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Section 0. Variables
Table S1. Variable definitions
	[bookmark: RANGE!A1][bookmark: _Hlk198384632]Variable
	Definition
	Source

	Financial Performance variables

	ROA
	Earnings before interests, taxes, depreciation and amortization to total assets.
	Eikon

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	OP_PROF
	Ratio of operating net income to the difference between operating assets and operating liabilities. It measures the profitability obtained from the core business, in isolation from financial items.
	Eikon
	

	OP_REV
	Total operating revenues to operating assets
	Eikon
	

	OP_EXP
	Operating expenses to operating assets
	Eikon
	

	FI_PROF
	Difference between non-operating interest income and non-operating interest expense relative to financial assets. It measures returns from financial activities in isolation from operating performance.
	Eikon
	

	FI_REV
	Non-operating interest income relative to financial assets.
	Eikon
	

	FI_EXP
	Non-operating interest expense relative to total debt.
	Eikon
	

	Gender variables  
	

	WOM_BOARD
	Percentage of women board members
	Eikon
	

	
	
	
	

	MNG_WOMEN
	Dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the firm has a percentage of gender diversity in management positions above the sample median, and 0 otherwise.
	Eikon
	

	
	
	
	

	EMP_WOMEN
	Dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the firm has a percentage of gender diversity among employees above the sample median, and 0 otherwise.
	Eikon
	

	Patriarchy variables
	

	University_boy
	Proportion of individuals who agree with the statement that higher education is more important for boys than girls.
	WVS
	

	Men_job_right
	Proportion of individuals who agree with the statement that, when jobs are scarce, men should have greater access to employment than women.
	WVS
	

	Men_executives
	Proportion of individuals who agree with the statement that men are more effective as business leaders than women.
	WVS
	

	Men_politicians
	Proportion of individuals who agree with the statement that men are more competent for political leadership than women.
	WVS
	

	Control variables
	

	DEBT
	The sum of short- and long-term debt relative to total equity.
	Eikon
	

	VARSALES
	Sales growth ratio.
	Eikon
	

	RDA
	Research and development expenses relative to total assets.
	Eikon
	

	SIZE
	Logarithm of total assets.
	Eikon
	

	AGE
	Number of years since the firm appeared in the Eikon database.
	Eikon
	

	BSIZE
	Number of directors on a firm´s board.
	Eikon
	

	BIND
	Percentage of independent directors on the board.
	Eikon
	

	CEO
	Dummy variable equal to 1 if the CEO is the board chairperson, and 0 otherwise.
	Eikon
	

	QUOTA
	Dummy variable equal to 1 if the following year the country mandatorily applies the gender quotas in firms’ boardrooms, and 0 otherwise.
	Gender Statistics of the European Institute for Gender Equality
	

	GGDP
	Annual Gross Domestic Product growth of each country.
	Eurostat
	


Section 1. Descriptive results
Panels A and B of Table S2 show the sample distribution indicating the mean values of patriarchal attitudes and gender diversity by country. Panel A shows that as one moves up the power pyramid, patriarchal attitudes increase. On average, the percentage of people who agree that university is more important for a boy than for a girl is 5.12% (bottom rung), rising to 13.31% of people who agree that men are better political leaders than women (top rung). By country, we find maximum values in Czech Republic, Hungary, and Cyprus, which show more patriarchal attitudes, and minimum mean values in Sweden, Denmark and Norway. Panel B shows significant variation in women’s representation in listed firms across countries, highlighting Slovenia, Sweden, and Finland as the countries with higher proportions of women on boards. At the other extreme of the sample, Czech Republic and Austria are the countries with lower proportions of women on boards[footnoteRef:1]. [1:  The distribution of firm-year observations is uneven across countries. The United Kingdom (48.28%) and France (15.47%) account for the largest shares of the sample, while the remaining countries each represent relatively smaller proportions. All estimations include country fixed effects.] 

Table S2. Sample distribution
Panel A. Patriarchal attitudes by country
	Country
	University_boy
	Men_job_right
	Men_executives
	Men_politician

	Austria
	0.0860
	0.1370
	0.1350
	0.1910

	Cyprus
	0.1313
	0.3755
	0.2739
	0.2803

	Czech_Republic
	0.1500
	0.2150
	0.3020
	0.3710

	Denmark
	0.0220
	0.0220
	0.1160
	0.0860

	Finland
	0.0318
	0.0488
	0.1258
	0.1264

	France
	0.0594
	0.1251
	0.1014
	0.1300

	Germany
	0.0856
	0.1068
	0.1471
	0.1291

	Greece
	0.0800
	0.3770
	0.2400
	0.2600

	Hungary
	0.1188
	0.2176
	0.2762
	0.3185

	Italy
	0.1188
	0.2495
	0.1577
	0.1924

	Netherlands
	0.0449
	0.0754
	0.1097
	0.1264

	Norway
	0.0341
	0.0528
	0.1497
	0.1125

	Poland
	0.1080
	0.2453
	0.2187
	0.2942

	Portugal
	0.0650
	0.1780
	0.1030
	0.1560

	Slovenia
	0.0590
	0.1160
	0.1700
	0.1850

	Spain
	0.0840
	0.1223
	0.1114
	0.1302

	Sweden
	0.0186
	0.0244
	0.0647
	0.0778

	United_Kingdom
	0.0447
	0.0787
	0.1024
	0.1234

	Total
	0.0512
	0.0966
	0.1140
	0.1331










Panel B. Women on boards by country
	Country
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Min.
	Max.
	Frequency
	Percent

	Austria
	0.1013
	0.1498
	0.0000
	0.5000
	178
	2.45

	Cyprus
	0.1859
	0.0780
	0.0000
	0.3333
	32
	0.44

	Czech_Republic
	0.0610
	0.0626
	0.0000
	0.2222
	14
	0.19

	Denmark
	0.1470
	0.1323
	0.0000
	0.5556
	293
	4.03

	Finland
	0.2186
	0.1151
	0.0000
	0.5833
	412
	5.66

	France
	0.2061
	0.1761
	0.0000
	0.6000
	1,125
	15.47

	Germany
	0.1171
	0.1518
	0.0000
	0.6000
	98
	1.35

	Greece
	0.1654
	0.1494
	0.0000
	0.6000
	123
	1.69

	Hungary
	0.1503
	0.1539
	0.0000
	0.6000
	46
	0.63

	Italy
	0.1543
	0.1923
	0.0000
	0.6000
	71
	0.98

	Netherlands
	0.1387
	0.1508
	0.0000
	0.5714
	321
	4.41

	Norway
	0.1902
	0.1270
	0.0000
	0.5714
	200
	2.75

	Poland
	0.1685
	0.1485
	0.0000
	0.6000
	183
	2.52

	Portugal
	0.1637
	0.1279
	0.0000
	0.3750
	67
	0.92

	Slovenia
	0.2793
	0.0677
	0.2000
	0.3333
	7
	0.1

	Spain
	0.1499
	0.1110
	0.0000
	0.4545
	289
	3.97

	Sweden
	0.2190
	0.1234
	0.0000
	0.6000
	303
	4.17

	United_Kingdom
	0.1657
	0.1530
	0.0000
	0.6000
	3,512
	48.28

	Total
	0.1729
	0.1526
	0.0000
	0.6000
	7,274
	100



Table S2 presents the main statistics for the variables used in this study. For the dependent variables, OP_PROF and FI_PROF have average values of 0.25 and -0.16, respectively. The standard deviation of operating revenues (1.24) is considerably higher than that of operating expenses (0.32), with the maximum value of operating revenues (42.13) being five times higher than that of operating expenses (6.83). This pattern is consistent with the more formalized policies and practices applied to some operating expenses, such as personnel costs (Huffman et al., 2010) due to regulations. Financial expenses and, specially, financial revenues are remarkable less variable than operating profitability components, which is consistent with the more formalized, professionalized, and regulated nature of financial procedures.
Regarding gender diversity on boards, 17.29% of board members are women (WOM_BOARD), which is in line with previous studies (García and Herrero, 2021; Atif et al., 2019). For patriarchal attitudes, the average level increases from 5.12% to 13.31% across the different statements, reflecting stronger agreement with more power-related items. This pattern suggests that perceived barriers tend to intensify as the statements refer to higher positions of influence within society. In terms of board characteristics, approximately 57% of directors are independent (BIND), the average board size ranges between nine and ten members (BSIZE), and around 24% of the executive directors are chairpersons (CEO).






