pipeline of women who eventually end up in top cogbe positions. For the US, Bertrand (2009, p.
127) argues that “a continuous commitment to thekfeoce is a sine qua non condition to reach the
top in corporate America”. Our results suggest tiofls true outside of the US as well. But other
factors also play a role, even after accountingfddftime labor force participation. Policies mett
even when they are voluntary; the existence of aae governance codes is positively correlated
with Director Participation. Measures of discrintioa and culture also appear to matter. This
suggests that even when they are employed full;timoenen may face barriers to career progression.

While female labor force participation has some laxatory power for executive Director
Participation, little else seems to matter exceptdxes and social security contributions oveome
and the existence of quotas for state-owned corapatiti is possible that there are simply too few
women in executive positions across countries tegge meaningful variation in the data.

Our results suggest that preferences may be rebatiwunimportant in explaining the
underrepresentation of women on boards. If pret&gmwere important, then countries with quotas
and codes would have difficulty in finding womenatccept board positions. But this does not seem to
be the case. Thus, quotas and governance codes teedm effective at solving problems of
discrimination. However, it is not clear whetheeytcan be effective on their own. The fact that few
of the factors we consider are related to execudivector Participation suggests that women have a
long way to go in terms of transitioning from beiag external board member to running their own
boards. Board-level policies may need to be comefged by policies that help women at all levels
of the corporate hierarchy combine work with famiurthermore, if gender quotas induce negative
attitudes towards women, they are unlikely to beatifve.

Our paper complements both the literature on fenaber market outcomes as well as the
governance literature. With the notable exceptibBertrand and Hallock (2001) most of the labor
literature does not examine women in top managef&te believe studying top managers is
interesting for several reasons. First, the faat thomen fill board positions to a greater extent i
some countries than others suggests that, culdiff@rences aside, a subset of the population of
women may not be so different from men in theirfgmences and psychology. As Betrand and

Hallock (2001) point out, men and women in top nggmaent are likely to be similar in their career

® Some papers do examine women in more senior positiFor example, Black and Juhn (2000) examine
professional women. Other papers examine lawye#tjgians and academics (see the review in Bedrand Hallock,
2001).
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ambitions and motivations. Most of the literature female work outcomes is concerned with the
average woman in the population, but analyzingttipemanagement level highlights that there may
be significant variation in preferences or psychalal factors, such as risk-aversion, in the
population.

Second, women can achieve a top management positignf they have been in the work force
long enough. Examining the relative underrepresemaf women at the board level highlights the
fact that women often drop out of the labor ford@ better understand women’s labor force
outcomes, it is important to understand why.

One of the main reasons why policy makers are gaedewith the relative underrepresentation
of women on boards is because they argue therbusiaess and economic case for more women on
boards. The European Commission (2012 b, p. 1@ssthat

“One of the ways of improving Europe's competitess is the equal representation
of women and men in economic decision-making pmséti which contributes to a more
productive and innovative working environment aetpl improve performance. In
addition, there is an increasing body of reseahdwig that gender diversity pays off
and that there is a positive correlation betweememin leadership and business
performance.”

Similarly, the Davies Report (Davies, 2011, p. 8yss “The business case for increasing the
number of women on corporate boards is clear.” Hanewe believe the evidence that greater
boardroom diversity improves company performanceosat all clear. Using firms from the U.S.,
Adams and Ferreira (2009) show that the averagectefif boardroom gender diversity on firm
performance is not positive. Diversity adds valmedme firms, but not all. Ahern and Dittmar (2012)
show that the market reaction to the Norwegian gempiota was negative and Matsa and Miller
(2011) show that the Norwegian quota may have $tuwtt run profits due to fewer layoffs in firms
most affected by the quota. Bghren and Staubo j26H@wv that roughly half of the firms exposed to
the Norwegian gender quota changed their orgaomzaitiform to avoid it.

The literature also often ignores the fact that womwvho sit on boards before quotas may be
different than women who sit on boards after qudtas example, Adams and Funk (2012) document
that female corporate directors in Sweden have ffeskddren than women in the population. If
women with more children end up sitting on boarsla aesult of quotas, but there is little instaogl
support for families so that these women are stibpegreater demands on their time than beforey the
it is not clear that company performance shouldrowe with their presence. A better understanding
of the barriers to female corporate leadership rdmutes to the existing governance literature on
gender diversity because it highlights the situstiorhen diversity has the potential to add valubet

company level.



Our paper is structured as follows. We discuss dbwentry-level characteristics we relate to
director participation in Section 2. In SectionA& describe our sample selection process and ldata.
Section 4, we provide a general picture of the @ggntation of women in director positions across
countries and over time. In Section 5, we exarttieerelationship between Director Participation and

country-level variables and we conclude in Secéion

ll. Country-level Characteristics related to the

Representation of Women on Corporate Boards

We consider five sets of country-level variablesoumr analysis. We choose these variables
because we believe they are likely to represenemgérconditions that are either barriers, or are
conducive, to female corporate leadership.

Our main variable of interest is female labor sypfla large portion of the female population is
working, then more women should eventually enterporate boardrooms if there are no other
barriers to female leadership. We measure labaefparticipation in two ways. Our first measure,
Classic LFP, is the proportion of women workingaagaction of the female population. Our second
measure, Female Economic Participation, is the gatmm of women working as a fraction of the
employed population. The motivation for the secamehsure is that it is more closely related to our
dependent variable, Director Participation, whishhe proportion of female directors in the directo
population. In contrast to much of the literaturefemale labor supply, we calculate these measures
with and without part-time and unemployed work&& believe it is unlikely that part-time workers
will have the skill set needed to obtain a direshgp. Similarly, unemployment represents a career
disruption that may be difficult to overcome. Tadesks the concern that Director Participation may
lead to more female labor force participation, \ag bur labor supply measures by the maximum
number of years that is feasible given the qualitinternational economic indicators-10 years.

The next set of variables of interest relate to Hamvily-friendly countries are. The more family-
friendly a country is, the easier it should bevi@men to manage both work and family and the less
likely it should be that they drop out of the ladorce. It is difficult to get good data on direct
measures of family-friendliness, for example matgrieave and childcare benefits, which are
comparable across countries. For this reason, wehes 10-year lagged birthrate in a country as an
indirect proxy for family-friendliness at the tinvehen it should have affected a female director’s
career trajectory the most, i.e. near the beginrohgher career. Holding female labor force
participation and economic development constantegect birthrates to go up only if the provision
of services to families increases. We also use aalagged tax and social security contributionsrov
income as a measure of family-friendliness, becaymernment spending on services that benefit
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families is likely to be higher in countries witlegter taxation. In robustness checks, we also use
more direct measures of government spending orliéami

To proxy for levels of discrimination in the laborarket for women, we use a measure of the
gender wage gap. If women consistently earn less then for equal work, it is plausible that they
also face barriers to advancement that would ptetteem from achieving senior management
positions. It is difficult to obtain data on thenglker wage gap across all countries in our sample. F
this reason, we use a qualitative variable on weagality for similar work, Wage Equality, from the
World Economic Forum’s Executive Opinion Survey (dman, Tyson and Zahidi, 2010). This
measure receives the largest weight in the “ecoagairticipation and opportunity” subindex of the
World Economic Forum’s Gender Gap Index. In robestnchecks, we also use estimates of the
gender wage gap across countries from OlivettiRettlongolo (2011), although we lose observations
due to incomplete coverage of countries in our amp

A growing literature argues that culture has andrtgnt role to play in explaining female work
outcomes. Goldin (1991) argued that female labocefgarticipation increased substantially after
World War 1l because it led to changes in attituttegards working women. Fernandez (2007) and
Fernandez and Fogli (2009) also argue that cuthaters and use characteristics of the countries of
origin for US immigrants, such as female labor $yppo proxy for culture. Alesina and Giuliano
(2010) and Alesina, Giuliano and Nunn (2012) examihe role of family values and attitudes
towards women'’s work for female labor supply usitada from the World Value Survey (WVS).

Culture may also have a role to play in the evolutbf women’s careers. If family values are
strong then it may be difficult for women to accepbdre demanding positions. Women may also be
passed over for promotion because of the percefti@mnwomen are not natural leaders. We examine
the impact of culture by using Inglehart and We&€P005) country-level Traditional/Secular and
Survival/Self-Expression value scores for W¥'S.

Inglehart and Welzel (2005) argue that the Traddl(Secular value dimension reflects the
contrast between societies in which religion isyvenportant and those in which it is not. More
traditional societies emphasize the importanceavémt-child ties and deference to authority, along
with absolute standards and traditional family esluand reject divorce and abortion. Thus we dxpec
more traditional countries to have lower repredgraof women on boards.

Inglehart and Welzel (2005) link the Survival/SEkpression value dimension to the transition
from industrial society to post-industrial socistidn developed economies priorities shift from an
emphasis on economic and physical security towalgestive well-being, self-expression and the
quality of life. Because work is one way in whiodlfsexpression can occur, we predict that more

women will sit on boards in countries with greatelf-expression values.



The advantage of using these scores rather thandodl items from the WVS as in Alesina and
Giulano (2010), Alesina, Giuliano and Nunn (2018) @livetti and Petrongolo (2011) is that they
account for multiple dimensions of culture. Inglghand Welzel (2005) document that these
dimensions explain over 70 percent of the cross#all variance of more specific value scores in the
WVS. Moreover, the country-level coverage of theseres is more complete than for individual
items in WVS. In robustness checks, we also usessowfividual items in the WVS, but we lose
observations due to incomplete coverage acrossmesin

Fernandez and Fogli (2009) argue that labor foraeigipation and fertility rates reflect the
economic and institutional environment women fax®,well as cultural beliefs about the value of
women’s work. Thus, labor force participation isand of itself a proxy for family-friendliness,
discrimination and values. If our proxies for thesaditions matter for female corporate leadership
even after we control for labor force participatitimen it would appear that the link between entgri
the workforce and significant career progressiamoisautomatic for women.

Our final group of variables relate to policiesttteaget female board representation. We examine
the effect of two types of policies that we tabelat the country-level in Table I. The first set of
policies consists of mandatory quotas for listethpanies and quotas in state-owned companies.
While it is well-known that mandatory quotas in@edhe average proportion of women on boards, it
iIs not clear how these quotas translate into clemgehe proportion of women in the director
population. Because of multiple directorships, &o4fender quota need not lead to a 40% increase in
Director Participation. Examining the magnitudetloé effect of quotas on Director Participation is
interesting because it tells us something about démand for directorships by women in the
population. If a large quota translates into adargange in Director Participation, then this sstge
that the demand for directorships in the femaleupatn is strong and that preferences are not
important barriers to corporate leadership.

-Insert Table | about here-

The second type of policy consists of country-ley@lernance codes for listed companies. We
consider a governance code to have a board-lenelegaliversity recommendation if it mentions that
gender should be considered by the board in it®iappent process for new directors. While these
codes are not mandatory, it is still possible thay influence appointment decisions. It is plalgsib
for example, that they have a similar effect asdiity disclosure rules. Adams, Nowland and Grey
(2011) show that the ASX diversity disclosure regunents led to a significant increase in the number
of female directors that were appointed in AustraBecause all such disclosure policies occurred
after the end of our sample period, we do not amrsthe effects of such disclosure policies

separately.



