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Abstract
Purpose – This study aims to test whether the introduction of a gender quota impacts functioning of boards
of directors and internal committees thanks to female capacity in effort norms, cognitive conflicts and use of
skills.
Design/methodology/approach – This paper uses a difference-in-differences method to trace the
staggered mandatory adoption of gender quotas on boards on Italian listed firms, representing the regulative
institution pillar of institutional theory.
Findings – This paper find that mandatory adopter firms have more frequent internal committee meetings
and less frequent board of directors’ meetings after the introduction of the law. This confirms that the
regulation re-prioritizes work in internal committees, thanks to women effort, capacity to resolution and use of
skills.
Originality/value – This research provides empirical evidence on female contribution and on the impact
that a specific mandatory regulation, as regulative institutional pillar, can have on board organization,
showing how gender characteristics influence board functioning in terms of meetings.

Keywords Women, Gender quota, Board of Directors, Institutional theory,
Difference-in-difference method, Intra-board committees, Corporate Governance

Paper type Research paper

Introduction
Gender diversity can affect both communities and companies’ corporate governance
effectiveness. Many earlier studies focus on female presence in companies (Nielsen and
Huse, 2010; see also Burke andMattis, 2000) and on the characteristics of women as Board of
Directors (BoD) members (Huse and Solberg, 2006; Kakabadse et al., 2015; Joecks et al., 2019;
Ruigrok et al., 2007). Some studies investigate why there are few women (Smith and
Parrotta, 2015; Singh and Vinicombe, 2004; Hillman et al., 2007), and others investigate the
link between BoD gender diversity and firm performance (Adams and Ferreira, 2009;
Pucheta-Martínez and Gallego-Álvarez, 2020; Lückerath-Rovers, 2013; Rose, 2007; Liu et al.,
2014; Brahma et al., 2021).

Using the framework of Minichilli et al. (2012), we contribute to the literature by
analysing whether the component of females on a BoD is relevant, and the effect of a
mandatory gender quota introduced in Italy by the 2011 Gender Equality Law. We test the
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regulative institution pillar to investigate whether the staggered mandatory introduction of
a gender quota meets the regulatory goal.

Empirical studies investigate board meeting attendance (Adams and Ferreira, 2008,
2012; Lawler and Finegold, 2006). Some suggest that directors spend more time on
supervisory issues, with managerial concerns also taking up a non-negligible portion of
their time (Schwartz-Ziv and Weisbach, 2013). Corporate boards often delegate tasks to
standing board committees. An increase in the amount of delegation reduces board tasks
but increases coordination activities (Vafeas, 1999; Adams et al., 2015).

Our study tests whether the introduction of a gender quota impacts functioning of BoD
and its internal committees thanks to female capacity in effort norms, cognitive conflicts and
use of skills.

Firstly, we expect that gender quota will influence the organization of BoDs and internal
committees. Secondly, we expect that female influence will be stronger in internal
committees within BoDs, which are smaller, so that a minority group of women can raise the
quality of debate and more frequent meetings (Burke and Mattis, 2000; Westphal and
Milton, 2000; Forbes and Milliken, 1999). Thirdly, women are expected to improve the use of
skills and knowledge and encourage cooperation and attention (Adams and Funk, 2010).

To take account of the staggered adoption, we use a difference-in-differences method,
and we find that mandatory adopters have more frequent internal committee meetings after
the introduction of the gender quota, which confirms that the regulation re-prioritizes work
in internal committees, where the role of women has a stronger effect. We also confirm that
institutional theory can be applied: a regulatory institution defined by law can explain why
and how firms organise their BoD activities.

Literature review and hypothesis development
The regulatory institutional pillar of institutional theory
According to institutional theory, companies are influenced by social context and will thus
adopt similar structures, organizations and behaviours (Krenn, 2016; Hillebrand et al., 2011).
Social processes, norms and expectations of the external environment play an important
role in explaining firm behaviour (Meyer and Rowan, 1977). Institutional theory explains the
organization of firms and considers the context as a set of constraints/pressures to which the
company must conform to gain legitimacy (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). There are three
types of institutional pillars: regulatory, normative and cognitive.