Table S3. Descriptive statistics
	Variables
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Median
	Min
	Max

	OP_PROF
	0.2505
	1.2264
	0.1333
	-13.0400
	19.9439

	OP_REV
	1.0762
	1.2406
	0.8696
	0.0000
	42.1288

	OP_EXP
	0.3234
	0.3258
	0.2484
	-1.2169
	6.8309

	FI_PROF
	-0.1669
	0.4724
	-0.0559
	-6.3145
	0.1139

	FI_REV
	0.0182
	0.0484
	0.0065
	0.0000
	0.5366

	FI_EXP
	0.0731
	0.2401
	0.0399
	0.0000
	2.6468

	WOM_BOARD
	0.1729
	0.1526
	0.1538
	0.0000
	0.6000

	University_boy
	0.0512
	0.0246
	0.0410
	0.0110
	0.1870

	Men_job_right
	0.0966
	0.0660
	0.0650
	0.0200
	0.4010

	Men_executives
	0.1140
	0.0417
	0.0940
	0.0460
	0.3220

	Men_politicians
	0.1331
	0.0490
	0.1140
	0.0520
	0.3850

	DEBT
	0.9288
	1.6020
	0.5300
	-3.7598
	10.2767

	VARSALES
	0.0025
	0.0147
	0.0022
	-0.1383
	0.1892

	RDA
	0.0101
	0.0289
	0.0000
	0.0000
	0.2614

	SIZE
	21.8007
	1.6265
	21.7652
	16.0495
	25.7238

	AGE
	37.6041
	31.0494
	27.0000
	1.0000
	187.0000

	BSIZE
	9.5964
	3.2930
	9.0000
	3.0000
	22.0000

	BIND
	0.5732
	0.2159
	0.5714
	0.0000
	1.0000

	CEO
	0.2307
	0.4213
	0.0000
	0.0000
	1.0000

	QUOTA
	0.2406
	0.4275
	0.0000
	0.0000
	1.0000

	GGDP
	0.0141
	0.0382
	0.0192
	-0.1120
	0.0990


Variable definitions in Table S1.
Table S3 presents the correlations between the dependent and explanatory variables. Gender diversity is positively related to operating profitability and negatively related to financial profitability, although only the relationship with operating profitability is significant. We highlight the negative and significant correlation between the four patriarchal attitude variables and BGD, which are consistent with a strong effect of patriarchal culture by country on firm decisions (Hoobler et al., 2018; Diehl et al., 2020). 
We also highlight the high positive and significant correlation (0.58) between company size and board size, in line with evidence that larger firms tend to have larger boards (Boone et al., 2007). The positive and significant correlation between firm size and board gender diversity is also consistent with the view that larger firms may face stronger legitimacy‑related expectations (Hillman et al., 2007).
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Table S4. Correlation matrix

	
	OP_PROF
	FI_PROF
	WOM_BOARD
	University_boy
	Men_job_right
	Men_executives
	Men_politicians
	DEBT
	VARSALES
	RDA
	SIZE
	AGE
	BSIZE
	BIND
	CEO
	QUOTA
	GGDP

	OP_PROF
	1.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FI_PROF
	0.0489*
	1.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WOM_BOARD
	0.0555*
	-0.0037
	1.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	University_boy
	-0.0396*
	0.0148
	-0.1504*
	1.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Men_job_right
	-0.0351
	0.0006
	-0.1114*
	0.7761*
	1.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Men_executives
	-0.0354*
	-0.0088
	-0.1103*
	0.7161*
	0.7495*
	1.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Men_politicians
	-0.0377*
	-0.0088
	-0.1245*
	0.8001*
	0.8573*
	0.9037*
	1.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	DEBT
	-0.0682*
	-0.1190*
	-0.0314
	0.0882*
	0.0653*
	0.0021
	0.0163
	1.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	VARSALES
	0.0396*
	-0.0078
	-0.0233
	-0.0221
	-0.0457*
	-0.0403*
	-0.0332
	-0.0438*
	1.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	RDA
	-0.0071
	0.0816*
	0.0267
	-0.0941*
	-0.1032*
	-0.0363*
	-0.0910*
	-0.1013*
	0.0425*
	1.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SIZE
	-0.0607*
	0.0125
	0.0447*
	0.1502*
	0.0957*
	0.0181
	0.0466*
	0.1575*
	-0.0510*
	-0.0457*
	1.0000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AGE
	0.0503*
	0.0503*
	0.0387*
	-0.1159*
	-0.1126*
	-0.1299*
	-0.1256*
	-0.0289
	-0.0655*
	0.0147
	0.0822*
	1.0000
	
	
	
	
	

	BSIZE
	-0.0557*
	0.0558*
	0.0040
	0.2701*
	0.2431*
	0.0725*
	0.1318*
	0.0864*
	-0.0512*
	-0.0202
	0.5603*
	0.0498*
	1.0000
	
	
	
	

	BIND
	0.0524*
	0.0197
	0.0701*
	-0.2576*
	-0.3122*
	-0.1995*
	-0.2409*
	-0.0560*
	-0.0267
	0.0560*
	0.1552*
	0.0665*
	-0.2001*
	1.0000
	
	
	

	CEO
	-0.0121
	0.0610*
	-0.0438*
	0.1893*
	0.2064*
	0.0215
	0.0627*
	0.0371*
	-0.0079
	0.0373*
	0.1538*
	-0.0314
	0.3032*
	-0.1884*
	1.0000
	
	

	QUOTA
	-0.0378*
	0.0786*
	0.0235
	0.1915*
	0.0581*
	-0.0708*
	-0.1255*
	0.0691*
	-0.0223
	-0.0001
	0.2264*
	-0.0308
	0.2605*
	-0.0524*
	0.3193*
	1.0000
	

	GGDP
	0.0320
	0.0028
	0.0440*
	-0.1028*
	-0.1741*
	-0.1327*
	-0.0986*
	-0.0531*
	0.1217*
	0.0017
	-0.0062
	-0.0020
	-0.0647*
	0.0067
	-0.0705*
	-0.0316
	1.0000


* denotes significance at the 1% level





Section 2. Multivariate results
Panel A of Table S5 presents the positive and significant association between BGD and operating revenues, together with the opposite moderating pattern of patriarchal attitudes. The positive coefficient on BGD is consistent with H2, whereas the negative coefficient on the interaction term aligns with H3. These patterns are compatible with theoretical arguments suggesting that more gender‑diverse boards may contribute to broader market insights and product‑related perspectives (Ali et al., 2014; Campbell and Minguez‑Vera, 2008; Carter et al., 2010). At the same time, prior research indicates that such contributions may be less likely to materialise in contexts where women’s input is less valued or more easily discounted (Ellemers, 2018; Heilman, 2012). These mechanisms are not directly observed in our data but provide a coherent theoretical interpretation of the moderating role of patriarchal attitudes. Panel B shows that the positive marginal effect of BGD on operating revenues is significantly lower at the 75th percentile than at the 25th percentile of each moderator. These results provide additional support for the moderating influence of gender-related social norms on the relationship between board gender diversity and firm performance.
Table S5. Operating revenues, BGD, and patriarchal attitudes
	Panel A: Regression analysis
	
	
	
	

	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	OP_REVt-1
	0.7044***
	0.7050***
	0.7044***
	0.7250***

	
	[0.0002]
	[0.0001]
	[0.0002]
	[0.0004]

	WOM_BOARD
	0.9351***
	1.1851***
	1.7929***
	1.4104***

	
	[0.0142]
	[0.0132]
	[0.0208]
	[0.0576]

	University_boy
	0.9912***
	
	
	

	
	[0.0721]
	