As control variables in our regressions, we inclddkyear lagged per capita gross national
income (GNI) as a measure of economic developnienisolate factors specific to the director labor
market, we also control for the proportion of oamgple firms that are family firms and a dummy for
countries with co-determination laws. It is pladsithat countries with many family firms have more
women on boards because they are members of dorgrtamilies. It is also plausible that countries
with co-determination have more women on boardsalee women exhibit greater concern for
employee welfare than men and may be more likelsepyesent employees. For example, Adams,
Licht and Sagiv (2011) show in a sample of Swediséctors that even when they are not employee
representatives, female directors are more staélehokiented (as opposed to shareholder-oriented)
than male directors. Matsa and Miller (2011) shbat boards most affected by the Norwegian gender
guotas laid off fewer workers and Matsa and Mil{2012) argue that labor hoarding may be a
characteristic of female leadership style. Finalle control for the lagged fraction of women in
higher education. Eckstein and Lifshitz (2011ajneste for the US that a large portion of female
labor supply can be explained by education (33%)ddse the correlation between education and
labor force participation is generally positive @3 countries (Psacharopoulos and Tzannatos, 1989),
this is likely to be true in other countries asw€&hus, controlling for education helps ensurd tha
coefficients on labor force participation are nio@y picking up the effect of education on Directo

Participation.

[ll. Data

We describe our sample construction in Section $1l1Section 3.2, we provide summary

statistics for our data set and discuss its coerag

A. Data Sources and Measurement

Our starting sample consists of the entire Boardatabase from 2000-2011 as of September
2011. BoardEx contains data compiled by the UK-bdgen Management Diagnostics Limited on
boards of publicly traded companies. Our base sarophsists of an unbalanced panel of data on
16,129 firms and 136,950 unique directors in 83taes.

One of the shortcomings of BoardEx is the lack atbdon the population of firms it covers. This
makes it difficult to determine how representaiitgecoverage is. To determine what fraction of each
country’s set of listed companies is covered byrBes, we match it to the entire CapitallQ database.
CapitallQ claims to achieve 99% coverage of alietiscompanies in the world. While we cannot
verify that claim, we do succeed in matching alin in BoardEx to CapitallQ. We also observe that

CapitallQ covers substantially more listed firmarntBoardEx. In 2010 for example, CapitallQ covers
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32,786 listed companies while BoardEx covers onB28. Over the entire sample period, CapitallQ
covers 41,416 listed firms versus 10,485 listed mames in BoardEx. This satisfies us that CapitallQ
is an acceptable reference database for BoardEx.

Using financial data from CapitallQ, we calculatengeasure of a country’s stock market
capitalization in a year as the sum of the marlagiitalizations of all firms in CapitallQ for that
country and year. We then aggregate the marketataation for firms in Boardex and show the
percentage of the total market capitalization thegyresent in Table Il. For a county-year to entar o
final sample, we require that Boardex covers atl@@% of market capitalization in that country and
year. We chose this threshold because it balanocesems about coverage with concerns about
sample sizé.We also require both CapitallQ and BoardEx to catdeast 10 listed companies per
country-year. We drop the year 2000 because ofoits coverage, and the year 2011 as it is
incomplete. We also drop companies from the Bri¥igigin Islands, Russia, and Cyprus, as we have
a representative sample for these countries indoafor one year only.

-Insert Table Il about here-

With these restrictions, our final sample considtan unbalanced panel of 9,888 listed firms in
22 countries stretching over a ten-year time pefiioch 2001 to 2010. Overall, we base our analysis
on a total of 55,899 firm-year observations fortthariod. At the director level, we follow 90,208
unique directors, of which 82,911 are male, an@7 @&e female. The dataset is complete in respect t
gender. The sample covers 42 sectors.

We calculate Director Participation as the fractadrunique women in the population of unique
directors in a county and year. We calculate thesasures separately for executive directors (EDS)
and non-executive directors (NEDs), as most pohdiatives concerning boardroom gender diversity
implicitly target NEDS? For comparison purposes, we also calculate tramitimeasures of board-
level gender diversity (Board Diversity) as theragge fraction of women on boards at the firm level.

We source all firm-level financial data from Caflifta We obtain country level measures of labor
market participation, the number of full- and péme employee$,the gross national income per
capita and tax, the birthrate and tax and socraurgg contributions over income and the fractidn o
women in higher education from Euromonitor. As mdmect measures of government services to

families, we obtain 2007 data on service and taeakrcomponents of public spending (Family

" As a robustness check, we also examined an 80Bsinitilar results although a loss in statisticghgficance due
to the smaller sample size.

8 In these separate measures, the denominator ipdpalation of unique EDs or NEDs in a country-year
respectively. If a woman holds both positions, appears in both measures, but only once. ThuscBir@articipation
for EDs eliminates multiple executive positionschdly the same person, Director Participation forDNEeliminates
multiple non-executive positions held by the samespn and Director Participation for the whole lbbaounts each
person only once.

® According to the International Labor Organizatid@®97), the definition of part-time workers variesm country
to country, and is typically based on a time-thodghand/or self-assessment. This makes it diffitnicompare levels of
part-time work across countries. As we are inteckt whether female employment is perceived dofypart-time work
within countries, we do not believe that this affethe interpretation of our results.
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Benefits-Services and Family-Benefits-Tax breaks)aapercent of GDP from th@ECD family
databaseWe convert inflation-adjusted monetary indicatote USD at 2011 exchange rates.

Ideally, we would like to measure conditions affiegta female director’s career trajectory at the
time when they are likely to matter the most, mear the beginning of her career. As the internatio
coverage of economic indicators is poor in the 398010 year lag is the natural limit for most of
these variables.

We obtain data on the gender wage gap in the Wieclohomic Forum’s Executive Opinion
Survey from the World Economic Forum’s (WEF) 2010l6al Gender Gap Report (Hausman, Tyson
and Zahidi, 2010). This measure is a score on ke doam 1 to 7 where 1 represents the worst
outcome and 7 the best. The 2010 report providesfdam 2006 to 2010. Because the response rate
to the surveys varies over the years, we averageesponses over time to construct our measure of
the wage gap (Wage Equality). As an alternate measuthe wage gap, we use the country-level
estimates of the skilled gender gaps in wage badras from Olivetti and Petrongolo (2011, Table 2,
column 2)1%

We source the most recent data on the 5-wave \sgaees according to Inglehart and Welzel
(2005) from the World Value Survé§We also use individual items to measure countvgdleultural
preferences from waves 4 (1999-2004) and 5 (20@e226f the World Value Survey (WVS). We
focus on three variables: (1) dO57 - Being a holfee just as fulfilling as working for pay (Women
Housewife) (2) a029 - Independence is an importdmid quality to be learnt at home (Child
Independence) and (3) e233emocracy: Women have the same rights as men (WerRaghts).

Alesina and Giuliano (2010) and Olivetti and Pegrao (2011) use Women Housewife as a
measure of the perceived role of women in socié¥pmen Housewife can take values from 1
‘strongly agree’ to 4 ‘strongly disagree’. We reserthe ordering so that higher values measure
greater agreement.

One problem with Women Housewife is that it may @ynreflect occupational patterns in a
country rather than cultural values. If respondelaisiot know whether staying at home is fulfilliag
not, they may infer that it is simply because fesrlabor force participation rates happen to beilow
a country*® For this reason, we also examine Child Indeperelemzl Women's Rights, which we
believe are less likely to suffer from this probleecause they are not tied directly to any obsdevab

outcome.

2We also used Blau and Kahn’s (2003) estimate oflgewage gaps for full-time workers with similasults.

1 Olivetti and Petrongolo’s (2011) estimates areeamn data from men and women aged 25-54, excluditigry,
students, and self employed for 1994-2001, exaapEanada (1997-2004), Finland (1996-2001) and rfeut995-2001)
from the CPS, Canadian LFS, and ECHPS.

12 The data in our sample is either from wave 4 orera of the WVS. The data is availablere

3 We believe the same issue holds for the respang&/hen jobs are scarce, men should have more tightjob
than women” used in both Alesina and Giuliano (204:0d Olivetti and Petrongolo (2011) as a measfigender role
attitudes. The responses could be reflecting I&drae participation rates by men and women rathan intrinsic values.
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We believe it is intuitive that women may be moikely to focus on their own careers in
countries that place a high value on child indepecd. Child Independence is the coding of the
following question: “Here is a list of qualitiesathchildren can be encouraged to learn at home.
Which, if any, do you consider to be especially amant? Please choose up to five.” Respondents can
choose from 17 qualities including ‘independenceianners’, ‘politeness’, ‘hard work’, ‘honesty’
and ‘faith’. Child Independence takes on the vatu@sindependence’ is mentioned as ‘important’ or
0 ‘not mentioned'.

Women’s Rights is the response to the followingsgioa: “Many things may be desirable, but
not all of them are essential characteristics ohalgacy. Please tell me for each of the following
things how essential you think it is as a charastierof democracy. Use this scale where 1 means
“not at all an essential characteristic of demograand 10 means it definitely is “an essential
characteristic of democracy”. Women have the saigkty as men.” Because Women’s Rights
measures fundamental beliefs about equality betweem and women, we expect that it should be
positively related to the representation of womarboards. We average all WVS variables across all
respondents in a country for both waves and maath itom 2001-2004 to the wave 4 average and
data from 2005-2010 to the wave 5 average.

We collect data on gender quotas, state-owned coyngaotas and corporate governance codes
from a variety of sources. We use European UnidilZ? and Paul Hastings (2012) to identify
countries with policies targeting gender diversity boards. We then search for the original source

documents on the internet. We use H&GI code databaso identify the first time a country’s code

mentions that gender must be considered by thedbWée create a dummy variable for each type of
policy that is one in the year the policy was pdssad all years after.

It is difficult to find statistics on the prevalemof family firms across all countries in our saepl
Thus, we generate a within-sample measure of tafence of family firms. We assume that family
firms will be characterized by greater ownershimantration than other firms, as well as a higher
propensity to have family members with the same asne on the board. To proxy for ownership
concentration, we obtain historic data on the propo of closely-held shares
(FF_SHS_CLOSELY_HELD) from Factset. These sharekide shares held by officers, directors
and their families, shares held in trust and shhedd by pension plans and 5% blockholders. After
accounting for missing data, the coverage of Fadtseour sample firms varies from 75.7% for
Norway in 2001 to 100% for Finland and Portugavamious years. For missing in-between firm-year
observations we linearly interpolate the missinpes, and for missing values in 2009 and 2010 we
linearly extrapolate them. We report the averagerage of Factset for our sample in Table II.

We consider a firm to be a family firm if the prapon of closely held shares is greater than 20%
and any two board members share the same last maengiven year. We treat hyphened names -
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common in Latin American countries - as two segandmes and assume that the firm is a candidate
for a family firm if any of the two names match wianother name on the same board and year. By
considering both ownership and name-matching, weowad for the inherent under-reporting of
matching that may occur because women may chamgenthmes after marriage. If a firm does not
have ownership data available in Factset, we ¢lafsins as family firms based on name matching
alone. Our measure of the proportion of family rm each country-year is the country-level average
of a family firm dummy. In robustness checks wealse data on the prevalence of family firms from
Faccio and Lang (2002, Table 3), but our samplegisubstantially because they only cover Western
European countries.

Finally, we code a variable that is equal to héd tountry has co-determination laws in place and
0 otherwise (see Table I). We obtain informationtbese laws from Kluge and Stollt (2006) and
Osterloh, Freyand Zeitoun (2011).

B. Summary Statistics

In Panel A of Table Ill, we provide means of altigbles in our data set by country. In Panel B,
we provide sample-level summary statistics fovatiables including our policy dummies. For the
sake of brevity, we summarize variables we use gulgnin robustness checks in the Appendix.
Because Norway passed its gender quota legislatwards the beginning of our sample period, we
conduct our main analysis without Norway. To beedblassess the economic significance of our
coefficient estimates, we exclude Norway from Pdhel

-Insert Table 11l about here-

While on average 39.6% of women are working and sionepresent 42.5% of the workforce,
many female employees work only part-time. If welede part-time and unemployed workers from
the numerator, the representation of women droRg i6% of the workforce. If we also exclude part-
time and unemployed workers from the denominabar répresentation of women becomes 35.7% of
full-time employment.

Across countries, women comprise 8% of the popadatif directors, mostly in non-executive
positions. They make up 9% of the population oDS¥EnNd only 4% of the population of EDs. We

turn to a more extensive discussion of female bogpdesentation in the next Section.

