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ABSTRACT

One explanation advanced for the persistent gender pay differences in labor markets is that women
avoid salary negotiations. By using a natural field experiment that randomizes nearly 2,500 job-seekers
into jobs that vary important details of the labor contract, we are able to observe both the nature of
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job environments where the ‘rules of wage determination’ are ambiguous. This leads to the gender
gap being much more pronounced in jobs that leave negotiation of wage ambiguous.
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1. Introduction

Around the world, men occupy the highest ranks of society. They rise to become
CEOs more often than women, they are more likely to reach the highest positions in
government, and they are paid more than women in the labor market. For example,
women earn approximately three-quarter’s the amount of men’s earnings and only
2.5% of the five highest-paid positions in US firms are occupied by women (Goldin,
1990; Altonji and Blank, 1999; Blau and Kahn, 2000; Bertrand and Hallock, 2001).
Social scientists have theorized for decades why this might be the case, with the
primary causes being gender differences in human capital (Blau and Kahn, 2000),
discrimination against women (Spencer et al, 1999; Goldin and Rouse, 2000),
maternal leave (Phipps et al, 2001), and gender differences in competitiveness
(Gneezy et al, 2003; Niederle and Vesterlund, 2007; Flory et al, 2010).

There is important laboratory and survey evidence suggesting a quite different
determinant of gender differences in labor markets: women are significantly less
likely to engage in salary negotiations (Babcock and Laschever, 2003; Babcock et al,
2006; Small et al, 2007). For example, Small et al (2007) observed that in a laboratory
experiment men were nine times more likely than women to ask for higher
compensation. In important related work, Babcock et al (2006) report labor survey
data suggesting that men were eight times more likely to negotiate on salary offers.
Finally, Babcock and Laschever (2003) report survey evidence that shows men are
four times more likely to negotiate on first salaries and that individuals who do not
negotiate first salaries lose more than $500,000 by age 60. Such large gender
differences in the willingness to initiate salary negotiations potentially explain a

significant fraction of the observed gender differences in wages.

In this study, we depart from a traditional investigation of gender differences by
using the tools of experimental economics in the field. Our natural field experiment
revolves around placing real job advertisements for administrative assistant positions.
That is, we designed our search for administrative assistants around a field experiment
to disentangle two important levels where gender differences in negotiation might
play a role: (i) sorting into negotiable salary workplaces and (ii) initiation of salary
negotiations once the person applies. Our natural field experiment takes place in
several actual labor markets in which we observe labor market participants’ choices
for potentially high stakes without their knowledge of being observed.



We begin by exploring how two different job advertisements influence the
decision to apply—one job advertisement explicitly states that wages are negotiable;
the other leaves that aspect ambiguous. This investigation permits us to compare two
quite different, but relevant, situations: one which is ambiguously structured so that
people arrive with their own interpretations of the situation and one where the
negotiations are much more concretely structured.® We proceed to investigate the
importance of triggering gender by placing two distinct ads: one for a ‘masculine’ job
task and the other for a gender neutral job. The large sociology and psychology
literatures have taught us the importance of sex-based performance stereotypes, and
how they cue men and women to behave in predictable ways (see, e.g., Steele, 1997,
Bowles et al., 2005). In this way, this design choice moves the exploration of
stereotype effects from the lab to the field, and provides a new estimate of how it
might trigger behavioral responses to a situation depending on one’s socially
identified gender (Eagly, 1987).

In total, our job advertisements were posted in nine major US cities. Nearly
2,500 job-seekers responded to our initial job postings. Overall, we find data patterns
that share some similarities to the literature. First, we find that when there is no
explicit statement that wages are negotiable, men are more likely to negotiate than
women. However, when we explicitly mention the possibility that wages are
negotiable, women are more likely to negotiate. The first result is consonant with the
literature, but we find smaller effects than what is typically reported. Interpreted in
light of the meta-analysis of Stuhlmacher and Walters (1999), our tentative
conclusion is that in environments in which negotiations are impersonal, gender
differences in negotiation play a lesser role than when negotiations are face to face. A
tentative implication is that as modern economies evolve, and a greater number of
transactions are completed impersonally; gender differences in bargaining might play
a lesser role in wage setting.