	
	

	WOM_BOARD*University_boy
	-6.4143***
	
	
	

	
	[0.1581]
	
	
	

	Men_job_right
	
	0.9945***
	
	

	
	
	[0.0366]
	
	

	WOM_BOARD*Men_job_right
	
	-5.9825***
	
	

	
	
	[0.0790]
	
	

	Men_executives
	
	
	1.9662***
	

	
	
	
	[0.0513]
	

	WOM_BOARD*Men_executives
	
	
	-10.7181***
	

	
	
	
	[0.1462]
	

	Men_politicians
	
	
	
	2.1839***

	
	
	
	
	[0.1571]

	WOM_BOARD*Men_politicians
	
	
	
	-6.8074***

	
	
	
	
	[0.3579]

	Constant
	1.6339***
	1.5970***
	1.5203***
	0.7489***

	
	[0.0225]
	[0.0296]
	[0.0244]
	[0.0824]

	Observations
	7,274
	7,274
	7,274
	7,274

	Number of firms
	916
	916
	916
	916

	Country Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Time Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Industry Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Freedom degrees
	718
	718
	718
	551

	Hansen Test
	701
	689.3
	706
	588.9

	Sig. Hansen
	0.668
	0.773
	0.618
	0.128

	AR2
	-1.326
	-1.328
	-1.325
	-1.481

	Sig. AR2
	0.185
	0.184
	0.185
	0.139

	Panel B: Marginal effects
	
	
	
	

	Marginal effect at P25
	0.6011***
	0.6560***
	0.7012***
	0.6344***

	Marginal effect at P75
	0.4434***
	0.4276***
	0.4313***
	0.4302***

	Difference (P75 − P25)
	-0.1577***
	-0.2284***
	-0.2699***
	-0.2042***


Variable definitions in Table S1 of the Online Supplementary Material. Standard errors are shown in brackets. ***, **, and * denote significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.
In Panel A of Table S6, the results show a negative and significant effect of BGD on operating expenses, supporting H2. Again, patriarchal attitudes exert an offsetting effect on the base relationship, even turning the presence of women on the board of directors into a positive effect on firms' operating expenses. Therefore, H3 is confirmed. Our results are consistent with the contribution of gender diversity to a more efficient use of operating resources, attributable to better and less costly access to these resources due to human capital traits and the relational capital contributed by diverse boards (Ali et al., 2014; Hsu et al., 2019; Post and Byron, 2015; Reguera-Alvarado et al., 2017; Terjesen et al., 2016). Our results are also consistent with the offsetting effect of a patriarchal culture acting through the attitudes and behaviors of the directors’ counterparts in operating negotiations (Mazei et al., 2021). Remarkably, the lower incidence of patriarchal attitudes in the base relationship between BGD and operating expenses compared to that relative to operating revenues suggests the relevant role played by regulation and formalized policies and practices (i.e., in the personnel area) to limit the potential inference of gender biases (Mazei et al., 2015). Panel B shows that the marginal effect of BGD on operating expenses increases significantly between the 25th and 75th percentiles of each moderator. In Columns 1–3, the effect changes from negative to positive at higher levels of the moderator, whereas in Column 4 it remains negative but becomes substantially weaker. The statistically significant differences across percentiles are consistent with the moderating role played by gender-related social norms in shaping the association between board gender diversity and operating expenses.

Table S6. Operating expenses, BGD, and patriarchal attitudes
	Panel A: Regression analysis
	
	
	
	

	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	OP_EXPt-1
	0.6044***
	0.6082***
	0.6089***
	0.5825***

	
	[0.0018]
	[0.0019]
	[0.0019]
	[0.0014]

	WOM_BOARD
	-0.1472***
	-0.2349***
	-0.3048***
	-0.1405***

	
	[0.0128]
	[0.0106]
	[0.0154]
	[0.0121]

	University_boy
	-0.5011***
	
	
	

	
	[0.0535]
	
	
	

	WOM_BOARD*University_boy
	3.2009***
	
	
	

	
	[0.2367]
	
	
	

	Men_job_right
	
	-0.3273***
	
	

	
	
	[0.0288]
	
	

	WOM_BOARD*Men_job_right
	
	2.5351***
	
	

	
	
	[0.1024]
	
	

	Men_executives
	
	
	-0.4015***
	

	
	
	
	[0.0338]
	

	WOM_BOARD*Men_executives
	
	
	2.9692***
	

	
	
	
	[0.1313]
	

	Men_politicians
	
	
	
	-0.0525**

	
	
	
	
	[0.0251]

	WOM_BOARD*Men_politicians
	
	
	
	0.6441***

	
	
	
	
	[0.0791]

	Constant
	0.6232***
	0.5826***
	0.6143***
	0.6238***

	
	[0.0174]
	[0.0155]
	[0.0183]
	[0.0128]

	Observations
	7,274
	7,274
	7,274
	7,274

	Number of firms
	916
	916
	916
	916

	Country Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Time Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Industry Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Freedom degrees
	551
	551
	551
	590

	Hansen Test
	559.5
	588
	570.6
	622.1

	Sig. Hansen
	0.392
	0.134
	0.273
	0.174

	AR2
	-0.741
	-0.749
	-0.754
	-0.783

	Sig. AR2
	0.459
	0.454
	0.451
	0.434

	Panel B: Marginal effects
	
	
	
	

	Marginal effect at P25
	-0.0159***
	-0.0685***
	-0.0383***
	-0.0671***

	Marginal effect at P75
	0.0385***
	0.0582***
	0.0425***
	-0.0477***

	Difference (P75 − P25)
	0.0544***
	0.1266***
	0.0808***
	0.0193***


Variable definitions in Table S1 of the Online Supplementary Material. Standard errors are shown in brackets. ***, **, and * denote significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.
Panel A of Table S7 reports a negative and statistically significant coefficient for BGD on financial revenues, consistent with prior research that has interpreted gender-diverse boards as being associated with more conservative financial policies and a preference for lower-risk, lower-yield financial opportunities (Adhikari, 2018; Faccio et al., 2016; Huang and Kisgen, 2013). Column (1) presents the baseline association between BGD and financial revenues, while Columns (2)-(5) examine the moderating role of patriarchal attitudes. The interaction terms indicate that higher levels of patriarchal attitudes are associated with weaker, and in some cases even opposite, associations between BGD and financial revenues. As expected, the greater formalization, benchmarking, and professionalization of financial procedures are associated with substantially smaller interaction terms than those observed for operating revenues in Table S5, which is consistent with H5 and with the arguments in Bowles et al. (2022).
Panel B shows that the marginal effect of BGD on financial revenues increases significantly between the 25th and 75th percentiles of each moderator. While the marginal effect is negative at lower levels of the moderators, it becomes positive at higher levels, and the differences between the marginal effects estimated at the lower and upper quartiles are statistically significant across all specifications. These findings are consistent with the moderating role of gender-related social norms in shaping the relationship between board gender diversity and firm performance.
Table S7. Financial revenues, BGD, and patriarchal attitudes
	Panel A: Regression analysis
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	FI_REVt-1
	0.5117***
	0.5124***
	0.6347***
	0.6290***
	0.6300***

	
	[0.0003]
	[0.0013]
	[0.0037]
	[0.0039]
	[0.0038]

	WOM_BOARD
	-0.0042***
	-0.0215***
	-0.0258***
	-0.0625***
	-0.0556***

	
	[0.0003]
	[0.0030]
	[0.0048]
	[0.0083]
	[0.0086]

	University_boy
	
	-0.0311***
	
	
	

	
	
	[0.0087]
	
	
	

	WOM_BOARD*University_boy
	
	0.3802***
	
	
	

	
	
	[0.0646]
	
	
	

	Men_job_right
	
	
	-0.1254***
	
	

	
	
	
	[0.0181]
	
	

	WOM_BOARD*Men_job_right
	
	
	0.2741***
	
	

	
	
	
	[0.0480]
	
	

	Men_executives
	
	
	
	-0.0881***
	

	
	
	
	
	[0.0157]
	