IV. Female Board Representation

In Table IV, we show aggregate measures of Dirdetoticipation across countries and over time
for the country-years for which we deem Boardexh&we adequate coverage of the entire market
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capitalization ¥70%). For most countries, there is a clear timadraith rising levels of Director
Participation over time. But there is still consilde variation across countries in the levels of
Director Participation. For example, in 2010 Indias only 5.2% Director Participation, while
Norway has 37.1%. One might think that India’s loumbers can be attributed primarily to economic
development and Norway’s high numbers to the Nommregender quota. However, in 2010 both
Austria and Italy had similar levels of Directorri@pation as India, 5.9% and 5.5%, and Norway
had high levels of Director Participation relatbeeother countries even before the quota. In 2602,
year before the Norwegian quota legislation, onke@en had higher levels of Director Participation.
Thus, the role of country-level characteristics poticies in explaining differences between cow@sri
is not immediately obvious.

-Insert Table 1V about here-

-Insert Table V about here-

To compare Director Participation to traditional aperes of female board representation, we
reproduce the same table with the average fraciomomen on boards (Board Diversity) instead of
Director Participation in Table V. While the numbegenerally look quite similar, some countries
(e.g. Italy) have lower numbers of Director Papation than Board Diversity whereas others have
higher levels of Director Participation (e.g. th& dnd the US). To illustrate that it is not obvious
how and greater diversity at the firm level Diversnto the proportion of unique women in director
positions, we examine the role of multiple direstops and board size in Table VI.

-Insert Table VI about here-

In columns 1 and 2, we reproduce Board Diversity 2010 from Table V and Director
Participation for 2010 from Table IV. In column B¢ provide an estimate of the “gender gap” in
multiple directorships. For each country, we regrédse number of (within-sample) board seats
individuals hold in 2010 on a female dummy. Thefficent on the female dummy is our estimate of
the “gender gap”. It is statistically significaftr Canada, the UK and the UK, where women hold
more directorships than men, and France, Germamyudal and Switzerland, where women hold
fewer directorships. However, holding more direshgps alone does not explain differences in
Director Participation and Diversity. The relatiaiso depends on firm-level board size, which
influences the total number of director positiomsthe country. In column 4, we examine the
proportion of female directorships (total numbetboard seats held by women/total number of board
seats). We now observe that the gender gap inpteutirectorships explains the difference between
the proportion of female directorships and Dired®articipation. In countries in which women hold
more directorships, the proportion of female diveships is larger than Director Participation. In
countries in which women hold fewer directorshifhg proportion of female directorships is lower
than Director Participation. This simple analysigigests that targeting firm-level diversity may not

15



always translate into greater Director Participatiecause of the role of firm-level governance and
multiple directorships.

However, these two factors do not explain why Bordersity in Table V is generally lower
than often-cited numbers for Board Diversity in therature. We argue that the apparent downward
bias in our numbers relative to other numbers carexplained by the fact that we have a more
representative population of firms than other stadhat focus primarily on large firms. We provide
evidence for this argument in the remainder of &a¥l, where we compare our numbers to other
numbers in the literature.

While numerous surveys of board diversity exist,ocieose to compare our numbers to only two
of these. The first is the GovernanceMetrics Irdéomal (GMI) (2010) report because it covers most
of the countries in our sample and is a widely-usexvey (e.g. Catalyst, 2012). The drawback of
using the report as a benchmark is that GMI caleslatatistics for companies it provides investment
research for and it is not clear which companiesirathe data. Since we argue that the representati
of women looks different the more representativeegample, it is nevertheless useful to compare our
numbers to the GMI sample.

The second set of data we examine is the Europeamssion’s gender balance in decision-
makingdatabasdor 2010 because this database is the main dataesanderlying the EU’s draft law
concerning boardroom diversity (European Commissid@l2 a) as well as other European
Commission reports on this issue (e.g. Europeanriesion report, 2012 b). This data set consists of
board-level gender diversity data for the largesinfary blue-chip index members) listed companies
in each country (maximum 50 per country).

We replicate the GMI numbers and European Commmiseioambers in columns 5 and 6. We
provide the number of firms in the GMI, Europeam@uaission and our 2010 sample in columns 7-9.

Eight countries have higher levels of Board Divigrgil our sample than in the GMI sample, but
the rest all have higher levels of Diversity in tB¥I sample. Moreover, these differences tend to be
large at times. For example, according to GMI tletghdrlands and Germany had 13.7% and 10.46%
women on boards in 2010, respectively. In our samghley have 7.4% and 6% women on boards.
Five out of 15 countries appearing in both our dangmd the European Commission’s data have
larger levels of Board Diversity in our sample. Tiest all have smaller levels of diversity in our
sample. Again, the differences are at times laFge.example, in the European Commission’s data,
firms in the United Kingdom and Denmark have onrage 13% and 18% female directors. In our
data average diversity is 6 and 12.5%, respectively

As is evident from columns 7-9, the number of firmsour sample is much larger than in the
GMI and EU samples. Because it is plausible thatl @Nmarily covers large companies in each

country, we sort companies in our sample by mackeitalization and choose the same number of
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firms as in the GMI sample from the top of the.lMte calculate Board Diversity in this sample of
largest firms and report it in column 10. For commgan purposes, we also report Director
Participation, the “gender gap” in directorshipsl &ime proportion of female directorships in columns
10-13. Board Diversity in this restricted sampldarfje firms is smaller than Board Diversity in our
full sample for all but three countries (ltaly, Rayal and Greece). When we compare our statigtics f
large companies to the GMI numbers, we see thatigtance between the GMI Diversity and our
large company Diversity numbers decreases on awefidg average distance between GMI Diversity
and our full sample Diversity is 2.61%. The averatigtance between GMI Diversity and large
company Diversity is 1.8%. While these numbers rapgear small, they are large relative to the
mean of Diversity in Table 1ll, Panel B (7.8%). Gastent with the comparisons to the EU data, this
suggests that larger companies have more womeihenkoards. By focusing primarily on large

companies, popular statistics overstate the reptasen of women.

V. Country-level Characteristics and Director Participation-
The Case of NEDs

Our first objective in relating country-level facsato Director Participation is to examine the role
of lagged female labor force participation. Becathse representation of women is greater in non-
executive positions, we focus first on NEDs. Welya® executive directors in Section 6. In Table
VII, we show the output of regressions of Dired®articipation on labor force participation usingada
on all countries except Norway and Bermuda. We Bsenuda because of missing data on labor
force participation. We exclude Norway to ensureresults are not be driven by the fact that Norway
is an outlier in terms of Director Participation.eVshow results with Norway in our robustness
checks.

The columns in Table VII vary according to the measof labor force participation we use. We
adjust standard errors for heteroskedasticity atisirscountry correlation. All regressions in Parel
include all controls we describe in Section 2, adl ws year dummies. To isolate the discussion of
female labor force participation, we do not repibe coefficients on control variables until Table
VIII. The regressions in Panel B do not include aagtrols.

-Insert Table VII about here-

In column 1, we use Classic LFP as our measureroéle labor force participation. In column 2,
we adjust the numerator by excluding part-time weosk In column 3, we use Female Economic
Participation as our measure of female labor fgasdicipation. In column 4, we exclude part-time

and unemployed workers from the numerator. In coluBy we also exclude part-time and
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unemployed workers from the denominator, so that rtkeasure in column 5 is full-time female
employment over full-time employment.

The first thing to note from comparing Panel A tanBl B is that labor force participation is
always statistically significantly correlated withrector Participation in Panel B, but not in PaAel
Moreover, the magnitudes of the coefficients indPaxare at time significantly smaller in Panel A.
In column 1, for example, the coefficient on ClassFP drops from 0.372 (significant at the 1%
level) in Panel B to 0.074 (not significant at centional levels) once our controls are includedsTh
pattern is consistent with the argument that fentab®r force participation reflects the economic,
institutional and cultural environment women facwl dighlights the importance of controlling for
these factors separately to better identify theadieffect of labor force participation.

When we compare coefficients across columns in IP&newe observe that neither the
coefficients on Classic LFP nor the coefficient lB@male Economic Participation are statistically
significant. However, labor force participationsgnificantly correlated with Director Participatio
once we exclude part-time (and unemployed) workessn the numerator (and denominator).
Moreover the magnitudes of the coefficients inceeasd become economically large. A one standard
deviation increase in female full-time economic tiggration (as in column 5), leads to a 2.6%
increase in Director Participation which is largéative to the mean of 9% for Director Participatio
for NEDs and represents one half of the standawhtien of Director Participation. This pattern
suggests quite strongly that a pre-condition feaggr Director Participation by women is greatdr fu
time employment by women.

But is full-time female employment sufficient forirBctor Participation? If so, we would expect
the control variables to have little explanatoryvpo once we control for female full-time economic
participation. We examine the relationship betw#en controls and Director Participation in more
detail in Table VIII. We regress Director Partidipa on female full-time economic participation and
different sets of controls. All regressions inclugear dummies and have country-level clustered
standard errors. Column 1 is our baseline spetidicavith control for codetermination, economic
development, the prevalence of family firms and frection of women in higher education. In
column 2, we add our proxies for family friendlise$Ve add our proxy for wage equality in column
3. Column 4 includes our measures of culture atghwo 5 includes the policy dummy variables. The
specification in column 5 is the same as the sjgation in column 5 of Table VII.

Few of the coefficients on the baseline controle atatistically significant. Although
codetermination has the expected positive signsactolumns, it is only significant in column 1. In
contrast to our expectations, the coefficient omifa firms is negative, although not always
significant. The coefficient on the fraction of wemin higher education is also negative except in

column 5.
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However, several of the coefficients on the norebas variables are statistically significant. The
coefficient on Tax & Social Security is positivedasignificant at the 5% level and the coefficient o
Traditional vs. Secular Values is positive and gigant at the 1% level. In column 5, the coeffitie
on Quota and Corporate Governance Code are poaitigesignificant. In column 6, we multiply the
coefficient estimates in column 5 by the standagdiations of the variables to better compare the
magnitudes of the different variables. A one stathd#eviation increase in Tax & Social Security
leads to a 0.9% increase in Director Participatwimich is not large as compared to the effect dF Fu
time Economic Participation. But a one standardat®n change in Traditional vs. Secular Values
has a comparable effect, 2.5%. Quotas and govezneoaes are associated with a 4.6% and 3.3%
increase in Director Participatidf.

We examine whether our results are driven by speoiiuntries in Table IX. To ensure that high
levels of birthrates in India are not affecting tlesults, we replicate the specification in colutnaf
Table VIII after excluding India and report it imlamn 1. The coefficient on birthrate does indeed
change sign, and becomes insignificant. All thealdes whose coefficients were significant in Table
VIII, column 5 remain statistically significant arad a similar magnitude. However, some variables
whose coefficients were not significant now becaigmificant, most notably the fraction of women
in higher education and GNI/Capita that are bothitp@ly related to Director Participation in this
sub-sample.

Because the US is likely to have a large populatibpart-time workers, we exclude the US in
addition to India and Norway in column 2. The réswdre very similar to those in column 1. In
column 3, we add back in all countries includingrMay. The results are very similar to those in
Table VIII, column 5, except that now the coeffiti®n Quota has increased from 0.046 to 0.081. We
conclude that there is some factors seem to bertamofor Director Participation in all countries,
namely female full-time economic participation, tbeel of taxes, measures of discrimination (Wage
Equality), measures of culture and policies. Ttaetion of women in higher education, the birthrate
and economic development are not robust to inctuttidia. This suggests that career paths in India
may be different than in more developed countries.

In Tables X and XI, we examine the sensitivity af oesults to measurement error. We replicate
the specification in column 5, Table VIII and sutgé alternate measures for key variables in each
column. In some cases our sample size decreasstastidlly (notably in column 2) because we
could not obtain data on all countries in our s@mploreover, all of the alternate measures areseros
sectional, which means there may be less variatidime data in these specifications.