A second result is that the gender gap in applications is much more pronounced
for jobs that leave negotiation of wage ambiguous. Interestingly, this result is driven
by men preferring jobs where negotiation of initial wages is ambiguous rather than
when negotiations are expected. This result squares well with the literature that

! This first design choice is in the spirit of the literature, which has shown that the economic structure is
an important element affecting bargaining behaviors (Lax and Sebenius, 1986; Neale and Bazerman,
1991; Raiffa, 1982; Thompson, 1998; Walton and McKersie, 1965).



shows that men perform much better than women in environments where negotiations
are ambiguous (see Bowles et al., 2005). It is also in accord with psychological
theory (e.g. Mischel, 1977), which argues that situational moderators such as

ambiguity systematically influence gender differently.

In sum, therefore, we find that women prefer job environments where the ‘rules
of wage determination’ are concrete, and in such settings they are at least as willing to
negotiate as men. Alternatively, men prefer environments where the rules of wage
determination are ambiguous because it is in those settings where they reap a
disproportionate amount of the surplus, relative to women, because they negotiate
more than women. Even though we do find some evidence of gender triggering
mattering, these findings are independent of the job task and robust to local labor

market conditions.

We view these findings as a new piece of evidence on the determinants of
wages. Beyond providing an estimate of the importance of gender differences in
sorting into the labor market, and actual negotiations upon such equilibrium sorting,
our data provide a glimpse at what a world with limited face to face interaction might
look like. In this manner, our data suggest that earlier comparative statics on the
important variables that shape gender wage differences are evident, but that the
modern economy will present women with less of a bargaining handicap than

heretofore has been experienced.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. In the next section we present
the experimental design. Section 3 reports the experimental findings. Section 4

concludes.
2. Experimental Design

To investigate gender differences in job-entry decisions and provide a close link
to the relevant theory, we employ a 2 x 2 factorial design. Our 2 x 2 varies the
negotiability of wages (none versus explicit information that wages are negotiable)
and the employment advertisement (general versus masculine job task). Our design,
which is in the spirit of Flory et al (2010), renders it possible to disentangle the effect
of the contract environment on the proportion of initially interested individuals who

ultimately apply.



To carry out the 2 x 2, we employ a two-stage experimental method. In the first
stage we advertise the administrative assistant position, without reference to the
contract environment. In the second stage, after job-seekers express interest in the
position, we inform them of the contract environment and record whether they
ultimately choose to apply for the job. These two steps are important because they
allow us to randomize contract environment across subjects without affecting the
normalcy of the field setting. An additional benefit is that we can collect individual
characteristics even on those subjects who expressed interest but ultimately chose not
to apply after they were informed about the contract environment.

We posted 18 job ads in nine major US metropolitan areas (Atlanta, Dallas,
Denver, Houston, Lost Angeles, Portland, San Francisco, San Diego, and Washington
DC) with different local labor market conditions. The ads were posted in city-specific
internet job-boards in the period of November 2011 — February 2012. At the end of
the experiment, we offered real jobs to applicants in every city. Ten applicants were
actually hired.

2.1 Contract environment treatments

We investigate the role of ambiguity for gender differences (Mischel, 1977;
Bowles et al, 2005) in the context of salary negotiations by comparing job-seeker
behavior in two contract environments. Within each given city, we randomized job-
seekers who expressed interest in the position into one of two contract environments,
i.e. treatments (denoted as T1, where wages were not explicitly advertised as
negotiable, and T2, where wages were explicitly advertised as negotiable). Subjects
were only given the treatment after they had already expressed interest in the job, and
they received the treatment usually within two days of expressing this interest. In both
treatments, job-seekers received information about the wage of the advertised job.
The posted wage (usually $17.6/hour)® was identical across job ads and slightly
higher than the median wage for comparable jobs in most cities. To manipulate the
level of ambiguity about wage negotiations in a clean manner, the only difference
between the two treatments is whether we explicitly mentioned that the wage is
negotiable. The scripts for both treatments are listed in Appendix A.