	WOM_BOARD*Men_executives
	
	
	
	0.5759***
	

	
	
	
	
	[0.0778]
	

	Men_politicians
	
	
	
	
	-0.0868***

	
	
	
	
	
	[0.0155]

	WOM_BOARD*Men_politicians
	
	
	
	
	0.4276***

	
	
	
	
	
	[0.0667]

	Constant
	0.0261***
	0.0234***
	0.0142*
	0.0067
	0.0088

	 
	[0.0013]
	[0.0036]
	[0.0075]
	[0.0059]
	[0.0058]

	Observations
	5,349
	5,349
	5,349
	5,349
	5,349

	Number of firms
	702
	702
	702
	702
	702

	Country Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Time Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Industry Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Freedom degrees
	525
	406
	253
	266
	266

	Hansen Test
	552.2
	424.3
	232.3
	258.5
	261.2

	Sig. Hansen
	0.199
	0.256
	0.820
	0.617
	0.572

	AR2
	1.032
	1.038
	1.127
	1.126
	1.118

	Sig. AR2
	0.302
	0.299
	0.260
	0.260
	0.264

	Panel B: Marginal effects
	
	
	
	
	

	Marginal effect at P25
	
	-0.0059***
	-0.0080***
	-0.0089***
	-0.0068***

	Marginal effect at P75
	
	0.0032**
	0.0071***
	0.0187***
	0.0112***

	Difference (P75 − P25)
	
	0.0091**
	0.0151***
	0.0276***
	0.0179***


Variable definitions in Table S1 of the Online Supplementary Material. Standard errors are shown in brackets. ***, **, and * denote significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.
Panel A of Table S8 shows a positive and significant coefficient for BGD on financial expenses. Column (1) reports the baseline association, indicating that firms with greater gender diversity on the board tend to exhibit higher financial expenses. Although part of the theoretical literature suggests that gender‑diverse boards may reduce financial expenses through lower risk and enhanced credibility, our findings are consistent with the alternative mechanisms discussed in Section 2.4. Specifically, prior research suggests that gender‑diverse boards may adopt more conservative financial policies, strengthen monitoring and reporting practices, and invest more in stakeholder‑oriented initiatives (Gerwanski, 2020), all of which could be associated with higher financial costs associated with financial transactions. Columns (2) to (5) examine the moderating role of patriarchal attitudes. Across all specifications, higher levels of patriarchal attitudes are associated with a weaker positive association between BGD and financial expenses. In more patriarchal contexts, the mechanisms through which gender‑diverse boards may be linked to higher financial expenses are less likely to materialize, and financial stakeholders may be less responsive to such board characteristics. 
Panel B shows that the positive marginal effect of BGD on financial expenses decreases significantly between the 25th and 75th percentiles of each moderator. Although the marginal effect remains positive across all specifications, its magnitude is consistently lower at higher levels of the moderators. The statistically significant differences between the marginal effects estimated at the lower and upper quartiles are consistent with the moderating influence of gender-related social norms on the relationship between board gender diversity and firm performance.


Table S8. Financial expenses, BGD, and patriarchal attitudes
	Panel A: Regression analysis
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	FI_EXPt-1
	0.3037***
	0.2914***
	0.2908***
	0.2915***
	0.2898***

	
	[0.0002]
	[0.0001]
	[0.0001]
	[0.0001]
	[0.0001]

	WOM_BOARD
	0.0325***
	0.1296***
	0.0518***
	0.1266***
	0.0461***

	
	[0.0009]
	[0.0022]
	[0.0020]
	[0.0021]
	[0.0016]

	University_boy
	
	0.2047***
	
	
	

	
	
	[0.0062]
	
	
	

	WOM_BOARD*University_boy
	
	-1.8032***
	
	
	

	
	
	[0.0386]
	
	
	

	Men_job_right
	
	
	0.1740***
	
	

	
	
	
	[0.0047]
	
	

	WOM_BOARD*Men_job_right
	
	
	-0.0799***
	
	

	
	
	
	[0.0165]
	
	

	Men_executives
	
	
	
	0.1636***
	

	
	
	
	
	[0.0044]
	

	WOM_BOARD*Men_executives
	
	
	
	-0.6487***
	

	
	
	
	
	[0.0141]
	

	Men_politicians
	
	
	
	
	0.4725***

	
	
	
	
	
	[0.0061]

	WOM_BOARD*Men_politicians
	
	
	
	
	-0.0108*

	
	
	
	
	
	[0.0125]

	Constant
	0.3070***
	0.3044***
	0.2736***
	0.2904***
	0.2441***

	 
	[0.0032]
	[0.0031]
	[0.0031]
	[0.0033]
	[0.0034]

	Observations
	5,038
	5,038
	5,038
	5,038
	5,038

	Number of firms
	667
	667
	667
	667
	667

	Country Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Time Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Industry Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Freedom degrees
	723
	624
	611
	624
	611

	Hansen Test
	571.9
	595
	575.1
	587.1
	602

	Sig. Hansen
	1.000
	0.792
	0.848
	0.852
	0.594

	AR2
	0.929
	0.869
	0.875
	0.872
	0.861

	Sig. AR2
	0.353
	0.385
	0.381
	0.383
	0.389

	Panel B: Marginal effects
	
	
	
	
	

	Marginal effect at P25
	
	0.0557***
	0.0454***
	0.0444***
	0.0527***

	Marginal effect at P75
	
	0.0106***
	0.0448***
	0.0405***
	0.0216***

	Difference (P75 − P25)
	
	-0.0451***
	-0.0006**
	-0.0039***
	-0.0311***


Variable definitions in Table S1 of the Online Supplementary Material. Standard errors are shown in brackets. ***, **, and * denote significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.









Section 3. Robustness analysis
Section 3.1. Critical mass
Prior research consistently shows that the influence of women directors tends to become more substantive once a threshold of approximately three women is reached, as this number is associated with a shift from token representation to a more meaningful presence in board deliberations (Brahma et al., 2021; Joecks et al., 2013; Torchia et al., 2011). Critical mass theory, together with social role theories (Mazei et al., 2021) and upper-echelons perspective, suggests that the extent to which women directors can shape board dynamics depends not only on their numerical representation but also on whether the organisational and societal context is sufficiently supportive of women in leadership roles (Hoobler et al., 2018). To test the robustness of the results presented in the previous sections, we therefore replace BGD with a gender critical mass indicator.
Tables S9, S10, and S11 report the results of replicating the previous regressions (Tables 3, S5, and S6) using gender critical mass and its interaction with patriarchal attitudes. Our findings show that firms with three or more women on the board exhibit a positive and significant association with operating profitability (Table S5). Supporting the results displayed in previous tables, the different proxies for patriarchal attitudes act as strong moderators of the relationship between critical mass and operating profitability, being associated with weaker, and in some cases opposite, coefficients. However, at average levels, the contribution of women’s board participation to operating profitability is considerably stronger when at least three women are present (Column 1), and the moderating influence of patriarchal attitudes is substantially lower (Columns 2-5).
Table S9. Operating profitability, critical mass, and patriarchal attitudes
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	OP_PROFt-1
	0.5337***
	0.5434***
	0.3803***
	0.3724***
	0.3720***

	
	[0.0023]
	[0.0001]
	[0.0000]
	[0.0000]
	[0.0000]

	Critical_mass
	0.1381***
	0.2291***
	0.0130***
	0.0817***
	0.0267***

	
	[0.0076]
	[0.0013]
	[0.0006]
	[0.0008]
	[0.0009]

	University_boy
	
	-0.1722***
	
	
	

	
	
	[0.0190]
	
	
	

	Critical_mass*University_boy
	
	-2.9087***
	
	
	

	
	
	[0.0281]
	
	
	

	Men_job_right
	
	
	-0.3701***
	
	

	
	
	
	[0.0026]
	
	

	Critical_mass*Men_job_right
	
	
	-0.7313***
	
	

	
	
	
	[0.0055]
	
	

	Men_executives
	
	
	
	-0.0302***
	

	
	
	
	
	[0.0030]
	