-Insert Table X about here-

14 Given that we exclude Norway here, the only coumiith quota legislation in our sample period iaBp
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In column 1, we use the estimate of the skilleaigiay gap from Olivetti and Petrongolo (2011)
instead of Wage Equality. The sign is negative,clwhis consistent with the estimates for Wage
Equality as a greater skilled pay gap means leggeeguality. In column 2, we use the estimates of
the prevalence of family firms from Faccio and L4B006) instead of Fraction of Family Firms. The
sign is negative, consistent with our previous ltesin column 3, we use Family Benefits-Services
instead of Tax & Social Security as a direct measifiiservices families receive from the government.
The coefficient is positive and statistically sigrant, consistent with the idea that government
support for families is important for women to reman full-time positions long enough to advance
their careers. The fact that the coefficient on laBenefits-Tax breaks is insignificant in column
suggests that direct service provision to famiasiore important than tax breaks.

In Table XI, we examine alternate measures of oellising individual items from the WVS. We
exclude Norway in these specifications, as Norway tme an outlier in attitudes towards women. In
column 1, we use Women Housewife instead of Trawi#i vs. Secular Values and Survival vs. Self-
Expression Values. The coefficient is negative sigdificant at the 5% level consistent with theade
that the more people believe that women'’s rold [soane, the lower Director Participation will be. |
columns 2 and 3, we use Child Independence and \WesrReghts as measures of culture. In column
4, we include both Women Housewife and Child Inagelemce as we have the same number of
observations on both measures, with only Child peselence being significant at the 1% level.
Moreover, column 4 suggests that the attitude tdsvahildren might be more important than the
attitudes towards women.

-Insert Table XI about here-

In general the coefficients on the variables arailar across tables in terms of signs and
statistical significance with two exceptions. Fraetof family firm is positive and significant at
greater than the 10% level when we use the indalichkems from the WVS, whereas before the
coefficient was always negative. Codeterminatiosoashows up as being highly statistically
significant in these regressions. This suggestshywmtheses. Either the effect of family firms and
codetermination is not robust or the individual sweas of values we use are not sufficient to captur
cultural attitudes. We believe the latter is theecas the correlation between Fraction Family Firms
and Traditional vs. Secular and Survival vs. Sedpession is -0.234 and -0.556 respectively. Thus
family firms appear to be more prevalent in moeglitional societies and less-developed economies,
as one might expect. In contrast, codetrminatiomase prevalent in countries that emphasize self-
expression more (the correlation with Survival \&elf-Expression is 0.323). Since Women
Housewife, Child Independence and Women’s Rightsjust one of the many factors that enter into
construction of Traditional vs. Secular and Suria Self-Expression, the positive coefficients on
Fraction Family Firm and Codetermination are likelybe driven by omitted variable bias. Consistent

20



with this argument, we also observe that the coefits on Female Fulltime Economic Participation
are larger than in most previous specificationg. (@.621 in column 3 and 0.506 in column 4), which
also suggests the coefficients may be biased setbpecifications (upwards for Fulltime Economic
Participation) due to omitted cultural factors.

Although the magnitudes of the coefficients on fimk Economic Participation are similar in the
full specifications including Traditional vs. Seauland Survival vs. Self-Expression (ranging from
0.369 to 0.474), it is still possible that thesef@ioients are biased due to other omitted vargmble®
address this issue, we perform an instrumentabbbrianalysis in which we instrument Fulltime
Economic Participation with two instruments. Thestfiis an index of alternative employment
contracts from Botero et al. (2004). This index swgas whether the cost of employing part-time
workers is similar to the cost of employing fullhe workers. For example, two components of this
index are dummy variables equal to one if part-timoekers enjoy the mandatory benefits of full-time
workers or terminating part-time workers is at teas costly as terminating full time workers. We
expect this index to be positively related to Fulé# Economic Participation because full-time
employment should be higher when it is costly tqkay part-time workers. On the other hand, the
costs of part-time contracts should not matterclareer advancement once women work full-time.
Thus, we believe it is plausible that it is exogemen our Director Participation regressions. Our
second instrument is latitude. The reason we chtaigede is because Alesina, Giuliano and Nunn
(2012) argue that the use of the plough is reltaef@male labor force participation. An examination
of the distribution of plough use around the warldFigures 3 and 4 of their paper suggests that
latitude is a rough proxy for plough use as thereery little plough use close to the equator. Agai
once women work full-time, it is not clear why tatie should be related to career advancement of
women controlling for cultural factors and econord&velopment. Thus, we believe it is plausible
that it is exogenous in our Director Participatregressions.

We estimate specification 5 of Table VIII usingtmsnental variable regressions. Because the
number of variables (including year dummies) isatge in our specifications than the number of
clusters, we partial out the coefficients on ousdlime controls and the birthrdteln column 1 of
Table XII we report the first stage regression.

It is clear that both instruments are positively aalated to Fulltime Economic Participation, as
one should expect. The coefficient on Latitudeparticular, is highly statistically significant. €h
Kleibergen-Paap Wald Statistic is 23.13 which iswabthe Stock-Yogo 15% weak identification test
critical value (assuming i.i.d. standard errorsL@f59. This suggests that the instruments areéoot
weak for valid inference. Under the assumptionnstriument validity we reject the hypothesis that

Fulltime Economic Participation is uncorrelated hwthe error term (the Durbin-Wu-Hausman test

% n IV two-step GMM and LIML estimation the coefiémts for the remaining regressors are the santieoas that
would be obtained if the variables were not pdeéhbut according to the Frisch-Waugh-Lovell (FWhgorem.
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statistic for endogeneity is 5.145 with a P-valded®233). This suggests that our previous results
may suffer from omitted variable bias.

In column 2 of Table Xll, we report the second staggressions. We report the coefficient times
the standard deviation in column 3. The coefficemt-ulltime Economic Participation is statistigall
significant at the 1% level and almost twice agéaas in Table VIII. Column 3 suggests that a one
standard deviation increase in Female Fulltime Booo Participation leads to a 3.4% increase in
Director Participation. This is larger than the fliceents on the Quota dummy and the Corporate
Governance Code dummy.

These results suggest that working full-time israportant pre-condition for women to reach the
boardroom. However, it may not be sufficient. Taeel of family services in a country and cultural
attitudes also appear to matter for career advaegerRolicies also have a direct effect. This satgye
that there is little evidence female preferences anportant for explaining their relative
underrepresentation. When policies are implemetitaidencourage firms to appoint female directors,
firms seem to be able to find women to fill the fwb@ositions. Finally, our results highlight that
policies that target boards directly may not befigeht to increase Director Participation. Other

factors related to the labor market for women &se enportant.

VI. Country-level Characteristics and Director Participation-
The Case of EDs

We replicate Table VIII, IX and XIllI for executivardctors. Table XllI highlights that full-time
female employment is important for Executive DioectParticipation. However the economic
magnitudes of the coefficients are much smallen fioa NEDs. A one standard deviation increase in
Fulltime Economic Participation in column 5 is asated with only a 0.7% increase in Executive
Director Patrticipation.

Table XIV shows that very few of the other variablge consider has much explanatory power
for Executive Director Participation. There is soengdence that taxes may matter, as it did for
NEDs. Also, the presence of quotas for state-owrmedpanies seems important. Again, this suggests
that the role of female preferences may not beithportant in explaining Director Participation. It
also suggests that policies that target NEDs (guat@ governance codes) may not open the doors of
the executive suite to more women-at least in bogtsun.

When we instrument Fulltime Economic Participateanbefore, the magnitude of the coefficient

on Fulltime Economic Participation increases to6%. Although there may simply be too many
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women in executive positions to conduct a meanimgfalysis of factors that influenced their cargers
it still appears as if Fulltime Economic Participatis an important factor.

VIl. Conclusion

To reach a board position, women need to stayamibrk-force. But our evidence suggests that
full-time employment may not be sufficient. Thedéwof government services to families also appears
important. More services make it easier for womememain in the workforce. Our evidence also
suggests that cultural barriers may be impedimgentsireer progression. These may be more difficult
to overcome than other barriers. It is possible fhaicies that target boards directly may help
overcome cultural barriers in the long-run. On titeer hand, they could also reinforce gender
stereotypes. We suggest that a better understanditice impediments for female representation in
boardrooms is important to be able to assess thkcamtions of boardroom gender policies. It may be
more important to address the underlying causeslafive female underrepresentation than to target
boardrooms directly. Moreover, it is not clear thetardroom diversity leads to more women in

executive positions.
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Table I: Policy Initiatives

Country Companies Affected Co- Code Quota  Quota:  Disclos
determi State- ure
nation owned  Rule

Australia All Australian Listed Companies on the ASX 0 0 0 0 1

Austria All exchange listed companies 0 1 0 0 0

Austria Joint-stock companies/Limited Liability companies >300 1 0 0 0 0

employees

Austria State-owned companies 0 0 0 1

Belgium Listed Companies 0 1 0 0 0

Belgium Autonomous public companies, listed companies and the 0 0 1 0

National Lottery

Denmark Listed Companies 0 1 0 0 0

Denmark State-owned companies 0 0 0 1 0

Denmark >35 employees 1 0 0 0 0

Finland All Finnish Listed Companies 0 1 0 0 0

Finland State-owned companies 0 0 0 1 0

Finland >150 employees 1 0 0 0 0

France All French Companies trading on a regulated market 0 1 0 0 0

France Public Limited Companies (Listed companies and non- 0 0 1 0 0

listed companies with assets>50m or employees>500)

Germany Affects all German Listed Companies 0 1 0 0 0

Germany 500-2000 employees/>2000 employees 1 0 0 0 0

Greece State-owned companies 1 0 0 0 0

Greece State-owned companies 0 0 0 1 0

Ireland State-owned Enterprises 0 0 0 1 0

Ireland State-owned companies (20), several privatised companies 1 0 0 0 0

Italy Listed Companies 0 1 0 0 0

Italy Public companies with shares on Italian or EU stock 0 0 1 0 0

markets and private companies controlled by public entities

Luxembourg Companies listed on the Luxembourg stock exchange 0 0 0 0 0

Luxembourg >1000 employees 1 0 0 0 0

Netherlands All Dutch Listed Companies 0 1 0 0 0

Netherlands Public Limited Companies and private companies that 0 0 1 0 0

qualify as large companies

Netherlands >100 employees or equity capital >16 Million Euro or 1 0 0 0 0

existence of a works council

Norway Public Limited, State owned, Inter-municipal Companies 0 0 1 0 0

Norway Listed Companies 0 1 0 0 0

Portugal State-owned companies 1 0 0 0 0

Spain All Spanish Listed Companies 0 1 0 0 0

Spain Public Limited Companies with 250 or more employees 0 0 1 0 0

Spain 26 state-owned companies, 46 credit unions 1 0 0 0 0

Sweden All Swedish Listed Companies 0 1 0 0 0

Sweden 25-1000 employees/>1000 employees 1 0 0 0 0

United Applies to all companies with primary listing in the UK 0 1 0 0 0

Kingdom

USA Listed Companies 0 0 0 0 1
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Table II: BoardEx and FactSet Ownership Coverage

This table shows the firm coverage of BoardEx per country-year as a fraction of the aggregated market value of all listed firms. We determine the latter by aggregating the population of listed
firms in CapitallQ, which itself claims to have a 99% coverage of all listed firms worldwide. Only country-year observations are recorded that combine at least 10 firms in both BoardEx and

CapitallQQ. We define the BoardEx sample to be representative if BoardEx covers at least 70% of its market cap for that year. Using the information about the representativeness of BoardEx, we

collect data on closely-held shares (FF_SHS_CLOSELY_HELD) from FactSet. Closely-held shares include shares held by officers, directors and their families, shares held in trust and shares
held by pension plans and 5% blockholders. The figure about the average coverage of ownership data in Factset for the representative BoardEx sample years is depicted in the last column.