The regulatory pillar reflects regulative aspects of institutions (North, 1990; Roe, 2004). It
includes the definition of rules andmechanisms to enforce compliance and control, as well as
the sanction system. The normative pillar relates to the prescriptive dimension of
companies, which follow certain social obligations either as a duty or to meet community
expectations (Scott, 2001). Often, these pressures are related to professional circles, such as
membership of associations or networks, which define shared criteria for the evaluation of
behaviour (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). The cognitive-cultural pillar concerns the way in
which reality is conceived. Companies may follow models of “correct behaviour” because
they represent what people believe to be correct (Scott, 2001). They tend to align with other
similar, successful and prestigious companies.

Corporate governance is a reflection of regulatory, normative and cognitive pillars rather
than choices made between an unlimited number of options. Iannotta et al. (2016) find that a
particular configuration of country-level conditions supports the existence of a joint causal
relationship between given institutional arrangements and that board gender quota
legislation is not sufficient.
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To investigate the effects of public policy on female representation on BoDs, we focus on
the regulatory institution pillar which supports and/or allows organizational actions and
decisions.

Most prior literature evaluates the effects of the percentage of women on BoDs (Adams
and Ferreira, 2009; Kakabadse et al., 2015; Gordini and Rancati, 2017; Hossain et al., 2017;
Abu Qa’dan and Suwaidan, 2019; Joecks et al., 2019; Hartmann and Carmenate, 2020; Sarabi
and Smith, 2021), but there is little literature on its mandatory introduction. Adams and
Ferreira (2009) present a brief analysis of initiatives worldwide to encourage female
directors. Rigolini and Huse (2021) analyze the unexpected consequences of introducing
gender quota on BoD, and Mensi-Klarbach et al. (2021) study the effectiveness of self-
regulation in increasing gender diversity on BoD and show that self-regulation requires
additional instruments in order to be effective.

Focussing on the staggered introduction of gender quotas in the Italian context, we
investigate the effect of mandatory regulation on female representation.

An integrated model of board effectiveness for board task performance
Our analysis is based on the integrated model of board effectiveness (Minichilli et al., 2012),
where the three determinants of board task performance are effort norms, cognitive
conflicts, and skills and knowledge. Effort norms are a “group-level construct that refers to
the group’s shared beliefs regarding the level of effort each individual is expected to put
toward a task” (Forbes and Milliken, 1999). BoD members put a lot of effort into the
preparation of meetings (Hambrick et al., 2008), but this effort varies across groups and
depends on gender. Cognitive conflicts are task-oriented differences in judgment between
group members, often manifested in “disagreements about the content of the tasks being
performed, including differences in viewpoints, ideas and opinions” (Jehn, 1995). It is
suggested that where cognitive conflict takes place, the quality of meetings is higher, and
women may help in managing this conflict. The third component of the model is “the
board’s ability to tap the knowledge and skills available to it and then apply them to its
tasks”. This component is related to coordination of BoD members’ contributions and the
division of tasks and responsibilities (Forbes and Milliken, 1999), known as female
characteristics.

The underrepresentation of women at higher levels is often discussed with reference to
the concepts of the glass ceiling and gender stereotyping (Mensi-Klarbach, 2014;
Vasconcelos, 2018; Cimiroti�c et al., 2017). Gender-centred perspectives, sex-specific models
and gender-specific concepts of social construction show differences between men and
women (Davis et al., 2006; Harding, 2003). We connect these differences to the three pillars of
the integrated model of board effectiveness (Minichilli et al., 2012).

