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Abstract

This study integrates corporate visibility as a crucial factor for gender board diversity spillovers. We
investigate whether greater gender diversity in supervisory roles - that is, board positions legally
mandated to oversee top management appointments, strategic direction, and compliance - leads to
greater gender diversity in top executive positions among publicly listed and private firms in Europe.
We use a novel and comprehensive dataset of approximately 1.8 million corporations from 29
advanced and emerging European countries spanning nearly four decades. We confirm positive
diversity spillovers for companies which are subject to public scrutiny, such as publicly listed
companies or the largest employers. Appointing a woman in a supervisory role is associated with a 5-8
percentage points higher probability of subsequently introducing female talent to the top executive
team. In contrast, companies with low corporate visibility, such as private firms, do not show spillovers
of gender board diversity.
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1 Introduction

Over the last decades, policy makers worldwide gradually acknowledge that low representation of women
in top corporate roles stems from biased appointment system.! The gender quota legislation introduced
by Norway made it mandatory for public limited companies to appoint at least 40% of each gender in
the boardroom as of 2003. With subsequent refinements, this gender quota model served to pioneer
and catalyze a wave of corporate governance reforms in many countries (Wang and Kelan 2013, Terjesen
et al. 2015, Maida and Weber 2022).2 Proponents argue that these mandates serve to restore equality of
opportunity previously prevented by entrenched biases and to expand the currently restricted pipelines for
qualified women talent (Matsa and Miller 2011, Bertrand et al. 2019, Deloitte Global 2023).

In particular, many of these policy interventions focus on increasing women'’s representation at the
highest board level - whether that be a single board of directors in one-tier systems or the supervisory
board in two-tier systems. Although responsibilities vary between jurisdictions, these boards generally have
the ultimate authority to shape senior leadership. In one-tier systems, the board of directors typically
appoints the CEQO, while in two-tier systems, selects and oversees the entire executive board. Through
these appointment and oversight powers, supervisory boards directly influence CEO succession and major
HR decisions, and they have significant authority to shape the composition of the top management
team. An increase in women's representation on supervisory boards could plausibly spill over to executive
appointments — a mechanism that underpins the “gender spillover” hypothesis in corporate governance
research.

However, empirical evidence on gender board diversity spillovers remains mixed. While some research
identifies a positive relationship between womens board representation and increased women appointments
to executive roles (e.g., Matsa and Miller 2011, Cook and Glass 2015), others find such effects absent (e.g.,
Ahern and Dittmar 2012, Bertrand et al. 2019) or even negative (e.g., Smith and Parrotta 2018). These
mixed findings suggest that factors beyond board composition can amplify or attenuate gender diversity
spillovers from supervisory roles on board of directors to top management.

This study makes a novel contribution by integrating corporate visibility as a key factor for gender
diversity spillovers to materialize. We theorize that exposure to external monitoring and the ensuing
reputational pressures moderates the relationship between gender diversity of supervisory boards and top
management. We draw on three theories to substantiate our conjecture: descriptive social norms theory
(Cialdini 2007), institutional theory (DiMaggio and Powell 1983), stakeholder theory (Freeman 2010) we
argue that visibility amplifies normative and reputational pressures. Companies with corporate visibility
are more likely to display gender diversity spillovers from supervisory boards to top management. By
incorporating corporate visibility into the analysis, this paper provides a new theoretical lens to explain why
gender diversity spillovers vary across firms, addressing an ongoing empirical puzzle in corporate governance

and diversity research.

'For example, minister Reeves stated recently “[wje must break down the barriers that stop many women being
represented in decision-making roles, so that top talent reaches the highest levels of leadership in businesses" (avail-
able at: https://www.reuters.com /sustainability /boards-policy-regulation/women-now-make-up-43-britains-top-boardrooms-
report-says-2025-02-25/) and in the words of Lord Davis “given the long record of women achieving the highest qualifications
and leadership positions in many walks of life, the poor representation of women on boards, relative to their male counterparts,
has raised questions about whether board recruitment is in practice based on skills, experience and performance” (available
at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a78f9aled915d0422066d12/11-745-women-on-boards.pdf, p. 2.).

2Currently, in the implementation of the European Union directive, the Member States can penalize public limited companies
that fail to ensure the 40% representation of each gender by 2026 (Birkmose 2023).



Empirically, we demonstrate that positive spillovers from women on supervisory boards to gender
diversity in executive roles occur only in companies with high visibility, whereas no such effect is observed
in companies exempt from external monitoring and reputational pressures. We operationalize corporate
visibility by comparing public (stock-listed) companies with private (non-listed) companies. We also examine
alternative measures of corporate visibility, underscoring how visibility, and the associated public scrutiny,
mediate the influence of board-level gender diversity on leadership outcomes. Our specifications explore
the variation within these companies and are consistent across a range of robustness checks. This empirical
exploration is enabled by recent methodological advances and a novel dataset covering nearly two million
firms in 29 advanced and emerging European countries. To our knowledge, we are the first to study gender
board diversity spillovers in both private and public companies in multiple countries, as previous research
has relied on smaller samples focusing solely on public companies or confined to a single region. Our
dataset provides longitudinal coverage from the early 1990s to 2020, making it uniquely suited to examine
gender diversity trends over time.

This article is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces relevant theoretical and empirical works. In
addition to reviewing the literature, we also provide a comprehensive catalog of empirical studies, discussing
the data used, as well as their findings. Second, in section 3 we present the data. Although our paper uses
a dataset developed by Drazkowski et al. (2024), we explain in detail our specific treatment of this data
and the methodological approach adopted. We move to the results in Section 4. The paper concludes with

the policy and methodological implications of our study.

2 Theoretical framework and hypotheses

Following the example of Norway, many countries in Europe and worldwide have introduced or proposed
mandatory supervisory board quotas. These policies are based on the conjecture that achieving a critical
mass of women on supervisory boards will reduce gender bias throughout the corporate hierarchy (Wang and
Kelan 2013). Likewise, proponents of voluntary diversity targets argue that diversity on supervisory boards
encourages organizations to reassess promotion pathways and develop stronger pipelines of woman talent
(Kim and Kim 2023, Green and Homroy 2018). Supervisory boards have statutory oversight prerogatives
and the authority to appoint top executives. Accordingly, in both mandatory and voluntary frameworks,
board diversity has been framed in public debate as a strategic lever to eliminate gender bias in corporate
leadership (Matsa and Miller 2011, Bertrand et al. 2019). In this section, we present the theoretical
underpinnings of this gender board diversity spillover hypothesis and review the existing empirical evidence.
We then introduce the concept of corporate visibility and theorize about the ways in which it can influence

gender board diversity spillovers.