Average

Factset
country 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Coverage
Australia 0.387 0.733 0.830 0.802 0.849 0.889 0.896 0.918 0.921
Austria 0.885 0.956 0.961 0.944 0.886
Belgium 0.855 0.663 0.704 0.664 0.710 0.684 0.707 0.886 0.891 0.878 0.883
Bermuda 0.308 0.436 0.497 0.508 0.705 0.746 0.864 0.783 0.830 0.657 0.852
Brazil 0.434
Canada 0.582 0.631 0.697 0.759 0.864 0.878 0.869 0.856 0.666
China 0.003 0.059 0.058 0.342 0.383 0.297 0.238
Denmark 0.698 0.645 0.777 0.769 0.847 0.826 0.872 0.900 0.912 0.921 0.941
Finland 0.800 0.761 0.822 0.847 0.894 0.891 0.849 0.836 0.974
France 0.928 0.922 0.872 0.912 0.934 0.939 0.938 0.975 0.951 0.945 0.952
Germany 0.895 0.851 0.870 0.878 0.880 0.879 0.899 0.874 0.875 0.887 0.864
Greece 0.603 0.656 0.787 0.778 0.739 0.734 0.775 0.805 0.775 0.636
Hong Kong 0.155 0.193 0.357 0.529 0.357 0.316
India 0.166 0.384 0.786 0.788 0.753 0.897
Ireland 0.927 0.883 0.959 0.968 0.979 0.937 0.989 0.993 0.939 0.999 0.932
Israel 0.041 0.180 0.245 0.198 0.188 0.215 0.277 0.234 0.201
Italy 0.735 0.671 0.793 0.786 0.813 0.823 0.871 0.882 0.900 0.895 0.917
Japan 0.050 0.196 0.204 0.200
Luxembourg 0.537 0.687 0.804 0.780 0.706
Malaysia 0.039 0.060 0.060 0.062
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Average

Factset
country 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Coverage
Netherlands 0.742 0.717 0.769 0.755 0.853 0.845 0.809 0.951 0.917 0.941 0.813
Norway 0.904 0.836 0.940 0.932 0.911 0.846 0.858 0.874 0.864 0.849 0.777
Poland 0.643 0.687 0.580 0.518
Portugal 0.760 0.804 0.831 0.770 0.972 0.979 0.974 0.978 0.929
Russia 0.638
Singapore 0.210 0.424 0.377 0.343
South Africa 0.085 0.289 0.476 0.497 0.512
Spain 0.858 0.868 0.890 0.886 0.897 0.888 0.890 0.928 0.935 0.912 0.946
Sweden 0.859 0.921 0.927 0.933 0.924 0.890 0.903 0.924 0.921 0.913 0.868
Switzerland 0.942 0.914 0.909 0.915 0.924 0.923 0.907 0.930 0.932 0.892 0.906
Turkey 0.522 0.272 0.487 0.410
United
Kingdom 0.863 0.876 0.906 0.943 0.969 0.964 0.967 0.979 0.972 0.986 0.923
United States 0.060 0.052 0.532 0.811 0.879 0.881 0.841 0.882 0.942 0.947 0.902
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Table III: Summary Statistics — Panel A

This below table depicts the summary statistics of our main variables by country averages. Column (1), (2) and (3) shows the female director participation levels, which we calculate as the number
of unique female directors in a given year and country over all unique directors. Column (1) shows the country averages for the entire board, (2) and (3) for the subgroups of executive, and non-

executive directors respectively. Column (4) exhibits boardroom diversity measured as the average number of women over board size, (5) the average number of current board seats, with the

minimum being 1. Column (6), (7), (8) and (9) summarizes different measures of female participation ratios, lagged by 10 years. (6) measures the ratio of women in full-time employment over all
full time employed, (7) the ratio of women in full-time employment over the labor force, and (8) female labor force over the entire labor force. All three measures are conceptually similar to (1).
The classical measure Female Labor Force Participation, hence female labor force (employed + unemployed) over female population, is in (9). The fractions of family firms in our sample period

are listed in (10). We identify family firms by having at least two directors with the same last name on the board, and to have a fraction of closely held shares of at least 20%. The fraction of
women in higher education, lagged by 10 years, is depicted in (11). The birth rate in (13) shows the number of births per 1000 inhabitants, and is lagged by 10 years. The gross national income

per capita in US$ in constant 2011 prices and exchange rates, lagged by 10 years, can be found in (13). The fraction of tax and social security receipts over gross income is listed in (14), which is
again lagged by 10 years. The average wage equality figures as collected by the World Economic Forum for 2006-10 are listed in (15). A society’s values as defined by Inglehart and Welzel (2005)
as traditional vs. secular (sec.) and survival vs. self-expression (self.) respectively are listed in (16) and (17). Data on directors is from Boardex. Data on closely-held shares is from Factset. Data on

variables in columns (6)-(15) is from Euromonitor.

Femal.e .Diréctor V?rls_it Busy Female Lgbo%‘ Force Fgmﬂy High.  Birth  Incom IE i)(()ri ];Xc/l ?Eﬁi Values
Participation v ness Participation Firms Edu Rate e pp .

ED NED J Sec.  Self.
O) @ G ) ®) ©) U ®) ® ayp ayn a2 a3 a4y a1y 1o (17
Australia 0.069 0.028 0.083 0.063 1407 0351 0246 0431 0427 0.058 0575 137 46,107 227 467 021 1.75
Austria 0.062 0.028 0.074 0.053 1323 0374 0318 0432 0407 0.125 0497 101 43,010 340 339 025 143
Belgium 0.079 0.059 0.083 0.074 1353 0332 0256 0418 0.340 0330 0510 11.6 40,577 358 438 050 1.13

Bermuda 0.048 0.022 0.055 0.062 1.253 0.128 0.579 134
Canada 0.084 0.038 0.096 0.075 1294 0403 0300 0456 0459 0082 0550 113 39,710 217 511 -026 191
Denmark 0.123 0.074 0.135 0.113 1.287 0412 0320 0463 0492 0320 0542 129 52153 348 485 116  1.87
Finland 0.206  0.097 0209 0207 1273 0455 0360 0471 0456 0.028 0533 11.8 35717 367 485 082 112
France 0.089 0.064 0.094 0.090 1489 0390 0302 0451 0.395 0353 0545 127 37,853 330 326 063 113
Germany 0.076  0.018 0.097 0.061 1309 0351 0275 0431 0404 0159 0451 9.7 39,760 140 423 131 074
Greece 0.066 0.066 0.067 0.065 1214 0343 0282 0391 0.315 0264 0492 95 22067 189 436 077 055
India 0.049 0.030 0.058 0.049 1716 0.247 0229 0252 0.186 0.440 0371 276 867 2.3 457  -036  -0.21
Ireland 0.054 0.033 0.065 0.053 1202 0309 0234 0371 0305 0.126 0507 142 30,103 277 496 -091 1.18
Italy 0.040 0.035 0.041 0.044 1406 0315 0250 0376 0299 0371 0536 94 33164 292 368 013  0.60
Luxembourg 0.040 0.000 0.047 0.043 1111 0317 0265 0398 0.331 0.148 0519 126 78,045 483 042 113
Netherlands 0.058 0.025 0.077 0.054 1362 0266 0.179 0415 0398 0.033 0475 127 39940 430 444 071 1.39
Norway 0.244 0.057 0254 0251 1.124 0369 0277 0459 0463 0115 0554 137 55929 337 505 139 217
Portugal 0.031 0.040 0.024 0.037 1171 0415 0355 0448 0427 0530 0562 112 18886 232 432 -090 049

30



Spain

Sweden
Switzerland
United Kingdom
United States

0.058
0.192
0.060
0.055
0.085

0.023
0.031
0.021
0.044
0.040

0.066
0.207
0.072
0.063
0.095

0.065
0.183
0.057
0.054
0.080

1.361
1.499
1.226
1.508
1.809

0.314
0.429
0.317
0.342
0.432

0.235
0.343
0.234
0.245
0.361

0.379
0.474
0.441
0.441
0.463

0.308
0.478
0.476
0.423
0.452

0.447
0.159
0.076
0.073
0.099

0.524
0.555
0.388
0.516
0.558

9.6
11.8
11.7
12.7
14.4

24,364
39,088
72,437
29,120
43337

29.3
42.0
19.6
29.9
22.2

3.40
4.97
4.51
4.52
4.69

0.09
1.86
0.74
0.06
-0.81

0.54
2.35
1.90
1.68
1.76
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Table III: Summary Statistics — Panel B

This table shows the same variables as described in Table II, averaged over all countries. The numbers in parentheses correspond to Table II. In addition, Quota (18) and Quota for State-owned
Companies (19) are dummy variables identifying whether for a given year and country a formal board quota was in place for all, or state-owned companies only, for a given year. Corporate
Governance Code (20) is a dummy variable indicating whether gender balance was explicitly stated in the governance code. Codetermination (21) is a dummy variable that is one if a country’s co-
determination law specifies that employees have the right to board representation. Data on policies and co-determination are from Table I. For a detailed description of all other variables see
Table IIT Panel A. Norway is excluded.

Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Female Director Board ) 160 0.080 0.050 0.009 0.258
Participation ED 2 160 0.040 0.033 0.000 0.250
NED 3) 160 0.090 0.052 0.010 0.255

Diversity 4 160 0.078 0.045 0.037 0.207
Busyness 5) 160 1.352 0.150 1.037 1.803
(6) 155 0.357 0.055 0.233 0.466

Female Labor Force 7 155 0.277 0.053 0.171 0.372
Participation ©) 155 0.425 0.042 0.240 0.476
) 155 0.396 0.072 0.174 0.509

Family Firms (10) 160 0.207 0.155 0.000 0.600
Female in Higher Edu. (11) 156 0.510 0.055 0.347 0.600
Birth Rate (12) 160 12.110 2.704 9.100 28.200
Income pp (13) 155 37,891 14,291 838 79,068
Tax / Income (14) 153 28.462 8.954 1.900 45.700
Wage Equality (15) 155 4.368 0.547 3.260 5.124
Values Sec. (16) 155 0.380 0.752 -0.910 1.860
Self. 17) 155 1.262 0.590 -0.210 2.350

Policies Quota (18) 160 0.025 0.157 0.000 1.000
State-owned (19) 160 0.138 0.345 0.000 1.000

Code (20) 160 0.181 0.386 0.000 1.000

Co-determination (21) 160 0.606 0.490 0.000 1.000
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Table IV: Female Director Participation in the Boardroom

This table shows female director patticipation across countries and years. Female director patticipation is measured as the number of unique women who sit on boards in a given year and

country, over all unique directors for that year and country. It is based on data from BoardEx for country-year observations for which BoardEx covers a representative sample of firms (see Table

IT). Investment firms are excluded.

country 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Australia 0.083 0.070 0.071 0.061 0.065 0.065 0.074
Austria 0.061 0.063 0.066 0.059
Belgium 0.050 0.061 0.075 0.082 0.081 0.096 0.110
Bermuda 0.047 0.049 0.047 0.044 0.048

Canada 0.089 0.080 0.075 0.083 0.091
Denmark 0.113 0.124 0.114 0.113 0.117 0.134 0.137 0.131
Finland 0.128 0.149 0.238 0.211 0.211 0.208 0.244 0.258
France 0.073 0.071 0.083 0.078 0.080 0.084 0.092 0.096 0.103 0.131
Germany 0.070 0.071 0.084 0.084 0.081 0.074 0.070 0.073 0.074 0.076
Greece 0.054 0.055 0.047 0.063 0.078 0.083 0.083
India 0.050 0.045 0.052
Ireland 0.031 0.042 0.037 0.050 0.058 0.056 0.059 0.067 0.063 0.079
Italy 0.028 0.027 0.035 0.038 0.038 0.043 0.046 0.050 0.055
Luxembourg 0.045 0.035
Netherlands 0.048 0.047 0.044 0.045 0.052 0.054 0.064 0.066 0.074 0.083
Norway 0.107 0.106 0.151 0.168 0.224 0.275 0.340 0.352 0.347 0.371
Portugal 0.010 0.009 0.015 0.026 0.039 0.041 0.051 0.055
Spain 0.025 0.033 0.031 0.031 0.042 0.059 0.069 0.088 0.100 0.107
Sweden 0.108 0.123 0.160 0.195 0.200 0.214 0.228 0.234 0.226 0.233
Switzerland 0.045 0.044 0.045 0.056 0.058 0.060 0.059 0.072 0.078 0.078
United Kingdom 0.040 0.043 0.051 0.051 0.055 0.056 0.058 0.061 0.063 0.065
United States 0.079 0.081 0.082 0.082 0.085 0.089 0.093
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Table V: Boardroom Diversity

This table shows the measure of boardroom diversity that is commonly used in the literature: the number of women in the boardroom over all board members per firm averaged over all firms in
that particular year-country combination. We also report the fraction of firms in our sample that have all male boards. We only show data for our representative BoardEx sample (see Table 1I).