Regarding effort norms, women on BoDs are positively associated with social
responsiveness (Galbreath, 2011; Bernardi et al., 2006; Duehr and Bono, 2006; Walfisch
et al., 2013). Smith et al. (2006) point to the different experiences of women in their lives
compared to men. They affect time and effort used for meeting preparation. Regarding
cognitive conflicts, women give greater attention to problem solving (Burke and Mattis,
2000; Bilimoria and Wheeler, 2000; Westphal and Milton, 2000; Hoffman and Maier,
1961). And in the use of skills and knowledge, females tend to be more inclusive and
interactive, rely more on cooperation and collaboration and show higher scores on self-
awareness, empathy and social skills (Singh et al., 2008; Adams and Funk, 2010; Jamali
et al., 2008).
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Effects on organizational forms: Board of Director meetings
Meetings are the most frequent opportunities for the exchange of ideas, and meeting time
gives BoD members the opportunity to discuss and monitor business (Hossain et al., 2017;
De Andres et al., 2005; Cai et al., 2009; Shan, 2013). BoDs holding frequent meetings perform
better and are more in tune with shareholder interests (Conger et al., 1998). Firms often react
to poor performance by increasing the frequency of meetings (Vafeas, 1999); meetings make
explicit the degree to which boards are motivated to participate in business operations
(Wijethilake and Ekanayake, 2019). Board meetings are a key source of information for
independent directors and improve efficiency (Masulis et al., 2012; Liu et al., 2016). Previous
studies use the frequency of board meetings as a proxy for board activity and director
involvement (Carter et al., 2003; Xie et al., 2003; Brick and Chidambaran, 2010; Ntim and
Osei, 2011; Mayur and Saravanan, 2017).

More meetings do not necessarily imply better monitoring (De Andres et al., 2005). Lipton
and Lorsch (1992) argue that the main problem facing directors is the lack of time to manage
firms, although Conger et al. (1998) suggest that board effectiveness improves with the
frequency of board meetings. Vafeas (1999) suggests that more frequent board meetings
lead managers to better follow shareholder interests. However, Vafeas (1999) finds that
boards are active when firms face problematic situations.

According to previous literature, we assume that BoD meetings may be a proxy of BoD
functioning. On the basis of the integrated model of board effectiveness, we expect the
regulatory requirement of the mandatory introduction of a gender quota to influence the
organization of firm governance.

Therefore, we hypothesise as follows:

H1. The mandatory introduction of a gender quota is positively related to the number of
BoDmeetings.

Effects on organizational forms: internal committees
We assume that a regulatory change re-prioritizes aspects of work, and focus here on
meetings of intra-board committees.

Intra-board committees make an in-depth examination of operational problems, which
are subsequently considered by BoDs in plenary sessions. Some codes recommend a
particular number of meetings (M�endez and García, 2007), and a positive relationship
between internal board committees and accounting information quality has been identified
(Xie et al., 2003; Abbott et al., 2004; Deli and Gillan, 2000). However, the frequency of the
meetings is largely a matter of free choice.

We assume that with the introduction of a gender quota, the functioning of internal
committees benefits from the effort made by women in preparing for and taking part in
meetings in terms of higher quality of debate and levels of awareness. We thus expect a re-
prioritization of work with more granulated division of work and greater use of committees.
Internal committees are groups comprising different professionals facing competing
demands on their time and efforts in task performance. The greater effort made by women,
the higher quality decisions and capacity to use knowledge and skills thanks to women’s
awareness are expected to have an impact.

H2. The mandatory introduction of a gender quota is positively related to the number of
internal committee meetings.
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Sample and staggered adoption
Table 1, presents the sample selection process. We start with 308 Italian-listed companies
for the period 2010–2018. We exclude financial and insurance companies and firms with a
two-tier or one-tier governance system due to differences in internal committee
compositions. We exclude BoDs with retirement, death or resignations. The selection
process leads to a final (unbalanced) sample of 113 companies and 952 firm-year
observations. We hand-collect data from corporate governance reports and financial
statement data from Compustat Global.