2.1 Supervisory boards and gender diversity spillovers

A prevailing conjecture in corporate governance is that the inclusion of women on supervisory boards leads
to greater gender diversity within firms (Terjesen et al. 2015). Scholars, policymakers, and practitioners
argue that the presence of women at the highest governance levels acts as a catalyst for dismantling en-
trenched biases, fostering inclusive promotion pathways. Indeed, high-level women appointments are often

perceived as drivers of “trickle-down" or “spillover" effects, reshaping board composition and influencing



representation at senior and executive levels.

Underlying this conjecture is the notion of “tone at the top.” The supervisory boards define the strategic
direction, oversee (CEQ) succession planning, and approve major human resource decisions (Bertrand
et al. 2019). In principle, women directors participating in these decision-making processes — even if
few in number— can advocate for increased women representation, challenge established networks, and
champion inclusive policies (Matsa and Miller 2011). Moreover, the presence of women on boards signals
an organizational commitment to gender diversity, which may inspire women employees at lower tiers to
perceive advancement as both viable and encouraged (Cook and Glass 2015).

Various theoretical perspectives provide a rationale for these spillover effects. Social identity theory
(Tajfel and Turner 1986, 1979) and similarity-attraction theory (Byrne 1971) suggest that women directors,
sharing demographic traits with women employees, are more inclined to mentor and support other womens
career progress. Resource dependence theory (Pfeffer and Salancik 2015) argues that women in board
positions, given their authority over executive appointments, possess strategic leverage to institutionalize
gender-equal selection processes (Hillman and Dalziel 2003). Institutional theory points to societal norms
and expectations, arguing that organizations that appoint women to boards face external pressures to
ensure greater gender inclusivity in managerial ranks (Kim and Kim 2023, Terjesen et al. 2015). Network
and power-based perspectives extend this argument, suggesting that well-connected women directors can
exert substantial influence, thereby triggering firm-wide change (Bozhinov et al. 2021, von Essen and Smith
2023). Finally, critical mass theory (Kanter 1977, Konrad et al. 2008) suggests that when the proportion
of women on a board surpasses a minimal threshold, a self-reinforcing cycle of internal reform emerges.
Accordingly, a compelling narrative has emerged positing that women's presence in top governance roles
drives substantial ripple effects throughout the firm.

Empirical research provides some support for these perspectives. This strand of literature addresses
horizontal gender board diversity spillovers and following the classical examples of Matsa and Miller (2011)
it estimates the link between prior prevalence of women in supervisory boards and subsequent prevalence
of women in top management. Depending on the country studied, the supervisory boards reflect the top
corporate positions such as non-executive directors in one-tier systems, who appoint either the CEO of
the company or the entire top management. The top management, in contrast, refers in this literature to
the c-suite or — in two-tier systems — simply a management board. Bilimoria (2006) documents that firms
with higher women board representation often experience meaningful increases in women corporate officers,
consistent with the premise that women directors promote womens advancement through sponsorship and
role modeling. This process is frequently characterized as “chipping away” at residual biases that hinder
women progression Matsa and Miller (2011). Similarly, Cook and Glass (2015) find that women directors in
U.S. companies often advocate for the advancement of women in senior management. Gould et al. (2018)
demonstrates similar effects in Australia. Additional work in European contexts, including Wang and Kelan
(2013) in Norway, Bozhinov et al. (2021) findings in Germany and Danish evidence by von Essen and
Smith (2023), illustrates how women directors, particularly those with extensive networks or prior board
experience, can substantially influence women executives hiring and promotion.

However, the empirical evidence is mixed. In Table 1 we report a broad collection of studies that
document positive horizontal gender board diversity spillovers, but many studies do not find significant

spillovers, while in some cases they are even negative. Ahern and Dittmar (2012) report that although



Norways quota did raise women board participation, it did not yield a notable rise in women CEOs or other
senior managerial appointments. A positive assessment of that same reform by Wang and Kelan (2013)
varies across specifications and controls included. Bertrand et al. (2019) and Garcia-Blandon et al. (2023)
concluded that, despite achieving the mandated quotas, the reform in Norway had no ramifications for
gender diversity throughout the corporate hierarchy. Similarly, Italy’s board quota saw a rise in women
directors but limited impact on women executives Maida and Weber (2022). Christiansen and Oladéttir
(2022) found no significant changes in CEO appointments following new board mandates in Iceland.
Examining stock-listed companies from a broad set of European firms, Schoonjans et al. (2024) report no
spillovers, underscoring that women in supervisory boards do not necessarily spur wider women advancement

throughout corporate hierarchies.

Table 1: The estimated horizontal spillovers in gender board diversity literature and samples used

Study ‘ Spillovers ‘ Sample (Public or Private) ‘ # Firms ‘ # Observations ‘ Data source

Farrell and Hersch (2005) Negative USA (Public) 300 2,972 Fortune & Service 500
Smith and Parrotta (2018) Negative Denmark (Both) 3,625 47,125 Statistics Denmark
Ahern and Dittmar (2012) No effect | Norway (Public) 248 1,252 Statistics Norway
Smith et al. (2013) No effect | Denmark (Both) 3,053 57,632 Statistics Denmark
Bertrand et al. (2019) No effect | Norway (Both) 1,295 n.a. Statistics Norway
Fleischer (2022) No effect | Germany (Public) 304 2,432 DAX

Maida and Weber (2022) No effect | Italy (Both) 6,426 n.a. ISTAT
Garcia-Blandon et al. (2023) | No effect | Nordic (Public) 475 1,229 Refinitiv
Schoonjans et al. (2024) No effect | 17 European (Public) 3,353 27,486 Orbis

Bozhinov et al. (2021) No effect! | Germany (Public) 149 673 DAX

Bilimoria (2006) Positive USA (Public) 447 447 Fortune 500

Matsa and Miller (2011) Positive USA (Public) 1,500 13,491 ExecuComp

Matsa and Miller (2013) Positive Nordic (Both) 1,207 1,664 Statistics Norway
Wang and Kelan (2013) Positive Nordic (Public) 87 667 Statistics Norway
Cook and Glass (2015) Positive World (Public) 498 3,198 Fortune 500
Terjesen et al. (2016) Positive World (Public) 3,876 3,876 Fortune 500

Gould et al. (2018) Positive Australia (Public) 1,387 10,330 Statistics Norway
Guldiken et al. (2019) Positive USA (Public) 184 747 BoardEx

Knippen et al. (2019) Positive USA (Public) 1,699 14,325 BoardEx

Kirsch and Wrohlich (2020) | Positive Germany (Public) 200 1,400 DAX

Notes: This table focuses on horizontal spillovers, as relevant for our research question. In Table B.1 in the Appendix we
report also a summary of studies exploring vertical spillovers. In the table, the number of observations refers to firm-years. *
Bozhinov et al. (2021) show positive spillovers from shareholder representatives and nominating committees and no effects for
employee representatives and other committees

Various explanations have been proposed for the negative and insignificant spillovers. Smith and
Parrotta (2018) emphasize tokenism: one or few women are enough to satisfy the demands of symbolic
compliance, thus lacking the impetus to adopt deeper reforms that expand women's participation beyond
the supervisory board room. Moreover, women on supervisory boards are often too few in number, are
not sufficiently empowered, or lack the leverage and collective authority to drive meaningful organizational
change (Ahern and Dittmar 2012, Bertrand et al. 2019, Maida and Weber 2022, Christiansen and Oladéttir
2022). In many contexts, women on boards remain concentrated in roles with limited decision-making
power. Studies on German corporate governance have shown that most women on supervisory boards
are employee-elected rather than shareholder representatives, limiting their ability to influence executive
selection processes (Bozhinov et al. 2021). Women may be also unwilling to engage in removing gender

biases entrenched in corporate hierarchies (Derks et al. 2016).