N denotes the number of firms in the sample. Investment firms are excluded.

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Australia Mean 0.089 0.065 0.066 0.057 0.060 0.059 0.068
Male only 0.424 0.598 0.587 0.642 0.650 0.667 0.622
N 92 165 192 278 336 324 323
Austria Mean 0.049 0.054 0.057 0.050
Male only 0.500 0.455 0.465 0.548
N 38 44 43 42
Belgium Mean 0.053 0.057 0.066 0.074 0.073 0.086 0.100
Male only 0.703 0.682 0.646 0.545 0.533 0.458 0.421
N 37 44 48 55 60 59 57
Bermuda Mean 0.063 0.057 0.059 0.061 0.068
Male only 0.632 0.604 0.603 0.632 0.618
N 38 47 61 66 66
Canada Mean 0.079 0.066 0.067 0.077 0.088
Male only 0.522 0.627 0.641 0.601 0.574
N 182 318 350 348 329
Denmark Mean 0.102 0.114 0.110 0.100 0.104 0.118 0.124 0.125
Male only 0.176 0.235 0.136 0.250 0.222 0.148 0.111 0.148
N 17 17 22 24 27 27 27 27
Finland Mean 0.115 0.133 0.217 0.198 0.195 0.191 0.242 0.255
Male only 0.200 0.300 0.150 0.208 0.167 0.194 0.065 0.065
N 10 10 20 24 30 31 31 31
France Mean 0.069 0.065 0.085 0.081 0.083 0.086 0.088 0.093 0.100 0.123
Male only 0.495 0.532 0.487 0.506 0.483 0.463 0.419 0.379 0.366 0.258
N 111 124 150 164 205 216 235 247 245 232
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Germany Mean 0.061 0.062 0.072 0.071 0.065 0.057 0.055 0.058 0.059 0.060
Male only 0.354 0.371 0.313 0.333 0.435 0.500 0.506 0.497 0.470 0.475

N 96 97 99 105 147 160 176 177 168 160
Greece Mean 0.049 0.045 0.037 0.065 0.075 0.078 0.078
Male only 0.529 0.545 0.600 0.583 0.568 0.583 0.514

N 17 22 25 36 37 36 37
India Mean 0.049 0.046 0.051
Male only 0.580 0.597 0.568

N 138 139 139
Ireland Mean 0.032 0.039 0.034 0.045 0.054 0.054 0.057 0.061 0.058 0.072
Male only 0.706 0.711 0.729 0.620 0.600 0.597 0.603 0.573 0.594 0.507

N 34 38 48 50 60 67 73 75 69 69
Italy Mean 0.030 0.029 0.037 0.040 0.041 0.045 0.048 0.052 0.057
Male only 0.707 0.714 0.654 0.662 0.642 0.608 0.573 0.543 0.505

N 41 49 52 74 81 97 96 92 93
Luxembourg Mean 0.049 0.038
Male only 0.692 0.786

N 13 14
Netherlands Mean 0.042 0.042 0.040 0.041 0.047 0.054 0.059 0.061 0.065 0.074
Male only 0.642 0.649 0.641 0.645 0.640 0.612 0.618 0.609 0.557 0.533

N 53 57 64 62 75 85 89 87 79 75
Norway Mean 0.086 0.080 0.124 0.149 0.213 0.274 0.355 0.369 0.362 0.379
Male only 0.595 0.583 0.426 0.333 0.217 0.097 0.046 0.016 0.017 0.018

N 37 48 54 60 60 62 65 63 58 57
Portugal Mean 0.014 0.014 0.018 0.027 0.037 0.039 0.050 0.051
Male only 0.900 0.900 0.818 0.667 0.760 0.704 0.615 0.560

N 10 10 11 12 25 27 26 25
Spain Mean 0.023 0.038 0.038 0.034 0.044 0.057 0.066 0.082 0.099 0.102
Male only 0.767 0.656 0.618 0.703 0.644 0.473 0.450 0.369 0.274 0.228

N 30 32 34 37 45 55 60 65 62 57
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Sweden Mean 0.091 0.104 0.142 0.179 0.184 0.206 0.215 0.223 0.222 0.233
Male only 0.405 0.360 0.274 0.140 0.129 0.079 0.126 0.088 0.081 0.074

N 79 86 95 100 101 101 103 102 99 95
Switzerland Mean 0.043 0.043 0.046 0.052 0.052 0.054 0.056 0.063 0.075 0.067
Male only 0.571 0.608 0.593 0.591 0.613 0.605 0.596 0.543 0.495 0.511

N 49 51 54 66 80 86 94 94 91 92
United Mean 0.037 0.039 0.046 0.045 0.050 0.053 0.056 0.057 0.060 0.064
Kingdom Male only 0.743 0.734 0.713 0.732 0.713 0.713 0.706 0.696 0.696 0.677
N 448 515 630 772 996 1200 1324 1309 1256 1243
United States Mean 0.074 0.076 0.078 0.079 0.080 0.085 0.089
Male only 0.522 0.521 0.512 0.531 0.535 0.514 0.491
N 3298 3655 3913 45006 4567 4314 4098
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Table VI: Comparing Measures

This table examines differences between various measures of diversity. In columns 1-4, we examine the role of multiple directorships and the number of director positions in the link between
Diversity and Director Participation. In columns 5-13, we examine differences in standard measures of diversity and our measures. (1) is Board Diversity from Table V. (2) is Director
Participation from Table IV. For column (3) we regress the number of board seats per director on a female dummy using director level data by country. (4) is the fraction of female director
positions over all director positions for a particular country. (5) is firm-level diversity from GovernanceMetrics International (GMI) (2010). Column (6) reports the fraction of women on boards
from the European Commission’s gender balance in decision-making database for 2010. (7)-(9) are the number of firms in (5), (6) and (1). In (10), we compare and calibrate our sample with that
of GMI by restricting our sample to the largest n firms by market value where n is the number of firms in the GNI sample for that country. We have no precise information about GNI’s sample
selection process, but assume that the selection has been done by market value. For the restricted sample we report Diversity (10), Director Participation for the restricted sample (11), the
multiple directorship coefficient in the restricted sample (12) and the fraction of female director positions over all director positions in the restricted sample for a particular country(13). All
figures are for 2010, investment firms are excluded.

Moving from Diversity to Director Participation Comparing Standard Diversity Measures to our Measures

Dir Multiple Fraction

Multiple Fraction Participati Dir. Directors

Dir. Directors GMI- EU- GMI EU B’Ex  Diversity-  on-large Coeff.- hips-large
Diversity  Dir Part. Coeff. hips Diversity  Diversity  #firms  #firms  #firms  large B'Ex B’Ex large B’'Ex B’Ex

©O) &) €) &) ®) © ) ®) O) (10) ) (12) (13)

Australia 0.069 0.074 0.044 0.076 0.083 200 323 0.080 0.083 0.040 0.087
Austria 0.050 0.059 -0.080 0.055 0.077 0.09 19 19 42 0.072 0.076 -0.082 0.072
Belgium 0.100 0.110 -0.024 0.108 0.068 0.10 26 19 57 0.103 0.112 -0.049 0.113
Canada 0.088 0.091 0.127%%* 0.100 0.125 136 329 0.109 0.117 0.107* 0.126
Denmark 0.125 0.131 -0.030 0.128 0.144 0.18 26 18 27 0.125 0.131 -0.031 0.128
Finland 0.255 0.258 -0.026 0.254 0.234 0.26 27 24 31 0.281 0.283 -0.031 0.278
France 0.124 0.131 -0.083%* 0.123 0.095 0.12 103 36 232 0.130 0.141 -0.116** 0.132
Germany 0.060 0.076 -0.052+* 0.073 0.105 0.13 90 30 160 0.078 0.089 -0.060* 0.085
Greece 0.078 0.083 -0.064 0.078 0.085 0.06 24 19 37 0.076 0.082 -0.037 0.081
India 0.051 0.052 0.035 0.053 0.048 53 139 0.055 0.056 -0.076 0.058
Ireland 0.072 0.079 -0.004 0.079 0.091 0.08 16 19 69 0.090 0.093 -0.060%** 0.090
Italy 0.057 0.055 -0.047 0.053 0.034 0.05 56 38 93 0.036 0.038 -0.043 0.038
Netherlands 0.074 0.083 0.033 0.086 0.137 0.15 30 21 75 0.108 0.119 0.038 0.111
Norway 0.379 0.371 0.033 0.379 0.343 0.39 23 16 57 0.406 0.391 0.054 0.400
Portugal 0.051 0.055 -0.112%%¢ 0.050 0.018 0.05 11 19 25 0.025 0.028 -0.084*** 0.027
Spain 0.102 0.107 -0.038 0.104 0.080 0.10 46 34 57 0.108 0.111 -0.044 0.109
Sweden 0.233 0.233 0.046 0.240 0.239 0.26 49 26 95 0.249 0.256 -0.030 0.251
Switzerland 0.067 0.078 -0.063** 0.074 0.092 51 92 0.087 0.088 -0.080%* 0.084
United Kingdom 0.060 0.065 0.054x* 0.068 0.085 0.13 405 49 1,243 0.084 0.088 0.024 0.091
United States 0.086 0.093 0.061#¢* 0.097 0.122 1,754 4,098 0.114 0.115 0.062%* 0.121
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Table VII: Female Non-Executive Director Participation and Various Measures of
Female Labor Force Participation

This table shows the results of pooled cross-section OLS regressions of female non-executive director participation on
country and policy characteristics for 20 countries in our representative sample, excluding Norway. Female non-executive
director participation is measured as the number of unique female non-executive directors in a given year and country, over
all unique non-executive directors for that year and country. The regressions vary by the measure of female labor force
participation rates, which are all lagged by 10 years. Female Labor Force Participation is the classical participation measure as
female labor force (employed + unemployed) over female population. Female Labor Force Participation (adj.) differs from
the former that it excludes part-time workers. Female Economic Participation is calculated as female labor force over the total
labor force; with the corresponding adjusted measure excluding part-time employment and unemployment from the
numerator. Female Fulltime Economic Participation (adj.) is full-time female employment over full-time employment. In
addition to year dummies, all regressions in Panel A include the following control variables whose coefficients are not
reported and which are described in more detail in Table III: Codetermination, GNI per Capita lagged by 10 years, the birth
rate lagged by 10 years, Tax & Social Security as a percentage of gross income lagged by 10 years, Fraction of Family Firms
per given and year and country , Fraction of Women in Higher Education (lagged), Wage Equality, Traditional vs. secular and
survival vs. self-expression , Quota, Quota for State-owned Companies and Corporate Governance Code. Regressions in
Panel B do not include any controls. Robust standard errors are clustered on country level. T-statistics are shown in brackets,
and asterisks indicate significance at 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels.