Table 2, presents the sample composition. Adopters are divided into three steps
staggered according to the time of adoption. In Italy, BoDs are renewed every three years
between March and May. Firms with BoD renewal between March and May 2012 had to
comply with minimum 20% women on BoDs at the first renewal after 12 August 2012 (at
BoD renewal between March and May 2015; third adopters 2015–2017 = 370 firm-year
observations). Companies with BoD renewal between March and May 2013 had to comply
with minimum 20%women on BoDs in 2013 (first adopters = 268 and second adopters = 314

Table 1.
Sample selection

Description N

Italian listed companies 308
Delete: firms in the financial industry and with a two or one-tier system �54
Delete: companies with missing data and with a BoD engagement term different than three years �141
Number of companies 113
Number of firms-year observations (unbalanced sample) 952

Source:Authors’ own creation

Table 2.
Sample description

by adoption and
renewal

Adopter

First BoDs
engagement

period
Firm-year

observations Renewal

BoDs
engagement

period
Firm-year

observations
Mean BoDs
gender

First 2013–2015 268 Before first
renewal

2010–2012 100 0.10

First renewal 2013–2015 84 0.27
Second
renewal

2016–2018 84 0.40

Second 2014–2016 314 Before first
renewal

2010–2013 145 0.11

First renewal 2014–2016 99 0.27
Second
renewal

2017–2019
(2017–2018 in
the sample)

70 0.36

Third 2015–2017 370 Before first
renewal

2010–2014 211 0.13

First renewal 2015–2017 118 0.27
Second
renewal

2018–2020
(2018 in the
sample)

41 0.33

Total 952 Total 952

Source:Authors’ own creation

Mandatory
gender quotas

49



firm-year observations). In 2018, firms could have renewed their BoDs less than three times
after the Gender Equality Law of 2011. At the most, third adopters are on their second
renewal in 2018–2020. Table 2 presents the resulting sample variation in the post variable.

Before the Gender Equality Law, on average, there were around 10% women on BoDs.
On the first renewal, the firms met and surpassed the 20% threshold, with an average of
27%. On the second renewal, the first adopters had in general a significantly higher mean
average of women on BoDs (40%) than third adopters (33%).

Regression model
We follow the staggered adoption design proposed by Athey and Imbens (2018), which
makes it possible to track concurrent but unrelated market-wide events, alleviating concerns
that results are spuriously driven by other economic shocks or institutional changes (Leuz
and Wysocki, 2016; Rauter, 2017). Literature on difference-in-differences has increasingly
used staggered adoption (Borusyak and Jaravel, 2017; De Chaisemartin and d’Haultfoeuille,
2018; Strezhnev, 2018; Cao and Lu, 2019).

The research method compares changes in the outcome variables before and after the
“event”. We use a difference-in-differences method, where we perform an analysis between
treated and control firms in combination with the pre–post analysis. The treated firms are
mandatory adopters only after the introduction of the Gender Equality Law. Control firms
are voluntary adopters of a high gender quota before the introduction of the law. Given that
all public limited firms were required to meet a quota of female directors, those firms that
had a greater proportion of female directors before the quota faced a smaller constraint. We
estimate the following regression model and expect that the introduction of gender quota in
BoDs (post) will increase the outcome variable only for mandatory adopters. In other words,
we expect a significant positive coefficient for post *mandatory adopters:

Outcome ¼ b0 þ b1Post *MandatoryAdopters þ bnControl variables þ e (1)

Appendices 1 and 2 show the variables and codes. Our dependent variables are BoD
meetings, the number of board meetings in a fiscal year.AuCmeeting is the number of audit
committee meetings, and RemC meeting is the number of remuneration committee meetings
in a fiscal year.

The test variable ismandatory adopters, a dummy variable coded 1 if a firm before quota
regulation had a gender quota lower than the quota specified by the law (20%) and 0
otherwise. Next, we substitute mandatory adopters using the test variable first adopters, a
dummy variable coded 1 if the firm had a BoD renewal after 12 August 2012 (after 12
August and before 31 December 2012). We use the variable post equal to 1 if the firm has a
BoD renewed after 12 August 2012 and 0 otherwise.

Based on the literature (M�endez and García, 2007; Bianco et al., 2015), at the governance level,
we control for the number of directors (BoD size), independent and executive directors (BoD
independence and BoD executive), CEO age (CEO age) and the overlap between CEO and
Chairman (CEO duality). To control at the firm level, we compute firm size as the natural
logarithm of total assets, leverage as equity on total assets, Loss t�1 as equal to 1 if the firm had a
loss in year t�1 and 0 otherwise, sales growth showing the sales increase (sales t–sales t�1)/sales
t�1 and lastly, the level of return on asset (ROA) computed as operating profit/total assets.

