Analysis Plan

We conducted our first pilot study between February 8, 2024, and March 22, 2024. This pilot helped us determine the analysis plan, which we then presented at three seminars and one conference. We have attached the slides for the conference presentation above. Here, we describe how we designed the pilot and our analysis plans prior to the experiment.

1) Pilot Design

We use only one industry in the pilot: a health technology company with both male and female co-founders. The slides attached above include a snapshot of the company's website, founders, and LinkedIn website.

We then implemented a 2x2 four-arm design with a total of 1,228 participants. First, we randomly assigned applicants to one of two groups: a control group that did not receive any priming (650 individuals) and a treatment group that received the intervention (638 individuals). Male and female founders then randomly reached out to these individuals, with each participant receiving exactly one email message. The slides attached above include the email message sent by our founders.

Founders emailed applicants to introduce a job opportunity and invite prospective employees to a Zoom meeting. The email message is available in the slide deck attached above. Gender was signaled through names as well as through pictures on the website and LinkedIn profile.

Primed individuals received a newsletter containing three main initiatives aimed at creating funding opportunities for female founders. The newsletter included initiatives by Amazon, Mastercard, and the Female Founders Fund. The newsletter snapshot is included in the slide presentation above.


2) Pilot Analysis

Average Response Rate.
We first aim to document the average response rate to male and female founders. We find that, in the pilot, male founders received a 13.9% response rate for scheduling a call, while female founders received a response rate that was 45% lower.

Differences Across Applicant Gender.
We then compare response rates between male and female applicants. We find that female applicants are equally likely to discriminate against female founders. The economic effect for female applicants is large but not statistically significant, most likely due to the small sample size.

Differences Between Applicants with Strong Outside Options.
We divide applicants into those who graduated from highly selective colleges and those who did not. We classify a university as highly selective if its admissions acceptance rate is below the median. In our pilot sample, the median admissions rate is 11%. We find that graduates from highly selective universities are 54% less likely to respond to female founders, while graduates from less selective universities are 41% less likely to respond.

Average Effect of Priming.
We then test whether a priming intervention—sending a newsletter highlighting funding initiatives directed exclusively at female entrepreneurs—can reduce the response gap. We find that this intervention effectively eliminates the response gap, which was a surprising result.

Average Effect of Priming Across Applicant Gender.
Despite the small sample size, we observe that the priming intervention eliminates the response gap for both male and female applicants.

Average Effect of Priming Across Applicants with Strong Outside Options.
We also test whether the priming intervention is effective for students from different types of universities. We find that the intervention eliminates the response gap for both graduates of highly selective and less selective universities.