	Critical_mass*Men_executives
	
	
	
	-1.3311***
	

	
	
	
	
	[0.0072]
	

	Men_politicians
	
	
	
	
	-0.0793***

	
	
	
	
	
	[0.0019]

	Critical_mass*Men_political
	
	
	
	
	-0.6804***

	
	
	
	
	
	[0.0067]

	Constant
	0.7649***
	-0.5724***
	-1.1259***
	-1.1771***
	-1.1772***

	 
	[0.0859]
	[0.0099]
	[0.0091]
	[0.0070]
	[0.0077]

	Observations
	7,274
	7,274
	7,274
	7,274
	7,274

	Number of firms
	916
	916
	916
	916
	916

	Country Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Time Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Industry Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Freedom degrees
	424
	719
	760
	888
	888

	Hansen Test
	415.2
	709.3
	741.8
	766
	776.3

	Sig. Hansen
	0.610
	0.594
	0.675
	0.999
	0.997

	AR2
	-0.894
	-0.876
	-1.143
	-1.169
	-1.171

	Sig. AR2
	0.371
	0.381
	0.253
	0.242
	0.242


Variable definitions in Table S1 of the Online Supplementary Material. Standard errors are shown in brackets. ***, **, and * denote significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.
This increase in operating profitability is driven by higher operating revenues (Table S10) and lower operating expenses (Table S11). The results, both the direct effects and those moderated by patriarchal attitudes, are consistent with the findings of the main regressions, in which BGD was used as the explanatory variable.
Our evidence that the moderating role of patriarchal attitudes appears weaker once a critical mass is reached is consistent with theoretical expectations and with prior literature. Although patriarchal attitudes remain associated with a dampening of the positive relationship between women’s representation and operating outcomes, their moderating influence becomes noticeably less pronounced when women achieve a meaningful presence on the board. This pattern aligns with research suggesting that reaching a critical mass may facilitate the erosion of gender‑biased attributions within firms, enhance women’s influence in board dynamics, and mitigates male ingroup favoritism, even if patriarchal attitudes in the broader society persist (Castro et al., 2023).
For completeness, we also estimated the influence of critical mass on financial profitability, financial revenues, and financial expenses, as well as the moderation patterns involving patriarchal attitudes across all models. The results are consistent with those obtained using gender diversity on boards (untabulated for brevity).
Table S10. Operating revenues, critical mass, and patriarchal attitudes
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	OP_REVt-1
	0.6903***
	0.6902***
	0.6909***
	0.6904***
	0.7782***

	
	[0.0001]
	[0.0001]
	[0.0001]
	[0.0001]
	[0.0046]

	Critical_mass
	0.0630***
	0.2292***
	0.2838***
	0.5318***
	0.6485***

	
	[0.0007]
	[0.0035]
	[0.0020]
	[0.0034]
	[0.1300]

	University_boy
	
	0.7229***
	
	
	

	
	
	[0.0567]
	
	
	

	Critical_mass*University_boy
	
	-3.3711***
	
	
	

	
	
	[0.0711]
	
	
	

	Men_job_right
	
	
	0.0718***
	
	

	
	
	
	[0.0263]
	
	

	Critical_mass*Men_job_right
	
	
	-2.3407***
	
	

	
	
	
	[0.0214]
	
	

	Men_executives
	
	
	
	0.9264***
	

	
	
	
	
	[0.0386]
	

	Critical_mass*Men_executives
	
	
	
	-4.3429***
	

	
	
	
	
	[0.0316]
	

	Men_politicians
	
	
	
	
	1.1802***

	
	
	
	
	
	[0.4214]

	Critical_mass*Men_political
	
	
	
	
	-5.2144***

	
	
	
	
	
	[0.9246]

	Constant
	1.5577***
	1.5377***
	1.6407***
	1.5515***
	0.3865

	 
	[0.0144]
	[0.0156]
	[0.0150]
	[0.0157]
	[0.3102]

	Observations
	7,274
	7,274
	7,274
	7,274
	7,274

	Number of firms
	916
	916
	916
	916
	916

	Country Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Time Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Industry Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Freedom degrees
	759
	758
	758
	758
	285

	Hansen Test
	733.9
	722.9
	807.9
	725.5
	230.6

	Sig. Hansen
	0.737
	0.815
	0.102
	0.796
	0.992

	AR2
	-1.114
	-1.112
	-1.113
	-1.111
	-1.309

	Sig. AR2
	0.265
	0.266
	0.266
	0.266
	0.191


Variable definitions in Table S1 of the Online Supplementary Material. Standard errors are shown in brackets. ***, **, and * denote significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.

Table S11. Operating expenses, critical mass, and patriarchal attitudes
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	OP_EXPt-1
	0.4508***
	0.6240***
	0.6281***
	0.6283***
	0.6256***

	
	[0.0004]
	[0.0011]
	[0.0011]
	[0.0010]
	[0.0011]

	Critical_mass
	-0.0023***
	-0.0188***
	-0.0453***
	-0.0735***
	-0.0327***

	
	[0.0004]
	[0.0030]
	[0.0019]
	[0.0039]
	[0.0035]

	University_boy
	
	0.0332*
	
	
	

	
	
	[0.0237]
	
	
	

	Critical_mass*University_boy
	
	0.4102***
	
	
	

	
	
	[0.0616]
	
	
	

	Men_job_right
	
	
	0.0513***
	
	

	
	
	
	[0.0082]
	
	

	Critical_mass*Men_job_right
	
	
	0.5219***
	
	

	
	
	
	[0.0225]
	
	

	Men_executives
	
	
	
	0.0640***
	

	
	
	
	
	[0.0099]
	

	Critical_mass*Men_executives
	
	
	
	0.7587***
	

	
	
	
	
	[0.0391]
	

	Men_politicians
	
	
	
	
	0.0701***

	
	
	
	
	
	[0.0082]

	Critical_mass*Men_political
	
	
	
	
	0.2941***

	
	
	
	
	
	[0.0282]

	Constant
	0.9188***
	0.4856***
	0.4756***
	0.4783***
	0.4947***

	 
	[0.0102]
	[0.0168]
	[0.0162]
	[0.0163]
	[0.0163]

	Observations
	7,274
	7,274
	7,274
	7,274
	7,274

	Number of firms
	916
	916
	916
	916
	916

	Country Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Time Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Industry Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Freedom degrees
	623
	567
	567
	567
	567

	Hansen Test
	654.1
	609.9
	607.4
	603.7
	611

	Sig. Hansen
	0.188
	0.104
	0.117
	0.138
	0.101

	AR2
	-0.841
	-0.697
	-0.677
	-0.686
	-0.693

	Sig. AR2
	0.400
	0.486
	0.498
	0.493
	0.488


Variable definitions in Table S1 of the Online Supplementary Material. Standard errors are shown in brackets. ***, **, and * denote significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.