Independent Variable Panel A: Dependent Variable: Female Non-Executive Director
Participation
©) 2 ©) ) ©)
Female Labor Force Participation (lagged) 0.074
[0.570]
Female Labor Force Participation (adj.) (lagged) 0.397*+*
[4.194]
Female Economic Participation (lagged) 0.270
[1.255]
Female Economic Participation (adj.) (lagged) 0.416%**
[4.083]
Female Fulltime Economic Participation (lagged) 0.474%+*
[4.754]
Full Set of Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Time Dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 153 153 153 153 153
R-squared 0.786 0.870 0.798 0.868 0.875
Panel B: Dependent Variable: Female Non-Executive Director
Participation
M @ © @ 6
Female Labor Force Participation (lagged) 0.372%+%
[2.942]
Female Labor Force Participation (adj.) (lagged) 0.502%*
[2.614]
Female Economic Participation (lagged) 0.670**
[2.490]
Female Economic Participation (adj.) (lagged) 0.496%*
[1.902]
Female Fulltime Economic Participation (lagged) 0.568*
[2.622]
Controls No No No No No
Time Dummies No No No No No
Observations 153 153 153 153 153
R-squared 0.260 0.352 0.291 0.251 0.351
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Table VIII: Female Non-Executive Director Participation

This table shows the results of pooled cross-section OLS regressions of female non-executive director participation in the
boardroom on country and policy characteristics for 20 countries in our representative sample, excluding Norway. Female
Fulltime Economic Participation (ad].) is as desctibed in Table VII, and lagged by 10 years. Codetermination is a dummy
variable as described in Table 1. GNI per Capita denotes the gross national income per capita in USD in constant 2011 prices
and exchange rates, and is lagged by 10 years. Fraction of Family Firms per given and year and country is estimated by
identifying firms with two or more directors of the same last name, and where available, and for which the fraction of closely
held shares is more than 20%. Wage equality is the average 2006-10 figures as collected by the World Economic Forum. The
birth rate gives the number of births per 1000 inhabitants, and is lagged by 10 years. Tax & Social Security measures the
percentage of tax and social security as percentage of gross income; it is again lagged by 10 years. Traditional vs. secular and
survival vs. self-expression measure cultural dimensions and are based on Inglehart and Welzel (2005). Quota and Quota for
State-owned Companies are dummy variables identifying whether for a given year and country a formal board quota was in
place for all or state-owned companies respectively, Corporate Governance Code is a dummy indicating whether gender
balance was explicitly stated in the governance code. Robust standard errors are clustered on country level. T-statistics are
shown in brackets, and asterisks indicate significance at 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels. Economic Magnitude is
calculated as coefficient times standard deviation.

Independent Variable Dependent Variable: Econ.
Female Non-Executive Director Participation Magn.
0 @ ©) @ 6 ©)
Female Fulltime Economic 0.556%%F  0.630%*F  0.590%%F  0.466*F*  0.474%%F 0.026
Participation (lagged) [3.448] [3.741] [3.676] [3.728] [4.754]
Codetermination 0.028** 0.016 0.017 0.004 0.001 0.000
[2.180] [1.587] [1.577] [0.458] [0.072]
GNI / Capita (lagged) 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000
[0.280] [0.082] [0.134] [-0.010] [1.098]
Fraction of Family Firms -0.113* -0.076 -0.051 -0.065 -0.082%  -0.013
[-2.022] [-1.699] [-0.803] [-1.568] [-2.874]
Fraction of Women in Higher -0.091 -0.316* -0.315* -0.043 0.021 0.001
Education (lagged) [-0.734] [-1.804] [-1.763] [-0.498] [0.339]
Birth Rate (lagged) 0.002 0.001 0.003* 0.004*** 0.011
[1.034] [0.564] [1.901] [3.587]
Tax & Social Security (lagged) 0.002** 0.002** 0.002F%F  0.001*** 0.009
[2.410] [2.480] [3.049] [3.302]
Wage Equality 0.013 0.017 0.022** 0.012
[0.885] [1.663] [2.394]
Traditional vs. Secular Values 0.034%+%  0.033%+* 0.025
[4.430] [5.327]
Survival vs. Self-expression Values -0.015 -0.027%+  -0.016
[-0.914] [-2.582]
Quota 0.040%**
[3.122]
Quota for State-owned Companies -0.001
[-0.057]
Corporate Governance Code 0.033%**
[3.280]
Year Dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 155 153 153 153 153
R-squared 0.548 0.669 0.680 0.811 0.875
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Table IX: Female Non-Executive Director Participation — Robustness I

This table shows the results of pooled cross-section OLS regressions of female non-executive director participation in the
boardroom on country and policy characteristics. (1) 19 countries excluding Norway and India. (2) 18 countries excluding
USA, Norway and India (3) for 21 counttries, including USA, Norway and India. All variables are as in Table VIII. Robust
standard errors are clustered on country level. T-statistics are shown in brackets, and asterisks indicate significance at 0.01
(**%), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels.

Independent Variable Dependent Vatriable:
Female Non-Executive Director Participation
0 @ ©
Female Fulltime Economic 0.457%%¢ 0.450%% 0.458%**
Participation (lagged) [4.921] [4.240] [4.152]
Codetermination 0.008 0.009 0.003
[0.918] [0.960] [0.328]
GNI / Capita (lagged) 0.000%* 0.000%** 0.000%*
[3.341] [3.354] [2.220]
Fraction of Family Firms -0.106%** -0.104%** -0.082%*x*
[-3.978] [-4.113] [-2.873]
Fraction of Women in Higher 0.146** 0.144** 0.121
Education (lagged) [2.265] [2.347] [1.119]
Birth Rate (lagged) -0.002 -0.002 0.005%**
[-0.462] [-0.472] [4.650]
Tax & Social Security (lagged) 0.002%* 0.002%** 0.001**
[4.098] [3.720] [2.750]
Wage Equality 0.023* 0.024* 0.030%**
[2.073] [2.061] [3.573]
Traditional vs. Secular Values 0.024%%% 0.025%* 0.035%*¢
[2.945] [2.792] [6.0306]
Survival vs. Self-expression Values -0.022** -0.022%* -0.039+**
[-2.228] [-2.240] [-3.319]
Quota 0.049%* 0.048*** 0.081***
[3.713] [3.585] [3.535]
Quota for State-owned Companies 0.001 0.001 -0.007
[0.077] [0.089] [-0.519]
Corporate Governance Code 0.029%** 0.030%** 0.033%**
[4.004] [3.891] [3.532]
Year dummies Yes Yes Yes
Observations 150 143 163
R-squared 0.885 0.887 0.874
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Table X: Female Non-Executive Director Participation — Robustness II

This table shows the results of pooled cross-section OLS regressions of female non-executive director participation in the
boardroom on country and policy characteristics. All regressions are based on a unrestricted sample, and a full set of control
variables. Regression (1) differs from previous regressions in Table VIII, that wage equality is substituted for the skilled labor
pay gap variable as calculated by Olivetti and Petrongolo (2011). (2) Differs by replacing our measure for family firms with
the results from Faccio Lang (2006) as described in Table III — Panel A. (3) substitutes taxation level with the services
component of family benefits as published by the OECD (2007). (4) differs from (3) that it denotes the level of tax breaks
families receive. Robust standard errors are clustered on country level. T-statistics are shown in brackets, and asterisks
indicate significance at 0.01 (¥**¥), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels.

Independent Variable Dependent Variable:
Female Non-Executive Director Participation
0 @ © @
Female Fulltime Economic 0.404%* 0.369 0.408%+*  (.373%x*
Participation (lagged) [2.555] [1.142] [4.155] [4.489]
Codetermination -0.005 0.035%** 0.010 0.008
[-0.560] [5.555] [0.762] [0.674]
GNI / Capita (lagged) 0.000%* 0.000* 0.000 0.000
[2.267] [2.033] [0.860] [0.008]
Fraction of Family Firms -0.133%x* -0.115%6% - -0.099%*
[-5.449] [-3.378] [-2.690]
Fraction of Women in Higher -0.009 0.253 0.123 0.151
Education (lagged) [-0.052] [1.791] [0.817] [0.940]
Birth Rate (lagged) 0.006 0.000 -0.005 0.001
[0.934] [0.100] [-1.147] [0.300]
Tax & Social Security (lagged) 0.001 0.002**
[0.908] [2.787]
Wage Equality 0.020* 0.027** 0.016
[2.380] [2.548] [1.485]
Traditional vs. Secular Values 0.014 0.051%* 0.012 0.036%**
[0.986] [6.704] [1.034] [4.478]
Survival vs. Self-expression Values -0.039** -0.004 -0.009 -0.005
[-2.234] [-1.400] [-0.556] [-0.254]
Quota 0.062%** 0.042%* 0.096**  0.089%F*
[3.122] [2.662] [3.703] [3.290]
Quota for State-owned Companies 0.032%* 0.015 0.002 0.014
[2.120] [0.375] [0.122] [0.659]
Corporate Governance Code 0.0207%** 0.029** 0.024** 0.027**
[3.087] [2.460] [2.455] [2.444]
Skilled Labor Pay Gap — Olivetti -0.000
Petrongolo [-0.264]
Family Firms — Faccio Lang -0.002
[-1.607]
Family Benefits — Services 0.033**
[2.283]
Family Benefits — Tax breaks -0.008
[-0.6306]
Year dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 123 107 162 155
R-squared 0.868 0.920 0.851 0.845
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Table XI: Female Non-Executive Director Participation — Robustness III

This table shows the results of pooled cross-section OLS regressions of female non-executive director participation in the
boardroom on country and policy characteristics. All regressions are based on a full set of control variables, and exclude
Norway. All variables are as described in Table VIII. Robust standard errors are clustered on country level. T-statistics are
shown in brackets, and asterisks indicate significance at 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels.

Independent Variable Dependent Vatriable:
Female Non-Executive Director Participation
0 @ © @
Female Fulltime Economic 0.427#%% 0.495%+* 0.621#F* 0.506%**
Participation (lagged) [4.809] [6.505] [23.637] [5.787]
Codetermination 0.026%** 0.035%** 0.043%** 0.040%**
[3.196] [4.820] [15.974] [4.435]
GNI / Capita (lagged) 0.000%* 0.000* 0.000** 0.000
[2.452] [1.858] [2.910] [1.604]
Fraction of Family Firms 0.116* 0.126%+* 0.038** 0.134%%*
2091 [3610]  [2457]  [3.883]
Fraction of Women in Higher -0.040 -0.004 -0.147#** -0.007
Education (lagged) [-0.378] [-0.05¢6] [-5.891] [-0.086]
Birth Rate (lagged) 0.002 0.002** 0.008*+* 0.002%¢
[1.614] [2.980] [14.181] [2.742]
Tax & Social Security (lagged) 0.0071%#** 0.002+** 0.007*** 0.002+**
[3.363] [3.800] [6.774] [3.731]
Wage Equality 0.055%+* 0.026%+* 0.011* 0.022%*
[4.363] [3.337] [1.938] [2.583]
Quota 0.011 0.040%** 0.033%+* 0.044%%*
[0.741] [4.445] [6.813] [5.291]
Quota for State-owned Companies 0.077#** 0.040+F* 0.039#¢* 0.028
[3.710] [5.266] [11.565] [1.385]
Corporate Governance Code 0.017 0.014* 0.008 0.014*
[1.743] [1.842] [1.681] [1.924]
WVS: “Women housewife” -0.058** 0.020
[-2.782] [0.847]
WVS: “Child independence” 0.158*** 0.186%**
[5.542] [4.331]
WVS: “Women rights” 0.081#F*
[14.333]
Year dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 83 83 68 83
R-squared 0.943 0.957 0.976 0.958
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Table XII: Female Non-Executive Director Participation — IV Regression

This table shows the results of a 2SLS instrumental variable (IV) regression. Column (1) reports the first stage, with
Alternative Employment Contracts (‘index_altern12’ in Botero et al. (2004)) and Latitude (lat_abst’ in LaPorta et al.
(2004)) as an instrument for Female Fulltime Economic Participation. Column (2) reports the results of the IV
estimation, with (3) reporting the economic magnitude of its coefficients. The economic magnitude is calculated as
coefficient times standard deviation. All other variables are as Table VIII. Robust standatd errors are clustered on
country level. T-statistics are shown in brackets, and asterisks indicate significance at 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**), and 0.10
(*) levels.