2.2 Corporate visibility

Against this backdrop of mixed evidence on board-driven gender spillovers, we emphasize the role of
corporate visibility, that is, the extent to which a firm is monitored by the public, media, and stakeholders.
We propose that this visibility is one of the determinants on whether women's representation in supervisory
boards exhibits spillovers to diversity in top management positions. We posit that visibility heightens the
reputational stakes for diversity outcomes, thereby influencing how actively organizations translate women
board appointments into top corporate leadership opportunities for women. Highly visible companies
are more susceptible to public eye scrutiny and, in turn, more likely to see symbolic board gestures as
insufficient. By contrast, organizations that face less external oversight can remain content with superficial,
purely symbolic compliance, stalling diversity.

In what follows, we draw on a range of theories that all point in the same direction on how corporate
visibility can amplify the normative and reputational pressures that compel boards to actively advance
women executives. We then propose a testable hypothesis regarding the link between higher visibility and
more pronounced gender diversity spillovers from supervisory boards to management boards.

Within this discussion, descriptive social norms (Cialdini 2007) become especially salient for more visible
companies. Because such organizations are keenly observed by the public, competitors, and the media, they
risk greater reputational damage if they fail to align with the widely the widely norm of actively promoting
women leadership. Consequently, they have heightened motivation to move beyond board appointments to
demonstrate consistent diversity throughout their ranks. Less visible firms face fewer incentives to undertake
such broad-based reforms or be subject to stricter accountability. Thus, visibility intensifies the stakes for
the company in matching external expectations, offering a plausible explanation for the inconclusive results
found across countries and industries in prior research (Bertrand et al. 2019, Maida and Weber 2022).

Moreover, through the lens of institutional theory, the visibility of firms that have introduced women to
their supervisory boards intensifies the coercive and normative pressures to extend these gender-inclusive
practices to their executive boards (DiMaggio and Powell 1983). Once a companys supervisory board is
publicly recognized for including women directors, external observers expect that commitment to manifest
throughout the leadership hierarchy. Failing to replicate diversity on the executive boards creates an
inconsistency - visible to stakeholders, shareholders, and the media — which can erode legitimacy (Zucker
1987). As a result, heightened normative pressures arise when professional associations, industry groups,
and societal norms increasingly champion women representation across all leadership tiers (Terjesen et al.
2009). Coercive pressures can emerge in contexts where regulatory bodies or government initiatives promote
board-level gender quotas (Seierstad 2016), intensifying scrutiny for public and high-profile firms.

From a stakeholder theory perspective (Freeman 2010), these spillover effects become even more
pronounced when salient stakeholderssuch as activist investors, consumer advocacy groups, regulators,
and the mediaexert direct pressure on the firm (Mitchell et al. 1997). Once women are appointed to the
supervisory board, influential stakeholders often demand more than symbolic compliance, urging companies
to extend diversity throughout the top management pipeline (Aguilera et al. 2007). Because larger or
publicly traded firms are more exposed to external scrutiny, their boards and executives cannot easily sidestep
stakeholder demands without jeopardizing corporate legitimacy or stock market confidence (Hillman et al.
2002). Stakeholders employ various mechanisms — ranging from proxy votes and shareholder resolutions to

media campaigns and legislative advocacy — to ensure that visible organizations walk the talk by promoting



gender diversity in executive leadership as well.

Taken together, these three theoretical perspectives highlight how socially shared beliefs, formal and
informal rules, and stakeholder influence work in concert to magnify the multifaceted pressures created
by corporate visibility — from reputational concerns to regulatory mandates and stakeholder advocacy —
ultimately driving more robust spillover effects of women leadership from the supervisory board to the
management board.

Empirical evidence corroborates the idea that higher-visibility firms undertake more comprehensive
socially oriented actionswhether in climate disclosure (Dawkins and Fraas 2011), philanthropic contributions
(Brammer and Millington 2004), or minority inclusion in management (Knight et al. 2022). This pattern
has been documented in gender diversity as well: Brammer et al. (2009) reveal that women's board
participation often correlates with corporate reputation, especially in consumer-facing industries, while
(Chang et al. 2019) find that highly visible, publicly traded U.S. firms are more responsive to norms
dictating women board inclusion. By extension, these same forces should encourage board-level diversity
to spill over into more robust women representation in the executive ranks.

In sum, corporate visibility serves as a moderating mechanism. It magnifies both the potential rep-
utational upside of genuine women inclusion throughout leadership and the potential downside: public
backlash of superficial, symbolic compliance. Companies that seek to maintain legitimacy under a bright
spotlight will find it riskier to stall at a token woman board appointment or minimal changes. Conversely,
companies lesser-known or more shielded from the public eye can more easily justify halting progress after
meeting minimal demands. Thus, examining corporate visibility directly addresses the puzzle of why some
organizations do see board changes permeate the executive layer while others show more limited results.

To capture this theoretically motivated interplay between board representation, organizational response,

and public eye scrutiny, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1: The positive spillover effect of gender diversity from supervisory boards to management

boards is stronger in high-visibility companies than in low-visibility companies.

In testing this hypothesis, we follow several logically linked steps. First, we obtain panel data of companies
that differ in corporate visibility. For these companies, we establish measures of gender diversity for the
supervisory boards and management boards. Our unique data provides longitudinal trajectories of board
composition, allowing us to detect — if present — within-company spillovers from supervisory to management
boards. This implies examining how changes in supervisory board diversity affect subsequent diversity in
management boards. Finally, we assess whether these within-company spillovers depend on corporate

visibility.

3 Data and methods

We provide a novel and uniquely rich source of data: firm-level records on gender board diversity for millions
of European corporations. Our data draws on comprehensive firm-level Orbis registry information, originally
compiled by Bureau van Dijk and currently curated by Moodys Analytics. We leverage the recent work of

Drazkowski et al. (2024) to harmonize eleven waves of Orbis data along with the Orbis Historical Database



released in 2020.3

The unique feature of the Orbis data, and by extension also our data, is that it encompasses essentially
a universe of companies. Orbis relies on local information providers, who collect data from registries
and public records for all those business entities which have reporting obligation under legislation of their
country. While reporting obligations differ across countries, for the countries in our sample companies
which are legally mandated to have a board of directors (e.g. limited liability companies) have also a
reporting obligation. Drazkowski et al. (2024) harmonize registry information to obtain board members
for all eligible firms. Subsequently, they deploy linguistic heuristics to identify the gender of those board
members, and thus obtain measures of gender board diversity.