Descriptive statistics and correlation matrix
Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics. On average, BoDs meet around nine times a fiscal
year. Looking at internal committees, meetings are more frequent for audit committees
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(AuCs) than for remuneration committee RemCs (six and three times, respectively). AuCs
and RemCs are mandatory for 34% of the sample but exist in about 90% of the sample.

The number of BoD members ranges from 3 to 21 (9 on average). BoDs comprise a
maximum of 92.9% independent and 80% executive directors. The mean is higher for
independent (45%) than executives (29.8%). CEO are 36–78 years old with average–
high experience (56 years old). In 31.5% of the sample, they are also the board chair.
The percentage of women in top positions is still low: 4.4% for CEOs and 8.6% for
chairpersons.

Table 4 illustrates the correlation matrix. We exclude AuC and RemC sizes because they
are correlated with each other and with BoD size. Moreover, firm size and BoD size, loss and

Table 3.
Descriptive statistics

Variables Mean SD
25%

percentile Median
75%

percentile Minimum Maximum

BoDs meeting 9.249 3.924 6.000 8.000 11.000 1.000 29.000
AuC meeting 5.649 3.873 3.000 5.000 7.000 0.000 29.000
RemC meeting 3.165 2.655 1.000 3.000 5.000 0.000 19.000
AuC adoption 0.913 0.282 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.000 1.000
RemC adoption 0.908 0.290 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.000 1.000
BoDs size
(number)

9.654 2.945 8.000 9.000 11.500 3.000 21.000

BoDs size
(logarithm)

2.219 0.319 2.079 2.197 2.441 1.099 3.045

BoDs independence
(number)

4.383 2.261 3.000 4.000 6.000 1.000 17.000

BoDs independence
(percentage)

0.450 0.163 0.333 0.429 0.556 0.143 0.929

BoDs executive
(number)

2.739 1.486 2.000 3.000 4.000 1.000 11.000

BoDs executive
(percentage)

0.298 0.152 0.167 0.286 0.400 0.048 0.800

CEO age 56.246 8.332 50.000 55.000 62.000 36.000 78.000
CEO duality 0.315 0.465 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000
CEO female 0.044 0.205 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000
Chair female 0.086 0.281 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000
AuC size
(number)

2.884 1.105 3.000 3.000 3.000 0.000 9.000

AuC size
(logarithm)

1.031 0.374 1.099 1.099 1.099 0.000 2.197

RemC size
(number)

2.842 1.085 3.000 3.000 3.000 0.000 8.000

RemC size
(logarithm)

1.021 0.368 1.099 1.099 1.099 0.000 2.079

Firm size
(millions of euros)

6,184 22,908 164 449 1,904 3 171,656

Firm size
(logarithm)

6.466 1.940 5.100 6.108 7.552 2.842 11.955

Leverage 0.366 0.201 0.251 0.364 0.487 �0.418 0.842
Loss t�1 0.272 0.445 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000
Sales growth 0.042 0.209 �0.040 0.030 0.100 �0.640 1.027
ROA 0.046 0.066 0.015 0.045 0.074 �0.151 0.266

Source:Authors’ own creation
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return on assets show high correlation, but the variance inflation factor shows no problems
of multicollinearity.

Results and discussion
Table 5 shows a negative and significant coefficient (�0.669) for the interaction between
post-mandatory adopters in relation to BoD meetings. Thus, mandatory adopters have less
frequent board meetings after introduction of the regulation than before, controlling for the
difference betweenmandatory and voluntary adopters.

Table 6 shows positive and significant coefficients (0.996) for the interaction post-first
adopters for AuC and RemC meetings. Thus, first adopters in 2013 hold more frequent
internal committee meetings after the gender quota, controlling for the difference between
first and second–third adopters in 2014–2015. Regression results show that first adopters
had fewer AuC meetings before the law came into force (�0.912); the effect of the law is thus
even stronger for AuC.