Section 3.2. Women managers and women employees
In this section we examine whether the associations between BGD and financial performance differ when gender diversity extends to management and employees. To do so, we use gender diversity in management positions as a dummy variable, with a value of 1 for firms with a higher percentage of diversity than the median of the sample and 0 for other firms. Similarly, we compute and use a dummy variable for gender diversity in employees. To explore whether the patterns observed for BGD vary depending on the distribution of gender diversity across organizational levels, we form two subsamples: firms in which both variables equal 1, and all remaining firms.
Table S12 reports the associations between gender diversity and financial profitability, operating profitability, revenues, and expenses for both subsamples (financial revenues and expenses are untabulated for brevity). Columns (1), (3), (5), and (7) correspond to firms with above‑median gender diversity in both management and employee positions. In this group, the positive and statistically significant associations between BGD and operating profitability and operating revenues remain, as do the negative and significant associations with financial profitability and operating expenses. By contrast, in columns (2), (4), (6), and (8), the beneficial and significant associations observed in the full sample weaken or reverse among firms with lower gender diversity below the board.
These patterns are consistent with theoretical perspectives suggesting that the mechanisms often discussed in the literature—such as more stakeholder‑oriented approaches, relational negotiation styles, or more cautious and transparent decision‑making—may be more likely to manifest when gender diversity is present across multiple organizational layers. In firms with higher gender diversity among managers and employees, these theoretically proposed mechanisms could be more widely distributed across those involved in day‑to‑day interactions with customers, suppliers, creditors, and internal teams. This interpretation offers a plausible explanation for why the associations between BGD and operating outcomes (higher revenues and lower expenses) and financial outcomes (lower financial profitability, consistent with lower financial revenues and higher financial expenses, although untabulated) remain in this subsample.
By contrast, in firms with lower gender diversity below the board, the individuals responsible for operational and financial interactions may not share the negotiation approaches, stakeholder orientations, or monitoring styles that the literature associates with more gender‑diverse boards. This potential misalignment may help explain why the associations observed in the full sample attenuate or reverse in the low‑diversity subsample.
Overall, these findings reinforce our theoretical argument that the influence of BGD on firm performance depends critically on the extent to which gender‑related mechanisms are embedded across organizational levels. When gender diversity permeates the hierarchy, the channels proposed in Hypotheses 1 and 2 may be more likely to operate; when diversity is limited to the board, these channels may be weaker or less consistently reflected in observable outcomes. This robustness analysis therefore supports the theoretical framing underlying Hypotheses 1 and 2.


Table S12. Pure financial profitability, pure operating profitability, operating revenues, operating expenses, BGD, women managers, and women employees
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	 
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	FI_PROFt-1
	0.5391***
	0.5661***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	[0.0003]
	[0.0006]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	OP_PROFt-1
	
	
	0.3363***
	0.5484***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	[0.0001]
	[0.0002]
	
	
	
	

	OP_REVt-1
	
	
	
	
	0.6969***
	0.7139***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	[0.0002]
	[0.0012]
	
	

	OP_EXPt-1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.5496***
	0.7610***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	[0.0017]
	[0.0015]

	WOM_BOARD
	-0.1149***
	0.0445***
	0.4537***
	-0.0814***
	0.9902***
	-0.0337***
	-0.0291***
	0.0769***

	
	[0.0033]
	[0.0064]
	[0.0068]
	[0.0034]
	[0.0124]
	[0.0055]
	[0.0062]
	[0.0037]

	Constant
	-0.3115***
	0.0902***
	-0.7222***
	-0.4433***
	1.9407***
	0.8425***
	0.6137***
	0.4459***

	
	[0.0099]
	[0.0174]
	[0.0220]
	[0.0080]
	[0.0380]
	[0.0140]
	[0.0190]
	[0.0079]

	Observations
	2,564
	2,785
	3,946
	3,328
	3,946
	3,328
	3,946
	3,328

	Number of firms
	492
	471
	773
	544
	773
	544
	773
	544

	Country Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Time Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Industry Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Freedom degrees
	401
	337
	757
	469
	591
	452
	424
	424

	Hansen Test
	394.8
	360.2
	604.9
	482.4
	572
	472.9
	445.5
	439.7

	Sig. Hansen
	0.578
	0.184
	1.000
	0.324
	0.705
	0.240
	0.277
	0.290

	AR2
	0.589
	1.349
	-1.167
	1.201
	-1.343
	-0.213
	-0.456
	0.329

	Sig. AR2
	0.556
	0.177
	0.243
	0.230
	0.179
	0.831
	0.648
	0.742


Variable definitions in Table S1 of the Online Supplementary Material. Standard errors are shown in brackets. ***, **, and * denote significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.
Table S13 adds the moderating effect of patriarchal attitudes, taking into account both subsamples. With higher diversity in managers and employees, the results are very similar to those found in the main analysis (columns (1), (3), (5), (7)). In all cases, patriarchal attitudes show moderation patterns that weaken the positive association between gender diversity and operating profitability, and in some instances the association becomes negative, which is consistent with H3. However, in columns (2), (4), (6), and (8) when the presence of women among managers and employees is minimal, we observe a direct negative association of patriarchal attitudes and BGD, reversing the effect of diversity when both variables interact.

Table S13. Pure operating profitability, board gender diversity, patriarchal attitudes, women managers, and women employees
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	OP_PROFt-1
	0.6215***
	0.5482***
	0.3184***
	0.5959***
	0.3273***
	0.5488***
	0.3274***
	0.5498***

	
	[0.0012]
	[0.0003]
	[0.0022]
	[0.0063]
	[0.0002]
	[0.0002]
	[0.0002]
	[0.0023]

	WOM_BOARD
	0.8946***
	-0.1657***
	1.3350***
	-0.1324*
	1.5035***
	-0.7540***
	0.9768***
	-0.6790***

	
	[0.0616]
	[0.0086]
	[0.0922]
	[0.0677]
	[0.0186]
	[0.0087]
	[0.0205]
	[0.0628]

	University_boy
	0.3837
	-0.1396***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	[0.3174]
	[0.0359]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WOM_BOARD*University_boy
	-7.4805***
	1.6640***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	[1.1325]
	[0.1429]
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Men_job_right
	
	
	-2.0063***
	-0.5840***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	[0.3187]
	[0.1290]
	
	
	
	

	WOM_BOARD*Men_job_right
	
	
	-7.7567***
	6.8088***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	[0.7507]
	[0.4870]
	
	
	
	

	Men_executives
	
	
	
	
	-0.9321***
	-0.6481***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	[0.0701]
	[0.0290]
	
	

	WOM_BOARD*Men_executives
	
	
	
	
	-8.8142***
	6.1809***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	[0.1364]
	[0.0557]
	
	

	Men_politicians
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-1.2953***
	-0.8633***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	[0.0642]
	[0.1400]

	WOM_BOARD*Men_politicians
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-3.6851***
	4.9624***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	[0.1186]
	[0.4739]

	Constant
	0.1380
	-0.4171***
	-0.7941***
	1.3024***
	-0.6159***
	-0.3414***
	-0.5428***
	-1.0571***

	
	[0.0890]
	[0.0093]
	[0.1808]
	[0.0945]
	[0.0330]
	[0.0096]
	[0.0339]
	[0.0668]

	Observations
	3,946
	3,328
	3,946
	3,328
	3,946
	3,328
	3,946
	3,328

	Number of firms
	773
	544
	773
	544
	773
	544
	773
	544

	Country Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Time Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Industry Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Freedom degrees
	393
	468
	316
	285
	618
	468
	618
	317

	Hansen Test
	424.2
	474.1
	346
	278.3
	572.7
	478.9
	577
	337.3

	Sig. Hansen
	0.134
	0.413
	0.118
	0.600
	0.904
	0.354
	0.880
	0.207

	AR2
	-1.098
	1.199
	-1.153
	1.108
	-1.181
	1.199
	-1.175
	1.169

	Sig. AR2
	0.272
	0.231
	0.249
	0.268
	0.238
	0.231
	0.240
	0.242


Variable definitions in Table S1 of the Online Supplementary Material. Standard errors are shown in brackets. ***, **, and * denote significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.
As in Table S13, we perform the same analysis for operating revenues, operating expenses, financial profitability, financial revenues, and financial expenses (untabulated results). The findings are consistent with our main results. Firms with greater gender diversity across organizational levels continue to exhibit positive associations between BGD and operating revenues and negative associations with operating expenses. Both relationships are moderated by patriarchal attitudes, confirming H3. Moreover, consistent with the lower degree of formalization typically characterizing revenue‑related negotiations, the results show that BGD is more strongly related to operating revenues than to operating expenses, and that patriarchal attitudes are associated with a more pronounced offsetting influence on revenues.
 Regarding pure financial profitability, the negative association with BGD (H4) and the offsetting positive pattern of the interaction between BGD and patriarchal attitudes remain strongly significant when gender diversity extends to managers and employees. The disaggregated results again reveal opposite patterns: BGD is associated with lower financial revenues and higher financial expenses. Notably, the offsetting pattern of patriarchal attitudes is stronger for operating activities than for financial ones (H5), and within financial activities it is more pronounced for financial expenses than for financial revenues. 
These patterns are consistent with theoretical perspectives emphasizing the role of negotiation in shaping both operating revenues and operating expenses. Negotiation processes are generally more salient, relational, and discretionary in operating transactions than in financial ones. Operating revenues, in particular, depend heavily on interactions with customers and suppliers, where ambiguity and relational dynamics are high, potentially making these transactions more sensitive to gendered expectations. Operating expenses also involve negotiation, though typically within more structured frameworks (e.g., personnel-related costs), which reduces the influence of patriarchal norms. By contrast, financial transactions are generally more formalized, benchmarked, and regulated, limiting the scope for subjective judgments, although negotiation remains relevant for securing lower financial costs. These differences align with prior research documenting gender-related differences in negotiation behaviors within patriarchal cultural contexts (Amanatullah and Tinsley, 2013; Stuhlmacher and Linnabery, 2013). 
When gender diversity permeates the hierarchy, the negotiation‑related channels discussed in the literature (e.g., Mozahem et al., 2021) may be more consistently reflected across organizational layers. This robustness analysis therefore provides additional support for the theoretical framing underlying Hypotheses 3 and 5.