The data spans from 1985 to 2020 and includes firms from 29 advanced and emerging European

4 Our sample covers countries with one-tier system, two-tier system and a mixed system.

countries.
Drazkowski et al. (2024) use information about the name of a position for each board member. This

way, we are able to assign individuals to:

= top management: management board members in two-tier companies/countries and executive direc-

tors in one-tier companies/countries

= supervisory roles within board of directors (BoD): non-executive directors in one-tier companies/countries

and supervisory board members in two-tier companies/countries

The individuals identified as holding a top management position encompass all those who were reported by
the company as holding equivalent of CEO, or other C-suite position. These are strictly top management
positions, and thus they do not include e.g. regional directors, etc. The individuals with supervisory roles
have been identified as all those board members who do not hold an executive role. For some individuals we
can determine with certainty that they are a member of e.g. nominating committee or audit committee.
However, for other individuals this level of detail is not provided. Whenever we are able to determine
that individuals have strict supervisory prerogatives, we label that strict supervisory roles within Board of
Directors (or strict BoD). However, in some cases, the description of the position is insufficiently precise
to determine the detailed prerogatives for a given BoD member. Thus, we use a broad definition of BoD
as well as the strict BoD.

We use data for non-financial companies with board(s). Due to a smaller number of observations in
the early years of the sample, we restrict the period under analysis to 1995-2020. In this sample, 1,822,687
firms report board members for at least two years. These companies are present in the sample for 7 years

on average. Overall, this gives us 13,381,990 firm-years observations. Since our specifications, in parallel

3The Orbis data was originally released in waves, detailing up to ten years of a firms' history. We use 2000, 2002, 2003,
2004, 2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014, 2016 waves and the 2020 edition of OHD. Orbis data has previously been used to study
gender board diversity (Christiansen et al. 2016). However, this study was based on a single wave of Orbis data and focused
on a small subsample of firms for which complete financial records were available. In contrast, our data exploits full available
registry information, which offers a more comprehensive overview than financial records alone. Kalemli-Ozcan et al. (2015,
2022) provide detailed guidelines on constructing longitudinal firm-level data for European countries using the Orbis database.

*GBDD originally covers 42 European countries. However, in some countries a relatively high fraction of companies which
ought to report board members, have missing information. We restrict the sample of countries to those where at least 50%
of companies mandated to report boards actually do so. The countries included in our sample are: Albania, Austria, Belgium
,Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, ltaly, Latvia, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Malta, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Russian Federation, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey,
UK



to Matsa and Miller (2011) require lagging variables on the right-hand side of the equation by one period,

our final sample reduces to 10,958,286 firm-year observations. Table 2 provides descriptive statistics.

Table 2: Sample descriptives

. # of observations in
# of unique obs. | # of obs. management ‘ BoD strict | BoD broad
Companies  all 1,822,687 | 10,958,286 10,958,286 665,370 | 10,958,286
Visible:  stock-listed 8,295 47,083 47,083 29,960 31,264
Visible:  large employer 7,704 44,700 47,100 25,833 47,100
Visible:  consumer goods producer 58,534 277,117 277,117 21,329 277,117
People 8,257,278 | 36,880,786 15,033,946 | 2,091,772 | 19,828,658
Men 6,323,657 | 27,902,136 12,326,033 | 1,625,791 | 14,010,478
Women 1,815,450 8,605,904 2,583,649 451,303 5,684,319
Women % in total 2231 23.57 17.33 21.73 28.50

Stock-listed companies constitute roughly 0.4% of the sample. Note that our sample coverage of the
public companies is fairly comprehensive. For example, Matsa and Miller (2011) work with 1500 companies.
Private (non-listed) companies constitute the vast majority of our sample. The same applies to the board
members: while public companies on average report a larger number of board members, the vast majority
of our (executive and non-executive) directors come from private companies. Table 1 reports the samples
used in earlier literature in comparison to ours.

Being listed on a stock exchange is by far not the only way for companies to have high corporate
visibility. For example, there are several globally recognized brands that operate as private firms and yet
remain in the spotlight of the public opinion as regards their corporate policies.> Our sample includes
roughly two million unique firms, so we cannot feasibly work with popular company names or another
similar ad hoc heuristic. However, we propose two alternative heuristics for high corporate visibility. First,
we take companies employing a large number of employees as public companies. Such large companies
are typically recognizable to the public opinion and thus are also highly visible. Second, we also consider
companies which operate in industries close to final consumer. We leverage sector-level data from OECD
input-output tables to classify industries with a high share of final consumer goods. The intuition is that
consumers typically recognize major brands, and thus companies associated with those brands have greater
corporate visibility than companies engaged in business-to-business activities (Brammer et al. 2007). We
rely on the input-output tables developed by the OECD and identify sectors in each country where the
share of final consumption is the highest.®

Using information about individuals within each company, we construct two key variables. First, we
define a dummy variable taking on the value of one if a company reports at least one woman on the
management board. Second, we create an analogous dummy variable taking on the value of one if the
board of (non-executive) director comprises at least one woman. We do this separately for the two definitions

of the BoD (strict and broad). These two variables are central to our estimations.

®As a case in point, IKEA is a family company, but as a globally recognized brand it is closely monitored by many
stakeholders.

®We take input output tables from OECD. The most recent edition (I0TS2021), the data ends in 2018, which restricts the
sample. Further, while OECD data is the most comprehensive, in some cases data is missing for some sectors (specifically:
824 sectors out of 34,560 observations for country X sector X year are missing, this is the most frequent in mining and energy
producing sectors).
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3.1 Methods

We follow the standard specification to gauge gender board diversity spillovers. For firm i at time ¢, we
estimate the following equation:

Replication : w;; = ap+ a; + Bwf{’,Dl +&Xi ¢+ € for public firms (1)

2y

Extension : w% =ap+a; + ﬁwf;’f{ + Sdlow-visibility; ; + ylow-visibility; ; x wfto,Dl +EXi 1 + €2)

M

In this notation, w" is a dummy variable taking on the value of one if a company reports at least one

Dis a dummy variable taking on the value of one if a company

woman in top management. Similarly, w?°
reports at least one woman as a non-executive member of the BoD. We use two definitions of BoD: broad
and strict. Finally, low-visibility;; is a dummy variable which takes on the value of one when a firm is
private (non-listed) and zero when it is public (stock-listed). In alternative specifications, low-visibility; ;
is operationalized as a large employer or running business in a consumer goods sector.