2 See Appendix B for more information on posted wages.



We were careful in the emails to create an environment as natural as possible,
where we were open to questions, apologizing for any questions about the job they
may have asked to which we have not responded, and welcoming further inquiries. To

avoid heterogeneous treatment we did not interact with job-seekers until they decided
to apply.
2.2 Employment advertisements

To test the relevance of sex-based performance stereotypes for salary
negotiations (Steele, 1997), we posted in each of the nine cities two openings for
administrative assistant positions. One ad was for a ‘general’ (‘gender-neutral’)
version of the job, and the other for a more *‘masculine’ version. We chose to include
a masculine version as women may feel at a disadvantage and less efficacious in
masculine job tasks (Beyer, 1990) and thus be more likely to avoid negotiations when
applying for such job tasks. In addition, it seems likely that the two positions attract
different types of job-seekers and that the masculine version attracts a higher fraction
of men. The job ad for the gender-neutral position was looking for administrative help
with fundraising. The job ad for the masculine position was looking for someone
helping with administrative assistant duties in an environment heavily focused on
sports (basketball, football, baseball, soccer, Nascar, golf, tennis, hockey).

The advertisements resembled other ads for similar positions and identified who
we were, where we were located, and said that we were looking for an administrative
assistant in their area. The job ads can be found in Appendix A.*> The advertisement
ended with a single sentence requesting interested job-seekers to email their CV or
resume. The advertisement was signed from a current employee of our organization.

We chose administrative assistant positions for several reasons. First,
administrative assistant positions are the most common occupation in the US (13% of
the workforce).* Second, such jobs can be relatively easily created, and thus we could
offer real positions to some of the job applicants. Third, we could set up remote tasks

¥ We chose to identify explicitly a genuine organization to minimize any risk of suspicion. Having a
genuine employee of the organization sign off the email added further insurance, should any job-
seekers wish to do a brief internet search to verify the ad’s authenticity.

* Bureau of Labor Statistics Employment and Earnings, January 2010, Vol. 57(1). Available online:
http://www.bls.gov/opub/ee/empearn201001.pdf.



that can be performed with an internet connection such that we could study

impersonal negotiations in labor markets in different cities.’
2.3 The response variables and job-seeker characteristics

We are interested in the individual decision of whether or not to apply, and
whether or not to negotiate. Our subject pool consists of every individual who
contacted us to express interest in the job. In order to actually apply, however, the
interested job-seeker had to fill out the interview questionnaire and send it back to us.
We, therefore, classify all subjects who returned the questionnaire to us as having
applied, and those who did not return the questionnaire as having not applied. In the
interview questions we checked whether job-applicants asked for a higher wage or
not. Typical cases of negotiation were: “The wage of $17.60/hr. does not really meet
my expectations. My desired wage would be closer to $20/hr”, “The wage is good,
although my minimum is usually $19-$21 per hour. I have 20 years of comprehensive
admin experience to offer”, or “my desired wage is $21/hr, but I am open to
negotiation”.

In order to determine gender and not disrupt the normalcy of the field setting,
we use each subject’s first name and employ a three-tier method.® For the vast
majority of names we use the Social Security Administration (SSA) database on name
popularity by gender and birth year to assign gender based on probabilities.” For
names that are not included in the SSA database, we use an additional database
(available at http://www.gpeters.com/names/baby-names.php), which calculates
gender ratios by first name, using the internet to analyze patterns of name-usage for
over 100,000 first names. We also use this second database as an additional check on
the SSA-based assignments in cases where the gender ratio derived from the SSA
database is too low to confidently assign one gender or the other. Finally, for all

® One drawback of using administrative assistant positions is that they are mainly occupied by women
(79%), and thus may make extrapolations to other jobs difficult where the gender distribution is
significantly different.

® Note that directly asking for gender could have altered the subject’s decision of whether or not to
apply and it also has important legal implications.

"We use the SSA database to calculate a weighted gender probability for each first name. The database
reports figures on the most common 1,000 names for men and women born in any given year. We take
a given name, proceed to use the number of men and women born each year with that name, and then
create a gender ratio for that name in each given year. We then look across multiple years to create a
weighted average of this gender ratio. A more detailed description of the procedure can be found in
Flory et al (2010).



names where neither database yields a large enough gender ratio to make a confident
assignment, we perform internet searches for gender identifiers of the actual subjects
themselves, e.g., by finding the subjects on social networking websites.

The remaining individual characteristics of interest (level of education and job
experience; i.e., whether a job-seeker has already worked as administrative assistant)
were gathered from the resumes sent to us by the subjects.