In summary, the Gender Equality Law led to less frequent board meetings but more
internal committee meetings. This result cannot itself be interpreted as a decline in corporate
governance quality (Carcello et al., 2002; Liu et al., 2016; Min and Chizema, 2018). The law led
to an increase in both AuC and RemC meetings for first adopters. The reduction in BoD
meetings needs to be interpreted together with the increase in internal committee meetings.

Our findings taken together suggest that the Gender Equality Law had an important
impact. It appears to enhance the role of internal committees, which are able to prepare items

Table 5.
Multivariate results

for H1

Variables

BoD meeting
OLS regression OLS regression

Estimate p-value Estimate p-value

Post*mandatory adopters �0.669 0.099
Mandatory adopters 0.006 0.985
Post*first adopters 0.520 0.389
First adopters �0.645 0.218
BoDs size �1.566 0.001 �2.309 0.000
BoDs independence 2.583 0.002 3.653 0.001
BoDs executive �4.222 0.000 �7.486 0.000
CEO age �0.067 0.000 �0.073 0.000
CEO duality 0.539 0.050 0.733 0.056
CEO female �1.231 0.063 �5.436 0.000
Chair female �0.947 0.017 �0.320 0.728
Firm size 0.412 0.000 0.311 0.008
Leverage �2.750 0.000 �4.206 0.000
Loss t�1 �0.275 0.341 �0.199 0.614
Sales growth �0.412 0.471 �0.272 0.749
ROA �8.116 0.000 �6.424 0.039
Intercept 15.370 0.000 18.312 0.000
Industry and years fixed effects included included
Adjusted R2 0.244 0.339
Observations 952 536

Note: P-values are based on asymptotic z-statistic using White (1980) standard error robust to
heteroscedasticity
Source:Authors’ own creation
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for discussion before BoD meetings and put forward a “semi-finished product”. This means
that boards of directors canmeet less frequently.

All the above may also be read together with the strand of literature on the boards’
composition and its efficiency, with particular reference to studies showing that bigger
groups work worse than smaller ones. Women in smaller groups like internal committees,
by improving the use of skills and knowledge and encouraging cooperation and attention,
can raise the quality of debate and request more frequent meetings.

So, supporting institutional theory, a regulatory institution implemented in a law has a
significant effect on firm organization of BoDs and committees.

Robustness
Robustness tests confirm our findings. To show that they are driven by the new law rather
than firm characteristics, we repeat the analysis on a sample of similar firms. Untabulated
findings show very robust results for RemC meetings. To show that findings don’t reflect
the method used, we present them using a generalised difference-in-differences method
(Jacobson et al., 1993). We drop the variable post and include the interactions of mandatory
adopters with the full set of year-fixed effects. Untabulated results show that for RemC
meetings before the regulation, the coefficients for interactions are negative, while from 2015
they become positive. For AuC meeting, before the regulation the coefficients, for the
interactions are negative, while from 2014 on, they become less negative. Results confirm
main results for internal committee meetings about more frequent internal committee
meetings after the introduction of the gender quota: higher for RemC and less negative for
AuC.

Finally, to show that our results are not affected by the smallness of the sample, we
perform a three-way interaction term regression. We include additional interactions to
incorporate all observations to avoid regressions on subsamples. Results show that, for
RemC meetings, first adopters have a significantly higher frequency of RemCmeetings after
the regulation when compared to the control group of voluntary adopters before the law,
although they were not significantly different before it.

We also use the percentage of women on BoD as independent variable. Mandatory
adopters increase the percentage of women on BoD, decrease BoD meetings and increase
AuC and RemCmeetings in the sample. Data are statistically significant for RemCmeetings.

Conclusion, limitations and further steps
Our results confirm the importance of female characteristics. They show that gender quota
regulation led mandatory adopter companies to re-prioritize activities, holding fewer BoD
meetings and more internal committee meetings, with very robust results for RemC
meetings. We conclude that the law is a determinant of the increase in RemCmeetings.