The conventional estimate [ in equation (1) reflects the gender board diversity spillover of women
in BoD to higher probability of appointing women in top management. This specification is analogous
to the standard specification employed by Matsa and Miller (2011), who use the data for the US stock-
listed companies. We estimate a model where the dependent variable is the share of women among
top management (executive directors), and the key explanatory variable is the lagged share of women
in supervisory roles (non-executive directors) positions. We use our European data. For the sample of
stock-listed (public) companies. Matsa and Miller (2011) used COMPUSTAT data categories and defined
management positions as the top five executives-implying C-suite roles-while considering the remaining
board members (excluding the top five) as supervisory. In our replication, management positions similarly
include C-suite roles, and supervisory positions are defined as non-executive (broad BoD). Additionally, we
complement this specification with a stricter definition of supervisory positions that focuses nominating,
appointing and other direct supervisory roles (strict BoD).

Our main specification is depicted in equation (2). Our coefficient of interest is the estimate of S+7v+4.
This coefficient signifies the overall spillover from the presence of women in BoD among private (non-listed)
companies. This estimate can be compared to the estimates of 5 from equation 1. If spillovers operate
similarly in public and in private companies, the implications of the estimate of 5 from equation 1 should
be analogous to estimate of 5+~ + ¢ from equation (2). However, we postulate in the theoretical section
that lacking corporate visibility changes the patterns of gender board diversity spillovers. We thus expect
the estimate of 3 + v + d from equation (2) to differ from the estimate of 5 from equation (1).

An important issue in this type of studies is related to individuals migrating between executive and
non-executive positions. If one specific person was to move from strict or broad BoD in one year to
management board position in the next year, then our specification would inadequately identify such shifts
as a positive gender board diversity spillover, when the adequate classification is a career change. We drop
314,205 observations referring to cases when the same board member is reported in BoD in one year and
in top management in the next year.

We include a variety of control variables. In addition to time effects, we have time-invariant sector fixed

effects. We use two-digit NACE codes to obtain sector indicators.” As time-varying sector-level indicator

"NACE codes are harmonized for the entire sample, for details see Kalemli-Ozcan et al. (2022), Drazkowski et al. (2024).
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we include Hirschman-Herhfinahl index of competitive pressure. This indicator is computed using shares in
employment, at two-digit NACE sector.

We estimate equation (2), with low-visibility;; = 0 for stock-listed companies and equal to one for
private companies. However, we also provide two additional operationalizations of corporate visibility: high
level of employment and proximity to the final consumer. We calibrate the threshold size of employment
so that the prevalence of public firms was comparable to stock-listed companies. In this case, we specify
low-visibility; ; = 1 if employment in a given company is on average in our sample below the threshold
number of employees, and zero otherwise. For sectors with high share of final consumer goods, we use
top two sectors. We redefine low-visibility;; = 1 if a company operates in a sector with low share of
final consumption and zero otherwise (Brammer et al. 2007). Overall, we estimate Equation (2) for stock-
listed companies and provide two additional operationalizations for low-visibility; ;. In our sample, out
of roughly 11 million firm-year observations, roughly 47 thousand are stock-listed. When compared to the
largest employers, roughly 14 thousand firm-year observations overlap and roughly 30 thousand do not.
For the classification based on proximity to the final consumer, the sample of public firms is much larger,
as the classification is obtained at a sector level, see Table A.1 and A.2 in the Appendices.

We estimate the equation (2) using a linear probability model. We consider it important to provide a
variety of fixed effects, including company fixed effects in a panel setting. Deploying fixed effects reduces
the panel data bias, whereas our vast samples make us reasonably confident that efficiency is not an
issue. Given these objectives, non-linear estimators (such as probit or logit) are not applicable. We cluster

standard errors at company level.

4 Results

This section is organized in three substantive parts. Given that our data is new and has not been used
previously in empirical research on gender board diversity spillovers, our first steps ought to be replicating
the existing results. We take on the specification of Matsa and Miller (2011) and show that our data
produces results very similar to theirs on the sample of stock-listed (public) companies. We also show that
to some extent the identified results in the literature reflect differences between companies rather than
spillover effects within companies. Next, we move to our main research in this study: the comparison of
gender board diversity spillovers between the high visibility companies and low visibility ones. We provide a
variety of sensitivity analyses and explore the potential mechanisms behind our findings. Finally, we provide

a discussion of limitations of our approach to contextualize our estimates.

4.1 Replicating Matsa and Miller (2011)

We estimate in our sample of stock-listed (public) companies the models presented in columns (1) and
(3)-(5) of the Table 2 Matsa and Miller (2011) study. They regress the shares of women in what they
classify the top5 executive positions on the female share of boards of directors (BoD) from the previous
year. They exclude executives from the BoD. We pursue an analogous strategy. For the top5 executive
positions, we rely on our identification of the management board. Conceptually, the two approaches are
quite similar, but our data is more comprehensive. Our study covers a wide range of corporate setups:

one-tier, two-tier, and mixed. To define the key independent variable in line with Matsa and Miller (2011)
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we take the women's share in BoD. Thus, we regress women's share in management board on lagged
women's share BoD.

Our estimates reported in columns (1) and (2) of Table 3 are in line with the findings of Matsa and
Miller (2011). We draw the same inference both in terms of sign and significance. Even the magnitudes
of the estimated coefficients are fairly similar, despite our sample covering a wider selection of countries
and a longer period of time.

In column (3), we add company fixed effects, which reduces substantially the size of the estimated
coefficients and simultaneously raises the size of the estimated standard errors. In column (4), our
specification includes additional controls such as industry fixed effects, competitiveness of the sector,
and size of the boardroom. This specification is intended to be analogous to our main model of equation
(2), so we also adjust the estimates for country weights. Note that both column (3) and (4) produce
insignificant spillovers in the group of stock-listed companies. Similarly to Matsa and Miller (2011), the
coefficients that adjust for company fixed effects are approximately an order of magnitude smaller than
those that only adjust for industry fixed effects. This phenomenon in the data hints at two important
insights. First, some part of the inference in the existing empirical literature on horizontal gender diversity
spillovers can be reflecting heterogeneity between stock-listed companies rather than common effects for
these companies. We thus interpret the change in significance between columns (2) and (3) as sign that
in some companies of the same industry spillovers may be strong enough to mask their lack in others. The
main advantage of including company fixed effects is that the model shows estimates exploring time-varying
gender diversity and corporate visibility: companies that are always subject to strong public scrutiny can
be systematically different from companies that are not as closely monitored by the stakeholders. These
permanent differences between companies indicate that spillovers may be strong once the corporate visibility

of a company increases.