3. Experimental Results

We report data from all 2422 job-seekers who signaled interest in our job ads.?
We could identify gender from 2382 out of the 2422 job-seekers. Overall, 36.2%
(n=863) filled out the application questionnaire and decided to apply. 16.3% of these
job-applicants negotiated on the wage (n=143). Approximately two-thirds of the job-
seekers are female (n=1590). We achieved our goal to attract different job-seeker
pools for the two job ads as we observe that the gender distribution depends
significantly on the job ad. For the job ad with the neutral job-task, 78.7% are female
(n=930) whereas for the job ad with the male job-task only 55% are female (n=660;
Fisher exact test p<0.001).

The job-seekers were randomized into treatments T1 (n=1187) and T2
(n=1195), in which we varied whether wages were explicitly negotiable. Overall the
application probability is almost identical across treatments (Fisher exact, p>0.701).
In T1, where wages were not explicitly advertised as negotiable, 36.7% applied. In
T2, where wages were explicitly advertised as negotiable, 35.8% applied. Table 1
shows the number of observations and application probabilities for the job ads posted
in the nine different cities.

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

Sorting into jobs with negotiable wages

Figure 1 illustrates the application probabilities depending on treatment and
gender. First, we observe that women are overall less likely to apply than men (32.5%
vs. 43.8%, Fisher exact, p<0.001). Second, interestingly, the gender gap in application

8 For completeness, these data include pilot and non-pilot data. In the Appendix B we exclude data
from job ads that may be considered as pilots and show that our findings are robust to this exclusion.



probabilities is more pronounced in T1 than in T2. In T1, women’s application
probability is 31.9% and men’s application probability is 46.6%. In contrast, in T2,
women’s application probability is slightly higher (33.0%) whereas men’s application
probability is slightly lower (41.2%). Thus, the gender gap almost halves (from 14.7%
to 8.2%) when moving from T1 to T2.

FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE

In Table 2 we present three logit models with the decision to apply as the
dependent variable. The first model uses as controls only treatment, gender, the
interaction treatment x gender and city fixed effects to account for different
application probabilities across cities. Model (2) controls in addition for the job task
(masculine or gender neutral), and the interaction treatment x job task. Model (3)
makes use of two variables indicating the job-seekers qualifications (education and

job experience), and their interactions with treatment.

We observe that the T2 x gender interaction is marginally significant at p<0.1
taking into account city fixed effects (model 1) and significant at p<0.05 in models
(2) and (3). This provides evidence that women are not more but less likely than men
to sort out of workplaces that explicitly offer negotiable wages. The effect size is
economically large: The gender gap in application probabilities shrinks by 6.2 — 8.7
percent in application probabilities which is approximately 17 — 24% of the mean
overall application probability. Models (2) and (3) also show that application
probabilities from men are higher for the sports job ad (variable: job task), and that
men’s willingness to enter workplaces with explicitly negotiable wages as compared
to workplaces without explicitly negotiable wages is higher for the sport job ad
(variable: treatment x job task). Model (3) shows that job-seekers with at least a
bachelor degree are significantly more likely to apply than those with lower

education.

Interestingly, we also observe that the T2 dummy is significantly negative in all
three models showing that men are more likely to apply in T1 than T2 (p<0.1), and
that the coefficient of the T2 dummy is larger (more negative) and more significant
(p<0.05) after controlling for the T2 x sports ad interaction showing that men in
particular avoid T2 when the job task is general. The men’s preference for contract

environments that leave wage negotiations ambiguous is well in line with



psychological theory (Mischel, 1977) and complements survey evidence on salary
negotiation performance suggesting that men receive a higher salary than women

especially when negotiations are ambiguous (Bowles et al, 2005).
TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

Figure 2 illustrates the application probabilities depending treatment and job
task. This figure shows that the gender gap in application probabilities decreases
when going from T1 to T2 regardless whether the job task is neutrally framed
(general job advertisement) or in favor of men (sports job advertisement). We view
this is an additional piece of evidence suggesting the robustness of our previous

finding.
FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE

Appendix Figure A complements Figure 1 and illustrates the application
probabilities depending on treatment and gender in nine different US cities in which
the job ads where placed. Figure A shows that there are differences in application
probabilities across cities but that the patterns when moving from T1 to T2 are similar
across genders in a given city. There is no city where males’ application probabilities
increase and at the same time females’ application probabilities decrease when
moving from T1 to T2. In contrast, in Atlanta, Denver, and San Diego males’
application probabilities decrease from T1 to T2 whereas females’ application
probabilities increase. This suggests the robustness of our previous finding that

women are not less likely to sort out of negotiable employment contracts.