In other words, the gender quota appears to enhance the role of internal committees, the
organization of meetings and the modus operandi of the BoD. The findings can usefully be
linked to studies on board composition and efficiency and on smaller versus larger groups of
people.

Our research has various implications. It is useful as a learning case; it shows how
research can connect conceptual thinking with practice to produce stronger evidence for
policy recommendations. In fact, firms may gain advantage by increasing female
representation as first-movers and by creating long-term gender-diverse boards. Our study
indicates that first adopters hold more frequent internal committee meetings and that moves
towards gender equality improve firms’ internal functioning.
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Our study is not without limitations. Characteristics are in some cases country-specific;
different proxies may be chosen. The study investigates mandatory thresholds but does not
consider a minimum number of women. Furthermore, the sample includes only firms
making public disclosure.

Future research could investigate whether the reduction in the number of board meetings
would increase their duration. Coordination and alignment of board member agendas, where
a large number of positions held by women interlock (with fewer women involved), are
pressing issues. It would be interesting to investigate the extent to which women decide
meeting agendas andwhether meeting time is wasted on unproductive tasks.
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Appendix 1

Table A1.
Variable definition

Dependent variables

BoDs meeting Number of BoD meetings in a fiscal year
AuC meeting Number of AuC meetings in a fiscal year
RemC meeting Number of RemC meetings in a fiscal year

Test variables to identify firms
Mandatory adopters 1 if firm had a gender quota lower than the quota defined by the law before its

implementation
0 otherwise

First adopters 1 if firm renewed the BoDs for the first time after 12 August 2012 in the year 2012
(after 12 August and before 31 December 2012)
0 otherwise

Test variables to identify periods
Post 1 if in the year of analysis, the firm has a BoD renewed after 12 August 2012

0 otherwise

Control variables
BoDs size Ln (number of BoD members)
BoDs independence Number of independent/number of BoD’s members
BoDs executive Number of executive/number of BoD’s members
CEO age Year of birth – current year
CEO duality 1 if the CEO is also Chair; 0 otherwise
CEO female 1 if CEO is a woman; 0 otherwise
Chair female 1 if Chair is a woman; 0 otherwise
AuC size Ln (number of AuC members)
RemC size Ln (number of RemC members)
Firm size Ln (total assets)
Leverage Total equity/total assets
Loss t�1 1 if year t�1 has a loss; 0 otherwise
Sales growth (sales t–sales t�1)/sales t�1
ROA Operating profit/total assets

Source:Authors’ own creation
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Table A2.
Identification

strategy and variable
coding

Test variables
Introduction of gender quota at the first renewal of the board of directors
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

FIRM 1 – First mandatory adopter, Industry X
Mandatory gender quota NO YES YES YES YES YES YES
Post 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Mandatory adopters 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
First adopters 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

FIRM 2 – First voluntary adopter, Industry Y
Mandatory gender quota NO YES YES YES YES YES YES
Post 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Mandatory adopters 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
First adopters – – – – – – –

FIRM 3 – Second mandatory adopter, Industry Z
Mandatory gender quota NO NO YES YES YES YES YES
Post 0 0 1 1 1 1 1
Mandatory adopters 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
First adopters 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

FIRM 4 – Second voluntary adopter, Industry V
Mandatory gender quota NO NO YES YES YES YES YES
Post 0 0 1 1 1 1 1
Mandatory adopters 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
First adopters – – – – – – –

FIRM 5 – Third mandatory adopter, Industry W
Mandatory gender quota NO NO NO YES YES YES YES
Post 0 0 0 1 1 1 1
Mandatory adopters 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
First adopters 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

FIRM 5 – Third voluntary adopter, Industry R
Mandatory gender quota NO NO NO YES YES YES YES
Post 0 0 0 1 1 1 1
Mandatory adopters 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
First adopters – – – – – – –

Year fixed effects: control for average level of corporate governance quality in each
year

Industry fixed effects: control for average level of corporate governance quality in
Industries X, Y, Z, V, W and R

Note: Following Christensen et al. (2013)
Source:Authors’ own creation
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