Table 3: Replication of Matsa and Miller (2011)

Share of women in top management in ¢ (1) (2) 3) 4
Table 2 of Matsa and Miller (2011) Column (1)  Column (3) Column (4) -

Panel A: broad BoD

Share of women in BoD int — 1 0.038*** 0.13%** 0.007 0.012
(0.009) (0.015) (0.011) (0.017)
Number of observations 43,863 43,670 43,863 43,670
Number of companies 9,058 9,045 9,058 9,045
Panel B: strict BoD
Share of women in BoD int —1 0.037*** 0.11%%* 0.01 0.014
(0.01) (0.012) (0.013) (0.018)
Number of observations 26,529 26,387 26,529 26,387
Number of companies 5,880 5,874 5,880 5,874
Fixed effects - Industry Company Industry & Company

Notes: This table presents the estimates of equation (1) where both wft"D and w% are expressed as shares of the board

rather than dummies for presence of women. All specifications include time fixed effects. Specification in column (4) includes
boardroom size and sector controls: time-invariant fixed effects and time-varying degree of competitiveness. This specification
includes also country weights. Standard errors are clustered at company level, standard errors are reported in parentheses. ***
signifies statistical significance at 0.001 level. The estimates come from a linear model. The number of observations signifies
the number of firm-years in our sample. Panel A displays results for a broad definition of BoD and Panel B displays results for
a strict definition of BoD.
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Second, horizontal gender board diversity spillovers in European public companies are small; in fact,
they are not statistically different from zero once we adjust the specifications for company fixed effects. The
fact that common effects are low reflects partly a statistical phenomenon: in specifications with company
fixed effects, the identifying source of variation are companies with time-varying levels of share of women
in BoD and in top management. By contrast, specifications without company fixed effects explore also
heterogeneity between companies which always report women in BoD and top management and those
which never do. In other words, they overstate the strength of actual horizontal gender board diversity
spillovers by confounding spillovers with between-company heterogeneity.

For robustness, we also provide a set of estimates with a strict definition of BoD in Panel B. The strict
definition of BoD implies a reduction in sample sizes. Indeed, the findings of Matsa and Miller (2011)
are comparable between Panel A and Panel B: varying the definition of BoD leaves the main conclusion
unaffected. Note that similar estimates in Panel B, as compared to Panel A, imply that a narrow definition
of the BoD implies smaller sample sizes without much gains in terms of precision or implications. The
broad definition of BoD from Panel A remains our preferred specification for the remainder of this paper,
and we provide systematically a sensitivity analysis for the more restrictive BoD definition as in Panel B.

Note that while our sample is larger than many used in the prior literature, it may be too small to
adequately detect statistical significance of the spillovers in specifications with company fixed effects. The
inclusion of company fixed effects puts high demands on efficiency of the estimators. This is why we move

to the full specification with much larger sample sizes in the next section.

4.2 Comparing public and private companies

Our main interest in this paper lies in studying the role of corporate visibility in gender board diversity
spillovers. We begin by comparing the spillovers between the public (stock-listed) companies and the
private (non-listed) ones. Our empirical approach is similar to Matsa and Miller (2011), but we use binary
indicators that take on the value of one if a given company has (or had) a woman in the BoD (right-hand
side (RHS) variable) or the top management (left-hand side (LHS) variables), and zero otherwise. We
present the results in Table 4. Using dummy variables makes the estimates in Table 4 somewhat different
from the estimates reported in Table 3, because the latter works with the share of women in BoD and
top management. However, this choice has no important interpretative limitations and is dictated by the
fact that a relatively large share of our sample has relatively smaller boardrooms, which makes some shares
(such as 0%, 25%, or 33%) particularly common. To avoid implications of this fact for the measurement
of the LHS and the main RHS variables, we use indicators.

On average, we find negative gender board diversity spillovers from the BoD to top management. This
is portrayed in column (1) in Panels A and B of Table 4, which reports a version of equation (1) for both
private and public companies jointly. The coefficient is negative for a broad and strict definition of BoD
(Panels A and B, respectively). All our estimates adjust for company fixed effects. Thus, they examine the
link between change in BoD diversity and changes in top management diversity. This is a genuine spillover
within companies rather than merely a heterogeneity between companies. The negative spillover suggests
that, on average, women in BoD act as substitutes rather than catalysts for women in top management.

This is in line with existing explanations such as tokenism and symbolic compliance.
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Table 4: Gender board diversity spillovers and corporate visibility

Stock-listed companies Large employment  Final goods
Woman in management board in ¢ (1) (2) 3) (4) (5a) (5b)

Panel A: broad BoD

F test p-value for 3+ +75 =0 - 0.86 0.13 014 | 0.17 0.00
Woman in BoD in ¢t — 1 () -0.063%** 0.077***  0.079%**  0.084%** 0.052%** -0.047%%*
(0.001) (0.008) (0.009)  (0.016) (0.017) (0.004)
Low visibility in ¢ (8) 0.063*** 0.042*%* 0.026** 0.013 0.002
(0.008) (0.01) (0.022) (0.013) (0.003)
x Woman in BoD int — 1 (v) -0.14*** -0.15%** -0.14*** -0.09*** -0.009**
(0.008) (0.009) (0.016) (0.017) (0.004)
% of firms w/ 1+ woman
low visibility 20.3 20.2 20.2 20.2 16.4 20.1
high visibility 28.4 28.4 28.4 28.4 21.3 27.1
# of observations 10,599,676 10,599,676 9,390,697 9,390,697 8,177,708 6,584,753
# of firms 1,705,265 1,705,265 1,600,152 1,600,152 1,334,122 1,195,462

Panel B: strict BoD

F test p-value for 3+ +75 =0 - 0.07 0.97 098 | 0.81 0.33
Woman in BoD int —1 (8) -0.014%** 0.059*** 0.062*** 0.05** 0.053** -0.045
(0.003) (0.011) (0.011)  (0.025) (0.025) (0.038)
Low visibility in ¢ (8) 0.046*** 0.026 0.029 0.017 -0.002
(0.014) (0.018)  (0.056) (0.04) (0.036)
x Woman in BoD in ¢t — 1 (v) -0.08*** -0.087***  _0.077*** -0.08*** 0.018
(0.011) (0.012)  (0.026) (0.026) (0.038)
% of firms w/ 1+ woman
low visibility 24 .4 24.1 24.1 24.1 21.2 22.3
high visibility 34.1 34.3 34.3 34.3 28.7 30.9
# of observations 638,256 638,256 575,530 575,530 517,770 401,039
# of firms 133,134 133,134 125,820 125,820 109,609 94,322
Sector effects - - v v v v
Country weights - - - v v v

Notes: standard errors clustered at company level, all specifications adjust for company fixed effects and time fixed effects as
well as the size of the boardroom (taken in logarithm). The standard errors are reported in the parentheses. *** ** and *
denote significance at 0.001, 0.01 and 0.05 levels, respectively. We drop 314,205 observations referring to cases when the same
board member is reported in BoD in one year and in top management in the next year. Panel A includes a broad definition of
BoD and Panel B includes a strict definition of BoD. Thus, the sample is smaller in Panel B than in Panel A. Sector effects
include fixed effects and time-varying Herfindahl-Hirschman index (obtained with employment as a proxy for company size).