Result 1: Women are less likely than men to sort out of workplaces that offer
explicitly negotiable wages. Men prefer workplaces where negotiation of initial wages

is ambiguous.

TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE
Wage Negotiation

We continue with the analysis of the actual willingness to negotiate wages. Are
women less likely to negotiate on wages? First, we observe that our treatment

manipulation has successfully induced negotiations. Indeed, there are large and



significant treatment differences in the probabilities of negotiation initiations (Fisher
exact, p<0.001). In T2, negotiations occurred approximately 2.5 times more often
than in T1. 23.1% of the job-applicants started to negotiate on the wage in T2 whereas
only 9.4% in T1.

FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE

Figure 3 illustrates the negotiation probabilities depending on treatment and
gender. This figure shows a slight reversal in negotiation probabilities across
treatments. In T1, where there was no explicit information that wages are negotiable,
women are less likely to negotiate than men (8.2% vs. 10.6%). This difference is
consonant with meta-analysis findings (Stuhlmacher and Walters, 1999) suggesting
that men’s relative to women’s higher propensity to negotiate is less pronounced
when negotiations are impersonal than when they are face to face. However, in T2
where we explicitly mentioned the possibility that wages are negotiable, women are
more likely to negotiate (23.9% vs. 22%).

In Table 3 we present three logit models with the decision to negotiation as the
dependent variable restricted to the sample of job-applicants. These three models
correspond to the three models in Table 2. We observe in all three models that the
treatment x gender interaction is positive and sizeable. The negation probability
increases by 5.9 — 6.1%, which is substantial given an overall mean negotiation
probability of 23.1%. However, given the relatively small sample size this interaction
is not yet significant at conventional levels (p>0.252). Thus, we cannot say with
confidence that women are more likely than men to initiate wage negotiations but we

can clearly reject the opposite.

Appendix Figure B illustrates the probability of negotiations depending on
treatment, gender, and city. While the number of observations is rather small in some
cities, it is interesting to observe that there are four cities in which men negotiate
more than women in T2 (DC, Denver, Los Angeles, and Portland) while women tend
to negotiate more in T2 in the remaining five cities (Atlanta, Dallas, Houston, San

Francisco, and San Diego).

Figure 4 illustrates the negotiation probabilities depending on treatment, gender,
and job task. We observe that both gender are more likely to negotiate in T2 than in

T1 regardless of the job task. The overall increase in negotiation probabilities is

10



similar in both ads (general job ad from 9.6% to 25.6%; sports ad from 9.3% to
22.1%). Men are slightly less likely than women to negotiate in T1 for the general job
ad whereas men are more likely than women to negotiate in T1 for the sport job ad. In
T2, there are almost no gender differences in negotiation probabilities for the sports
ad but some for the general ad (women are more likely to negotiate). These latter
findings are in line with the psychological theory on situational moderators (Mischel,
1977) and corroborate survey and laboratory evidence in Bowles et al (2005), which
suggests that gender differences in negotiations decrease in environments with low

ambiguity.
FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE
TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

Result 2: Women are not less likely than men to initiate wage negotiations.

4. Discussion

Salary negotiations have the potential to crucially determine labor market
outcomes, and gender differences in negotiations may be an important cause for
existing gender differences in labor market outcomes. One major challenge to better
understand the determinants of salary negotiations is that they are difficult to observe
in their natural environment. Our approach to lend insights into this issue is to use a
natural field experiment that has the ample advantage of observing actual and
significant salary negotiations in naturally occurring labor markets without the
knowledge of the job market participants.

The experimental set-up allows us to cleanly study whether there are gender
differences in the willingness to apply for workplaces with negotiable wages and to
initiate wage negotiations by randomizing job-seekers into two treatments. The only
difference between these two treatments is whether the job advertisement describes
that the wage is negotiable. We study whether this single piece of additional
information causes a change in the gender distribution of job applicants and job
applicants who initiate salary negotiations.