Section 3.3. Endogeneity and Sample Selection Bias: Heckman Two-Step Estimation
To address potential endogeneity concerns arising from sample selection, we implement a Heckman two-step selection model. In the first stage, we estimate the selection equation using industry-level gender diversity (computed using FF49 and excluding the focal firm) as an instrument, following Fleitas-Castillo et al. (2025). In the second stage, we include the inverse Mills ratio to correct for potential selection bias in the outcome equation.
Table S14 reports the results of this estimation. Overall, the findings remain robust to the correction for potential endogeneity. In particular, the coefficient of BGD (WOM_BOARD) remains positive and statistically significant for ROA (column 1), operating profitability (OP_PROF, column 2), and operating revenues (OP_REV, column 4), confirming the baseline results. However, the coefficients for financial profitability (FI_PROF, column 3), operating expenses (OP_EXP, column 5), and financial expenses (FI_EXP, column 7) are not statistically significant. These findings suggest that the association between BGD and firm performance is primarily driven by operating activities, which appear to carry greater weight in overall firm performance. In this regard, the positive association with operating revenues emerges as the main underlying pattern, reinforcing the role of gender-diverse boards in shaping firms’ core business operations. The negative and significant relationship between BGD and financial revenues is consistent with theoretical perspectives linking gender-diverse boards to more conservative financial policies that limit exposure to high‑risk, high‑return opportunities. In contrast, the nonsignificant coefficient for financial expenses aligns with the opposing mechanisms outlined in our theoretical framework. BGD may be associated with lower borrowing costs through lower perceived risk and greater reporting credibility, yet these potential benefits may be offset by institutional constraints and mixed stakeholder responses, resulting in an overall inconclusive association.
Table S14. ROA, financial and operating profitability, operating and financial revenues and expenses, and BGD. Heckman procedure
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)

	 
	ROA
	OP_PROF
	FI_PROF
	OP_REV
	OP_EXP
	FI_REV
	FI_EXP

	WOM_BOARD
	0.0424***
	0.8792***
	0.0798
	0.9491***
	0.047
	-0.0156*
	-0.0144

	
	[0.015]
	[0.253]
	[0.090]
	[0.231]
	[0.062]
	[0.008]
	[0.040]

	DEBT
	-0.0053***
	-0.0730***
	-0.0351***
	-0.0293*
	0.0045
	-0.0005
	-0.0112***

	
	[0.001]
	[0.017]
	[0.006]
	[0.015]
	[0.004]
	[0.001]
	[0.003]

	VARSALES
	1.2870***
	8.5183***
	-0.5353
	17.2761***
	0.0303
	-0.1284*
	0.0857

	
	[0.144]
	[2.314]
	[0.821]
	[2.114]
	[0.567]
	[0.073]
	[0.373]

	RDA
	0.4797***
	-0.0913
	0.6783*
	-0.1859
	0.8873***
	-0.0213
	0.0612

	
	[0.059]
	[1.017]
	[0.361]
	[0.929]
	[0.249]
	[0.032]
	[0.175]

	SIZE
	-0.0113***
	-0.0268
	0.0031
	-0.1204***
	-0.0546***
	-0.0014*
	-0.0231***

	
	[0.001]
	[0.023]
	[0.008]
	[0.021]
	[0.006]
	[0.001]
	[0.004]

	AGE
	-0.0002***
	0.0027***
	0.0007**
	0.0057***
	-0.0004*
	-0.0000
	-0.0001

	
	[0.000]
	[0.001]
	[0.000]
	[0.001]
	[0.000]
	[0.000]
	[0.000]

	BSIZE
	0.0001
	-0.008
	0.0069*
	-0.0051
	0.0017
	-0.0001
	0.0026

	
	[0.001]
	[0.012]
	[0.004]
	[0.011]
	[0.003]
	[0.000]
	[0.002]

	BIND
	0.0272***
	0.4006***
	0.0322
	0.5935***
	0.0548
	0.0045
	-0.0413*

	
	[0.009]
	[0.148]
	[0.052]
	[0.135]
	[0.036]
	[0.005]
	[0.023]

	CEO
	0.0070*
	0.0928
	-0.021
	0.0121
	-0.0407**
	-0.0028
	0.0064

	
	[0.004]
	[0.070]
	[0.025]
	[0.064]
	[0.017]
	[0.002]
	[0.011]

	QUOTA
	0.0029
	-0.0269
	-0.0082
	-0.0892
	0.0007
	0.0084**
	0.0099

	
	[0.007]
	[0.117]
	[0.042]
	[0.107]
	[0.029]
	[0.004]
	[0.018]

	GGDP
	0.1351
	0.0272
	0.3655
	-1.6926
	0.1856
	-0.0980
	0.5314

	
	[0.133]
	[2.312]
	[0.822]
	[2.114]
	[0.566]
	[0.073]
	[0.362]

	Constant
	0.4475***
	1.7878*
	-0.231
	2.9665***
	1.6047***
	0.0480
	0.5280***

	
	[0.059]
	[1.031]
	[0.371]
	[0.951]
	[0.253]
	[0.033]
	[0.162]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	4,754
	4,765
	4,765
	4,765
	4,765
	4,765
	4,665

	Industry dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Time dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Country dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES


Variable definitions in Table S1 of the Online Supplementary Material. Standard errors are shown in brackets. ***, **, and * denote significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.

Section 3.4. Complementary analyses of intermediate channel variables
To further explore the nature of the observed reduction in financial performance, we examine whether firms with greater BGD exhibit characteristics consistent with a more conservative financial strategy. The results reported in Table S15 indicate that BGD is negatively associated with both leverage (consistent with prior evidence such as Abou-El-Sood, 2021, and Datta et al., 2021) and stock return volatility (in line with Hurley and Choudhary, 2020). These findings suggest that BGD is associated with a lower-risk corporate profile characterized by reduced dependence on debt financing and greater stability in market performance. Consequently, the lower financial returns observed in the main analysis appear to reflect patterns consistent with a strategy of risk mitigation and capital preservation rather than managerial inefficiency or value destruction. In this sense, what might initially be interpreted as a reduction in performance can instead be understood as evidence consistent with theoretical arguments suggesting that women directors tend to promote more prudent financial policies.