Note that as we move to the next columns of Table 4, the interpretation of the estimated coefficient B
shifts from the sample average to the average among high-visibility companies. This change occurs because
the model specification now includes the base level and an interaction term for the type of company.
Consequently, in columns (2)-(4) of Table 4, we no longer examine the estimate of [ in isolation but
instead focus on to the estimated 46 +7, as discussed earlier.8 In column (2) we estimate our full model
from equation (2). In column (3) we saturate the model with sector effects, including time-invariant sector

fixed effects and time-varying degree of competitiveness in a given sector.® Next, in column (4) we adjust

8The estimated coefficient 3 is consistently large and positive, signifying positive spillovers among high-visibility companies.
The estimated coefficient & provides the additional average effect of low-visibility companies. This estimate is also statistically
significant, showing that, e.g., public and private companies differ on average. This coefficient does not have an interesting
interpretation: it informs about the impact average prevalence of women in top management among low-visibility companies
which have no single woman on BoD as compared to high-visibility companies with no single woman on BoD. The estimated
4 presents the crucial joint effect of women in BoD of low-visibility companies.

9Using the data on employment provided in the Orbis, we obtain sector-level measures of market concentration. We use
HerfindahlHirschman index, but our results are robust to including alternative measures.
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for the fact that some countries receive better coverage in Orbis data.!® Finally, columns (5a) and (5b)
replicate this last specification for alternative definitions of low-visibility; +: high level of employment and
final goods production, respectively.

Our estimated coefficients ought to be interpreted as follows. Consistent with the literature, positive
spillovers are observed among stock-listed companies, as indicated by the estimates B An additional
woman on supervisory board (BoD) increases the probability of appointing at least one woman to the
top management by 5-8 percentage points. In the sample with the strict BoD definition (Panel B) this
coefficient is slightly lower, at 5-6 percentage points. However, among private (non-listed) companies,
which operate outside public scrutiny, the dynamics appear markedly different. Specifically, the presence of
women in BoD is associated with a lower probability of appointing women in top management compared
to public companies. To determine the overall effect, we perform a linear restrictions test of B+ 3+'Ay = 0.
This test almost universally finds no grounds to reject the null hypothesis: the overall effect is not different
from zero for conventional levels of statistical significance.

We draw a similar inference for the first of the alternative definitions of high corporate visibility:
no spillovers among private companies and positive spillovers in companies with a public profile. These
estimates are within companies, meaning that the differences in the inferences for public and private
companies have a meaningful interpretation. Positive gender board diversity spillovers are confirmed for
companies classified as large, while we find no evidence of gender board diversity spillovers among the vast
majority of smaller companies. The results reported in column (5b) show a negative coefficient for public
companies and a rejection of the null hypothesis for B—s— S5+ ~ = 0 in Panel A. These results are in line
with column (1), suggesting that the criterion applied in (5b) is too broad to detect companies with high
corporate visibility (see also Table A.2 in the Appendix). For the employment criterion (which is similar in

prevalence to publicly listed companies) we get almost identical results to column (4).

Limitations Despite offering a cross-country perspective on how corporate visibility affects gender di-
versity spillovers, this research faces several constraints. First, while we employ a large dataset covering
companies from 29 European countries, uneven reporting obligations-especially among private companies-
can create coverage gaps. Although this research uses registry information, we cannot be sure that the
sample is representative. We partially address disproportionalities in coverage by developing and applying
country weights, but in this way we address merely proportionality. No weights can make up for the
phenomena that could be potentially missing in the Orbis data.

Second, we rely on textual heuristics to differentiate supervisory from executive roles. Our heuristics
have passed peer review, are disseminated online, and are subject to public scrutiny. However, heterogeneity
in jurisdictions and governance structures may have misled our harmonization of the data in some specific
aspects. Although we test that coding decisions have no statistically discernible impact on gender board
diversity measures, we cannot exclude unintentional bias in the harmonization effort.

Third, our conceptualization of corporate visibility is premised on one of the three criteria: being listed on

a stock exchange, being a dominant employer in a country and industry or producing final goods or services

g pecifically, a few relatively small countries have a substantial number of firms reporting their board composition due to
local legislation, whereas for some larger countries reporting obligations are less strict for companies. To better reflect the size
of the economy (rather than the size of the sample), we incorporate country-specific weights, which reflect the population of
a country. Our weights assign more importance to observations that come from larger economies and less to observations that
come from smaller economies
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rather than providing for other businesses. Consumer orientation could depend on other factors, such as
brand prominence or media coverage, which shape organizations susceptibility to external scrutiny. With
the large sample size in this research, we cannot feasibly hand code for company names or brands that, e.g.,
appear in the media. However, more work is needed to determine the most appropriate operationalization
of corporate visibility.

A similar methodological constraint concerns the specification. It is conventional in this literature to
operationalize gender board diversity spillovers as Granger-type causality: in terms of timing the woman is
first appointed to the supervisory board and subsequently another woman is endowed with top executive
position. While unobserved heterogeneity that is time-invariant is addressed by our econometric design, the
time-varying unobserved heterogeneity constitutes a valid concern for causal interpretation in this strand

of the literature.

5 Discussion and conclusion

This study investigates whether and how gender diversity on supervisory boards spills over to increase
womens representation in top management, highlighting the role of corporate visibility. Drawing on data
from 29 European countries between 1990 and 2020, we compare publicly listed and private companies,
with additional indicators such as firm size and consumer orientation to ensure robustness. Our findings
show that in firms with higher corporate visibility — where scrutiny is assumed heightened — the presence
of women on supervisory boards is associated with greater women'’s representation in top management
positions. However, this positive effect disappears for private firms, suggesting that corporate visibility
moderates whether board-level diversity translates into executive-level outcomes.

Building on these findings, we theorize how corporate visibility interacts with organizational and
institutional dynamics to shape gender diversity outcomes. First, by examining visibility as a moderating
force, we demonstrate how increased public scrutiny can amplify the spillover effects of womens board
appointments. In line with institutional theory, external pressures rooted in heightened expectations
of corporate legitimacy play a pivotal role. Although our results confirm this proposition, they also
offer nuance: under considerable public exposure, board-level diversity is more likely to promote broader
managerial inclusion for women. In contrast, organizations operating under minimal scrutiny tend to
regard board representation as largely symbolic, without extending gender-inclusive policies to upper-level
leadership.

Second, the findings inform debates on whether the growing presence of women in higher corporate
echelons undermines or reinforces the glass ceiling for other women. Earlier research has alternately posited
that women leaders facilitate opportunities for additional women or remain token figures disinclined to
champion broader inclusivity. We show that external visibility adds accountability, prompting boards subject
to greater transparency requirements to foster more extensive progress for women managers.