We report two main findings. First, we find that men prefer workplaces where

negotiations are ambiguous, and in such environments they negotiate more than
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women. However, we do find evidence that women are less likely than men to sort
out of workplaces where wages are stated to be explicitly negotiable. Second, we
observe that there are no statistically significant gender differences in the willingness
to negotiate wages. Both findings hold even for a job with a masculine job task, a
workplace environment in which one would expect men to be at an advantage.
Moreover, we show that these two findings are robust in different labor markets.
Thus, our study suggests that the gender gap in wages cannot be universally and
easily explained by gender dependent sorting into negotiable workplaces and

willingness to initiate wage negotiations.

Our findings may also have important policy implications. We find that simple
manipulations of the contract environment can significantly shift the gender
composition of the applicant pool. More precisely, by merely adding the information
that the wage is ‘negotiable’ we successfully reduced the gender gap in job
applications by approximately 45%. Thus, details of the contract environment have
important effects on the gender gap, and with such knowledge public officials can

design laws to take advantage of such effects.

One should keep in mind, however, that one particular feature of our experiment
is that there is little social interaction between the job-seekers and the employers. This
may relieve from gendered social roles and thus help explain why we do not observe
strong gender differences as reported in some of the studies in the literature. Indeed,
our findings are consistent with meta-analytic research on gender differences in
negotiations that suggests that women are at least equally likely to negotiate when
communication with other parties is limited (Walters et al, 1998; Stuhlmacher et al,
2007) and other survey evidence that there are no significant gender differences in the
willingness to negotiate salaries (Gerhart and Rynes, 1991; O’Shea and Bush, 2002).

More research is necessary to improve our understanding on the role of
negotiations in workplaces and how they relate to gender differences in labor market
outcomes. For instance, it may be that there gender differences for other labor market
negotiations than we observe, such as salary negotiations after initial hire, that may
help explain why women earn less than men. In addition, it is entirely possible that
women are less likely than men to negotiate wages for other jobs than we advertised
or that there are gender differences in negotiation styles and outcomes (Gerhart and
Rynes, 1991).

12



Our study is only a first attempt at using a natural field experiment to
investigate gender differences in the willingness to enter negotiations and negotiable
workplaces and to test whether the received results in the literature can be generalized
to an environment in which negotiations are not in-person, but over the internet. The
roots of this exploration are in the spirit of Mischel (1977), who argued that such
context variables crucially and predictably affect (gender) behavior. As modern
economies evolve, a greater number of transactions will be completed impersonally;

thus, our design permits a glimpse of such interactions in a controlled, natural setting.
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FIGURES 1-4
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Figure 1: Overall application probabilities depending on treatment and gender.
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Figure 2: Application probabilities depending on treatment and gender and each of

the two job tasks.
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Figure 3: Overall negotiation probabilities depending on treatment and gender.
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Figure 4: Negotiation probabilities depending on treatment and gender and each of

the two job tasks.
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TABLES 1-3

Table 1: Summary of job advertisements

City type of job ad jOb—?ﬁ;—Z‘kel’ %?gg;%ﬂﬁ;
administrative 164 0.26
Atlanta sports 207 0.39
administrative 68 0.18
Dallas sports 126 0.37
administrative 153 0.35
Denver sports 153 0.5
administrative 158 0.3
Houston sports 87 0.3
administrative 114 0.35
Los Angeles sports 146 0.52
administrative 110 0.32
Portiand sports 70 0.49
) administrative 136 0.26
San Francisco sports 150 047
) administrative 66 0.35
San Diego sports 108 0.49
) administrative 213 0.25

Washington DC

sports 153 0.4
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Table 2: Application probabilities (logit)

Dependent variable: Decision to apply for job (yes or no)

model (2) (2) (3)
T2 -0.122*  -0.208***  -0.192**
(0.070) (0.077) (0.090)
Female -0.137**  -0.114**  -0.107***
(0.028) (0.029) (0.031)
T2 x Female 0.068* 0.087** 0.087**
(0.041) (0.041) (0.044)
0.075**  0.081***
Male sports task (0.028) (0.030)
0.100** 0.117***
T2 x male sports task (0.040) (0.043)
. 0.061**
Education (0.029)
. 0.016
T2 x education (0.042)
Job experience 0.011
(0.017)
. . -0.020
T2 x job experience (0.025)
City fixed effects? yes yes yes
N 2382 2382 2116

Notes: ***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.1. Coefficients show average
marignal effects. Rpbust standard errors in parentheses. Comparison
group is T1. Education is a binary variable and 1 if job-seeker has at
least a bachelor degree, 0 otherwise. Job experience is a binary
variable and 1 if job-seekers has worked before as an administrative

assistant, O otherwise.
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Table 3: Negotiation probabilities (logit)