Table S15. Leverage and volatility, and BGD 
	 
	(1)
	(2)

	 
	 
	 

	LEVt-1
	0.7411***
	

	
	[0.0010]
	

	VOLt-1
	
	-0.0365**

	
	
	[0.0155]

	WOM_BOARD
	-0.0085***
	-0.4870***

	
	[0.0011]
	[0.1164]

	ROA
	-0.2321***
	-0.0847

	
	[0.0023]
	[0.1888]

	VARSALES
	0.0709***
	-6.6620***

	
	[0.0037]
	[1.0886]

	RDA
	-0.0071
	0.8979**

	
	[0.0067]
	[0.3968]

	SIZE
	0.0080***
	0.0474***

	
	[0.0002]
	[0.0150]

	AGE
	0.0001***
	0.0004

	
	[0.0000]
	[0.0006]

	BSIZE
	-0.0016***
	-0.0549***

	
	[0.0001]
	[0.0088]

	BIND
	0.0129***
	-0.0079

	
	[0.0008]
	[0.0901]

	CEO
	0.0151***
	-0.1072**

	
	[0.0004]
	[0.0486]

	QUOTA
	0.0075***
	0.0430*

	
	[0.0005]
	[0.0225]

	GGDP
	-0.1213***
	-0.3095

	
	[0.0081]
	[0.4387]

	Constant
	0.0179***
	-0.3517

	 
	[0.0049]
	[0.2513]

	Observations
	7,247
	6,906

	Number of firms
	907
	897

	Country Dummies
	YES
	YES

	Time Dummies
	YES
	YES

	Industry Dummies
	YES
	YES

	Freedom degrees
	720
	246

	Hansen Test
	663.7
	268.1

	Sig. Hansen
	0.934
	0.159

	m2
	-1.331
	-0.474

	Sig. m2
	0.183
	0.635


Standard errors are shown in brackets. ***, **, and * denote significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.
Section 3.5. Complementary analyses of the heterogeneity of the results
In this section, we examine whether the relationship between BGD and operational and financial profitability holds under different firm- and context-specific conditions. We focus on two dimensions of heterogeneity: (i) the institutional context; (ii) the sector. By analyzing the results across these dimensions, we assess the robustness of our findings and verify whether the relationships observed regarding gender diversity on boards of directors hold true across firms with different characteristics and operating environments.
With regard to the institutional context, we used the presence or absence of a gender quota in the country. In Table S16, columns 1 and 3 present the results for firms in countries without gender quotas, while the remaining columns present the results for firms in countries with gender quotas. The results indicate that the relationships between BGD and operating and financial profitability are consistent across both groups, suggesting that the institutional context is not the determining factor behind the main findings.
Table S16. Heterogeneity analysis by institutional context: operating profitability, financial profitability and BGD
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	
	
	
	
	

	OP_PROFt-1
	0.4470***
	0.2341***
	
	

	
	[0.0004]
	[0.0006]
	
	

	FI_PROFt-1
	
	
	0.4900***
	0.5188***

	
	
	
	[0.0026]
	[0.0045]

	WOM_BOARD
	0.0447***
	0.3635***
	-0.1108***
	-0.0586***

	
	[0.0093]
	[0.0172]
	[0.0147]
	[0.0110]

	DEBT
	-0.0182***
	-0.0331***
	-0.0113***
	-0.0041***

	
	[0.0005]
	[0.0006]
	[0.0007]
	[0.0004]

	VARSALES
	8.1645***
	2.2175***
	-0.0934*
	-0.5362***

	
	[0.0718]
	[0.0602]
	[0.0547]
	[0.0553]

	RDA
	1.0714***
	-6.1590***
	0.3285***
	0.3889***

	
	[0.0562]
	[0.1111]
	[0.0934]
	[0.0564]

	SIZE
	0.0112***
	-0.0506***
	0.0034
	-0.0017**

	
	[0.0026]
	[0.0019]
	[0.0027]
	[0.0008]

	AGE
	0.0035***
	-0.0004***
	0.0008***
	0.0010***

	
	[0.0001]
	[0.0001]
	[0.0001]
	[0.0001]

	BSIZE
	-0.0110***
	0.0002
	-0.0028***
	-0.0010***

	
	[0.0008]
	[0.0008]
	[0.0010]
	[0.0004]

	BIND
	0.1948***
	0.3461***
	-0.0001
	-0.0348***

	
	[0.0108]
	[0.0097]
	[0.0105]
	[0.0059]

	CEO
	0.1132***
	0.2225***
	-0.0280***
	0.0481***

	
	[0.0052]
	[0.0065]
	[0.0067]
	[0.0020]

	GGDP
	2.0203***
	1.2077***
	0.2033**
	0.6659***

	
	[0.0807]
	[0.1014]
	[0.0903]
	[0.0449]

	Constant
	-0.4857***
	0.9341***
	-0.1369**
	-0.0573***

	
	[0.0546]
	[0.0407]
	[0.0533]
	[0.0157]

	Observations
	5,524
	1,750
	4,162
	1,187

	Number of firms
	750
	282
	567
	251

	Country Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Time Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Industry Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Freedom degrees
	474
	298
	266
	196

	Hansen Test
	496.5
	237.3
	256.9
	148.3

	Sig. Hansen
	0.229
	0.996
	0.645
	0.995

	AR2
	-1.013
	-0.606
	1.246
	-1.052

	Sig. AR2
	0.311
	0.545
	0.213
	0.293



To analyze heterogeneity by sector, we distinguish between manufacturing and service firms. Manufacturing firms are defined as those belonging to sectors 1 through 32 of the FF49 classification, while service firms belong to sectors 33 through 49. In Table S17, columns 1 and 3 present the results for manufacturing firms, while the remaining columns show the results for service firms. The results indicate that the relationships between BGD and operating and financial profitability are consistent across all sectors.
Table S17. Heterogeneity analysis by sector: operating profitability, financial profitability and BGD
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	OP_PROFt-1
	0.6156***
	0.3448***
	
	

	
	[0.0012]
	[0.0017]
	
	

	FI_PROFt-1
	
	
	0.6297***
	0.5190***

	
	
	
	[0.0005]
	[0.0009]

	WOM_BOARD
	0.3505***
	0.2805***
	-0.1198***
	-0.2160***

	
	[0.0106]
	[0.0179]
	[0.0029]
	[0.0075]

	DEBT
	-0.0143***
	-0.0307***
	-0.0075***
	-0.0045***

	
	[0.0005]
	[0.0018]
	[0.0001]
	[0.0003]

	VARSALES
	13.5296***
	-3.8147***
	-1.0027***
	0.0361

	
	[0.1012]
	[0.1650]
	[0.0301]
	[0.0228]

	RDA
	0.0075
	-8.8301***
	0.5989***
	0.9133***

	
	[0.0530]
	[0.1354]
	[0.0283]
	[0.0560]

	SIZE
	-0.0736***
	-0.0383***
	-0.0049***
	-0.0024**

	
	[0.0033]
	[0.0025]
	[0.0002]
	[0.0012]

	AGE
	0.0085***
	-0.0018***
	0.0012***
	0.0015***

	
	[0.0001]
	[0.0001]
	[0.0000]
	[0.0000]

	BSIZE
	-0.0226***
	0.0085***
	0.0004
	0.0081***

	
	[0.0010]
	[0.0011]
	[0.0003]
	[0.0003]

	BIND
	0.6734***
	0.2387***
	-0.0790***
	0.0380***

	
	[0.0147]
	[0.0138]
	[0.0022]
	[0.0052]

	CEO
	0.3226***
	0.0940***
	0.0181***
	-0.0115***

	
	[0.0077]
	[0.0061]
	[0.0013]
	[0.0020]

	QUOTA
	-0.0667***
	0.0746***
	0.0123***
	-0.0103***

	
	[0.0045]
	[0.0057]
	[0.0012]
	[0.0021]

	GGDP
	1.5671***
	2.2554***
	0.6748***
	0.4756***

	
	[0.1146]
	[0.0894]
	[0.0227]
	[0.0354]

	Constant
	0.8791***
	0.5980***
	0.0000
	-0.1682***

	 
	[0.0703]
	[0.0508]
	[0.0000]
	[0.0247]

	Observations
	3,288
	3,986
	2,384
	2,965

	Number of firms
	451
	465
	339
	363

	Country Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Time Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Industry Dummies
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Freedom degrees
	318
	306
	388
	272

	Hansen Test
	316.3
	327.2
	362.2
	273.1

	Sig. Hansen
	0.516
	0.194
	0.822
	0.469

	AR2
	-1.099
	0.888
	0.976
	1.268

	Sig. AR2
	0.272
	0.375
	0.329
	0.205


Variable definitions in Table S1 of the Online Supplementary Material. Standard errors are shown in brackets. ***, **, and * denote significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.