Finally, our analysis highlights the interplay between formal regulatory mandates and reputation-
driven adaptations. In highly visible environments, companies are more likely to integrate women into
top management —beyond mere compliance— to maintain stakeholder legitimacy and public trust. By
contrast, private firms that face lower public scrutiny often find that meeting minimal regulatory standards

is sufficient, curbing more far-reaching leadership diversity. Emphasizing the tension between exogenous
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requirements and endogenous legitimacy demands opens an honest conversation on the prerequisites for
effective removal of biases preventing women's representation.

Overall, this study reveals that the spillover effect of board gender diversity on women’s advance-
ment in top management depends heavily on corporate visibility and the accompanying public scrutiny.
Although listed companies see notable gains, private firms remain comparatively insulated, underscoring
how stakeholders, regulations, and cultural norms collectively shape the diffusion of diversity. Our findings
also illustrate the limitations of board-focused reforms in low visibility settings. Pursuing equality across
all organizational levels requires integrating formal mandates, disclosure obligations, inclusive recruitment
and promotion strategies, and sustained stakeholder pressure. By clarifying the conditions under which
eliminating barriers to inclusive appointments generates organizational transformation, this study identifies
pathways to overcome enduring barriers to unbiased promotion of talents into leadership positions.

Note that appointing women in low-visibility companies can reflect both substantive and symbolic
reasons. However, even in the case of substantive reasons — such as recognition of individual talent of
a given manager — the company may be unwilling to follow through with policies that remove biases.
Members of the supervisory board — men or women — are rarely appointed with the objective to effectively
de-bias the appointment system for the top executive positions. We show that rising visibility can help
align policies with declarations within corporations. It can also help attract suitable talents of both genders.
In other words, companies can consider raising their visibility as both a signaling and commitment device
in the effort to create an unbiased working environment. Although it is clearly impossible to make all
companies high visibility, selected private companies may successfully opt into higher visibility. Our results
lend support to such a business strategy.

In terms of broader policy implications, we consider our results a cautionary tale for the effectiveness of
gender board quotas. On the one hand, typically legal mandates address high-visibility companies. Thus, if
they are effectively monitored by stakeholders, these companies are likely to exhibit gender board diversity
spillovers from supervisory boards to top management positions. On the other hand, most companies are
characterized by low corporate visibility, and our findings suggest that they will not become more encouraged
to reduce gender bias. This implies that high-visibility companies may encounter problems in identifying
experienced managers: increased demand for female talent can remain unmatched with increased supply

due to insufficient rise of gender diversity in smaller companies.

5.1 Future Research

As avenues for future research, researchers can adopt qualitative approaches to study in greater detail the
mechanisms through which board-level diversity fosters broader leadership inclusion. In-depth interviews,
focus groups, and case studies could reveal how organizational actors interpret and enact these mechanisms
in practice, highlighting the nuanced factors that shape women's advancement to senior roles. Future anal-
yses can also investigate the impact of voluntary initiatives, such as corporate pledges or internal diversity
charters, to understand whether these bottom-up strategies can reinforceor at times surpassmandated
quotas in driving sustained change.

Relatedly, studies might pay closer attention to the role of corporate visibility. More granular mea-
suressuch as the frequency and tone of media coverage, social media sentiment, or inclusion in diversity

and responsibility indicescould help pinpoint the specific triggers that link heightened scrutiny to substan-
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tive progress. Comparative research, especially in contexts with markedly different ownership structures,
regulatory environments, and quota regimes, would likewise illuminate the interplay between institutional
frameworks and voluntary efforts to nurture women's leadership pipelines. Employing multi-method de-
signscombining causal identification strategies with longitudinal or experimental datacould further refine
theoretical propositions and shed light on how reputational and legitimacy pressures evolve over time. By
pursuing these directions, researchers can advance a deeper theoretical and empirical grasp of howand

wheninclusive boards catalyze equitable leadership structures.
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A Alternative operationalizations of public eye

Table A.1: Subsamples identified as public: big employers vs stock-listed

Big employment ‘

Total
Stock-listed Yes No Unable to classify ‘
Yes 15,492 27,834 3,757 47,083
No 31,408 9,146,325 1,733,470 | 10,911,203
Total 46,900 9,174,159 1,737,227 \ 10,958,286

Table A.2: Subsamples identified as public: consumer goods producers vs stocklisted

Final goods producers

Total
Stock-listed Yes No  Unable to classify ‘
Yes 2,243 30,897 13,943 47,083
No 274,876 6,666,515 3,969,812 | 10,911,203
Total 277,119 6,697,412 3,983,755 ‘ 10,958,286
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B Data and methods literature review on spillovers

Table B.1: Gender board diversity spillover literature

Study ‘ Type of spillover ‘ Sample (Public/Private) ‘ Spillovers
Harrigan (1981) Vertical USA (Public) Positive
Elkinawy and Stater (2011) | Vertical USA (Public) Positive
Kunze and Miller (2017) Vertical Norway (Private) Positive
Bossler et al. (2020) Vertical Germany (Both) Positive
Kim and Kim (2023) Vertical Korea (Private) Positive
Farrell and Hersch (2005) Horizontal USA (Public) Negative
Smith and Parrotta (2018) Horizontal Denmark (Both) Negative
Ahern and Dittmar (2012) Horizontal Norway (Public) No effect
Smith et al. (2013) Horizontal Denmark (Both) No effect
Bertrand et al. (2019) Horizontal Norway (Both) No effect
Bozhinov et al. (2021) Horizontal Germany (Public) No effect!
Maida and Weber (2022) Horizontal Italy (Both) No effect
Fleischer (2022) Horizontal Germany (Public) No effect
Garcia-Blandon et al. (2023) | Horizontal Nordic (Public) No effect
Schoonjans et al. (2024) Horizontal 17 European (Public) No effect
Bilimoria (2006) Horizontal USA (Public) Positive
Matsa and Miller (2011) Horizontal USA (Public) Positive
Matsa and Miller (2013) Horizontal Nordic (Both) Positive
Wang and Kelan (2013) Horizontal Nordic (Public) Positive
Cook and Glass (2015) Horizontal World (Public) Positive
Terjesen et al. (2016) Horizontal World (Public) Positive
Gould et al. (2018) Horizontal Australia (Public) Positive
Guldiken et al. (2019) Horizontal USA (Public) Positive
Knippen et al. (2019) Horizontal USA (Public) Positive
Kirsch and Wrohlich (2020) | Horizontal Germany (Public) Positive

Notes: vertical spillovers - across the hierarchy ladder from top positions to lower positions (e.g., from the board to middle
management), horizontal spillovers - from top supervisory positions to top managerial position (e.g, from supervisory board to
management board). Bozhinov et al. (2021) study shows positive spillovers from shareholder representatives and nominating
committees and no effects for employee representatives and other committees.
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