Independent Variable Dependent Variable
Female Female
Fulltime Executive
Economic Director Economic
Participation Participation Magnitude
@ &) €)
Female Fulltime Economic 0.616%+* 0.034
Participation (lagged) [7.86]
Tax & Social Security (lagged) -0.004** 0.002%+** 0.018
[-9.05] [6.70]
Wage Equality -0.038** 0.022%* 0.012
[-2.22] [2.28]
Traditional vs. Secular Values -0.013 0.032#¢% 0.024
[-1.23] [4.60]
Survival vs. Self-expression Values 0.067*** -0.032%#* -0.019
[3.40] [-3.66]
Quota -0.043* 0.057***
[-1.93] [3.28]
Quota for State-owned Companies 0.038*** -0.006
[3.02] [-0.65]
Corporate Governance Code 0.010 0.0307%**
[0.98] [3.05]
Alternative Employment Contract 0.264%+*
[4.80]
Latitude 0.270%%*
[5.40]
Year Dummies Yes Yes
Observations 153 153
R-squared 0.707 0.775
Kleibergen-Paap Wald statistic 29.13
Hansen ] statistic 0.301
(p: 0.583)
Regression First Stage IV v -
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Table XIII: Female Executive Director Participation and Measures of
Female Labor Force Participation

This table shows the results of pooled cross-section OLS regressions of female non-executive director participation
in the boardroom on country and policy characteristics for 20 countries in our representative sample, excluding
Norway. Female Fulltime Economic Participation (ad].) is as described in Table VII, and lagged by 10 years.
Codetermination is a dummy variable as desctribed in Table 1. GNI per Capita denotes the gross national income
per capita in USD in constant 2011 prices and exchange rates, and is lagged by 10 years. Fraction of Family Firms
per given and year and country is estimated by identifying firms with two or more directors of the same last name,
and where available, and for which the fraction of closely held shares is more than 20%. Wage equality is the average
2006-10 figures as collected by the World Economic Forum. The birth rate gives the number of births per 1000
inhabitants, and is lagged by 10 years. Tax & Social Security measures the percentage of tax and social security as
percentage of gross income; it is again lagged by 10 years. Traditional vs. secular and survival vs. self-expression
measure cultural dimensions and are based on Inglehart and Welzel (2005). Quota and Quota for State-owned
Companies are dummy variables identifying whether for a given year and country a formal board quota was in place
for all or state-owned companies respectively, Corporate Governance Code is a dummy indicating whether gender
balance was explicitly stated in the governance code. Robust standard errors are clustered on country level. T-
statistics are shown in brackets, and asterisks indicate significance at 0.01 (***), 0.05 (*¥), and 0.10 (*) levels.

Independent Variable Panel A: Dependent Variable: Female Executive Director
Participation
0 @ ) @ 6
Female Labor Force Participation (lagged) 0.073
[1.579]
Female Labor Force Participation (adj.) (lagged) 0.082%*
[1.781]
Female Economic Participation (lagged) 0.238**
[2.720]
Female Economic Participation (adj.) (lagged) 0.093*
[1.770]
Female Fulltime Economic Participation (lagged) 0.133*
[2.095]
Full Set of Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Time Dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 153 153 153 153 153
R-squared 0.498 0.501 0.519 0.502 0.509
Panel B: Dependent Variable: Female Non-Executive Director
Participation
M @ © @ 65
Female Labor Force Participation (lagged) 0.066
[1.060]
Female Labor Force Participation (adj.) (lagged) 0.171%*
[2.305]
Female Economic Participation (lagged) 0.188*
[1.838]
Female Economic Participation (adj.) (lagged) 0.214**
[2.322]
Female Fulltime Economic Participation (lagged) 0.210%*
[2.662]
Controls No No No No No
Time Dummies No No No No No
Observations 153 153 153 153 153
R-squared 0.021 0.102 0.057 0.117 0.120




Table XIV: Female Executive Director Participation

This table shows the results of pooled cross-section OLS regressions of female executive director participation in
the boardroom on country and policy characteristics for 20 countries, excluding Norway. All other variables are as in
Table VIII. Robust standard errors are clustered on country level. T-statistics are shown in brackets, and asterisks
indicate significance at 0.01 (**¥), 0.05 (**), and 0.10 (*) levels.

Independent Variable Dependent Variable: Economic
Female Executive Director Participation Magnitude
@ 2 ©) @ ©) ©)
Female Fulltime Economic 0.212** 0.233** 0.223** 0.261*** 0.133* 0.007
Participation (lagged) [2.190] [2.274] [2.367] [5.211] [2.095]
Codetermination 0.002 -0.002 -0.002 -0.008 -0.011 -0.005
[0.300] [-0.387] [-0.378] [-1.088] [-1.649]
GNI / Capita (lagged) -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
[-0.640] [-0.602] [-0.599] [0.917] [0.633]
Fraction of Family Firms 0.009 0.024 0.031 0.004 0.005 0.001
[0.365] [1.123] [1.157] [0.153] [0.261]
Fraction of Women in Higher -0.023 -0.114 -0.114 -0.025 -0.010 -0.001
Education (lagged) [-0.315] [-1.253] [-1.241] [-0.365] [-0.140]
Birth Rate (lagged) 0.000 -0.000 0.001 0.001 0.003
[0.165] [-0.002] [0.594] [0.780]
Tax & Social Security (lagged) 0.001 0.001 0.002#** 0.001** 0.009
[1.690] [1.664] [3.191] [2.331]
Wage equality 0.004 0.012 -0.006 -0.003
[0.299] [0.982] [-0.496]
Traditional vs. secular values 0.002 -0.006 -0.005
[0.388] [-1.089]
Survival vs. self-expression values -0.033** -0.012 -0.007
[-2.519] [-1.218]
Quota -0.039
[-1.508]
Quota for State-owned Companies 0.049x**
[4.460]
Corporate Governance Code 0.015
[0.622]
Year Dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Obsetvations 155 153 153 153 153
R-squared 0.238 0.286 0.288 0.348 0.509
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Table XV: Female Executive Director Participation — IV Regression

This table shows the results of a 2SLS instrumental variable (IV) regression. Column (1) reports the first stage, with
Alternative Employment Contracts (‘index_altern12’ in Botero et al. (2004)) and Latitude (lat_abst’ in LaPorta et al.
(2004)) as an instrument for Female Fulltime Economic Participation. Column (2) reports the results of the IV
estimation, with (3) reporting the economic magnitude of its coefficients. The economic magnitude is calculated as
coefficient times standard deviation. All other variables are as Table VIII. Robust standatd errors are clustered on
country level. T-statistics are shown in brackets, and asterisks indicate significance at 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**), and 0.10
(*) levels.

Independent Variable Dependent Variable
Female
Female Fulltime Executive
Economic Director Economic
Participation Participation Magnitude
@ &) ©)
Female Fulltime Economic 0.295%% 0.106
Participation (lagged) [2.83]
Tax & Social Security (lagged) -0.004x+x* 0.001** 0.028
[-9.05] [2.42]
Wage Equality -0.038** -0.006 -0.026
[-2.22] [-0.55]
Traditional vs. secular values -0.013 -0.007 -0.003
[-1.23] [-1.17]
Survival vs. self-expression values 0.067#+* -0.018 -0.023
[3.40] [-1.51]
Quota -0.043* -0.034
[-1.93] [-1.28]
Quota for State-owned Companies 0.038** 0.042%+*
[3.02] [4.46]
Corporate Governance Code 0.010 0.012
[0.98] [0.55]
Alternative Employment Contract 0.264+%
[4.80]
Latitude 0.270**
[5.40]
Year Dummies 153 153
Observations Yes Yes
R-squared 0.707 0.425
Kleibergen-Paap Wald statistic 29.13
Hansen J statistic 0.987
(p: 0.3205)
Regression First Stage IV v
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Appendix

Summary Statistics — Robustness Tests — Panel A

This below table depicts the summary statistics of the variables used in the robustness tests, by country averages.
Column (1) depicts the fraction of family firms from Faccio and Lang (2006). Column (2) and (3) respectively show
the family services provided by the state, and the tax breaks for families as a percentage of GDP for 2007. (4) shows
the gender wage gap for skilled workers from Olivetti and Petrongolo (2011, Table 2 column 2). A society’s average
values as defined by the wotld value service are listed in the remaining columns. (5) the response to Q D057, scaled
between 1-4 but reversed so that the ighest answer fully agrees with the statement that “Being a housewife is just as
fulfilling as working for pay”. This variable is also used in to Alesina et al. (2010). (6) is the response to Q(uestion)
A029, a dummy variable that holds the value of one if the respondent thinks child independence is important, (7)
the response to Q E233 and is scaled between 1 - 10, with 10 being the highest value with the statement that this is
an “essential characteristics of democracy”. Instruments as in Table XV.

FF-FL Ife anrzg}tfs Wage Gap World Value Survey Instruments
Child Women Alt.
Women indepen-  need same  Employ.
Services Tax Skilled  housewife dence rights Contract Latitude
O) @ G ) ®) ©) U ®) ©)

Australia 0.65 0.36 2.92 0.63 9.21 0.500 0.300
Austria 52.8 0.45 0.04 2.82 0.500 0.524
Belgium 51.5 0.95 0.58 5.64 0.750 0.561
Bermuda

Canada 0.16 0.42 2.37 3.08 0.58 9.14 0.500 0.667
Denmark 1.80 0.00 4.43 0.500 0.622
Finland 48.8 1.34 0.00 -0.53 3.15 0.69 9.17 0.844 0.711
France 64.8 1.66 0.72 6.70 2.56 0.38 8.62 0.688 0.511
Germany 64.6 0.75 0.88 12.48 2.34 0.76 9.13 0.750 0.567
Greece 0.39 7.78 0.906 0.433
India 2.80 0.67 8.21 0.219 0.222
Ireland 24.6 0.28 0.11 8.05 0.500 0.589
Italy 0.75 0.00 3.68 2.59 0.58 0.719 0.472
Luxembourg 0.47 0.00

Netherlands 1.38 0.85 11.81 2.65 0.64 9.06 0.500 0.581
Norway 38.6 1.45 0.10 2.69 0.90 9.36 0.500 0.689
Portugal 60.3 0.44 0.17 -2.17 0.906 0.437
Spain 55.8 0.71 0.24 10.19 2.54 0.35 8.91 0.906 0.444
Sweden 46.9 1.86 0.00 2.51 0.75 9.84 0.719 0.689
Switzerland 48.1 0.32 0.14 2.82 0.74 9.27 0.500 0.522
United Kingdom 23.7 1.11 0.33 15.44 2.86 0.58 9.05 0.500 0.600
United States 0.55 0.53 10.36 3.10 0.54 8.58 0.500 0.422
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Summary Statistics — Robustness Tests — Panel B

This table shows the same variables as described in the above Panel A, averaged over all countries. Norway is
excluded.

Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
FE-FL @ [ 97 48.781 14043 23680  64.820
Family Services @ | 152 0.904 0.531 0.160 1.860
Benefits Tax @ | 145 0.321 0.306 0.000 0.880
Wage Gap  Skilled Labor ~ (4) | 123 7.181 4.880 2170 15.440
Housewife G | 83 2.746 0.252 2.343 3.146
WVS Child independ.  (6) | 83 0.601 0.136 0.313 0.783
Same rights @ | 68 9.050 0.367 8.211 9.841
Alternative Employment ® | 153 0.646 0.170 0.219 0.906
Contract
Latitude © | 153 0.533 0.108 0.222 0.711

48



49