Dependent variable: Decision to negotiate wage (yes or no)

model 1) (2) (3)
- 0.046 0.045 0.010
(0.086)  (0.098)  (0.114)
Female 10:028 oo 0 oa
(0.042)  (0.042)  (0.042)
0.059 0.060 0.061
T2 x Female (0.052)  (0.053)  (0.053)
-0.023 -0.018
Male sports task (0.043) (0.045)
0.001 -0.020
T2 x male sports task (0.053) (0.055)
_ 0.037
Education (0.044)
_ 0.066
T2 x education (0.054)
Job experience 0 099
(0.023)
' . 0.007
T2 x job experience (0.029)
City fixed effects? yes yes yes
N 863 863 805

Notes: ***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.1. Coefficients show average
marignal effects. Rpbust standard errors in parentheses. Comparison
group is T1. Education is a binary variable and 1 if job-seeker has at
least a bachelor degree, 0 otherwise. Job experience is a binary
variable and 1 if job-seekers has worked before as an administrative
assistant, 0 otherwise.
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APPENDIX FIGURES A-B

Atlanta DC Dallas
©
~
o
1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2
men women men women men women
2
3 Denver Houston Los Angeles
[
o 94
[SE
5 <
c N4
2 o
3 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2
g men women men women men women
©
Portland SF San Diego
(.0_,
<
N 4
o
T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2
men women men women men women

Figure A: Application probabilities depending on treatment and gender shown for

each city in which job ads were placed.
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Figure B: Negotiation probabilities depending on treatment and gender shown for
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APPENDIX A
i.) GENERAL JOB ADVERTISEMENT

Posting Category: admin/office jobs
Title: Administrative Assistant®

The [...] is seeking a [city name]-area administrative assistant to help with
fundraising. Responsibilities for the available positions include fundraising
campaigns development and marketing needs identification. The successful
candidates will also be comfortable with typical administrative duties - light
correspondence, proofreading, filing, email and phone communication, etc.

If you are interested, please email us your CV or resume, attention: Name

Name
Affiliation
Address

Compensation: Hourly
Location: [city name]

ii.) SPORTS JOB ADVERTISEMENT

Posting Category: Admin/Office Jobs
Title: Sports News Assistant

The [...] is seeking a [enter city name]-area administrative assistant to help
gather information on sports stories. The assistant will provide us with up-
to-date information on local news and views on basketball, football, baseball,
soccer, Nascar, golf, tennis, hockey, and other sports. Responsibilities for the
available positions include reading local sports-related news coverage (pro-,
semi-pro, and college), and preparing short reports. The successful candidates
will also be comfortable with typical administrative duties - light
correspondence, proofreading, filing, email and phone communication, etc.

If you are interested, please email us your CV or resume, attention: Name
Name

Affiliation

Address

Compensation: Hourly
Location: [city name]

? Please see Appendix B. In Dallas and San Diego the title was “Marketing Assistant”.
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iii.) Response to job-seekers who signaled interest (treatment T1 and T2)
Thank you for your interest in the position.

We are sending this general first response to interested applicants. We apologize
if you have any unanswered questions. If you still have questions about the
position, please send them, along with your response to the enclosed interview

questions to complete your application.

First, a little more information about the job:
The hours are flexible. You are able to work from home.

T1: The position pays $17.6 per hour.10
T2: The position pays $17.6 per hour. But the applicant can negotiate a higher
wage.

OR
The position pays $17.6 per hour/ negotiable.
If you are interested, please answer the attached interview questions, and return
it back to us. Please also include your CV or resume (if not already sent), and any
remaining questions you have about the position, along with your answers to the
interview questions.
Best Regards,
Name, Affiliation, Address
iv.) Interview questions
Please answer the following questions with a few sentences each.

1.Please describe why you are interested in this position.

2. Does the wage meet your expectations? Please quantify your desired wage.

v.) Response for job-seekers who have applied

Thank you for your CV and your responses to the interview questions. We will be
contacting candidates that are a good fit within the next weeks.

Name, Affiliation, Address

% please see Appendix B — in two ads we posted different wages.
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APPENDIX B

In the main text we presented data from all job ads for administrative office jobs that
we have posted. In this appendix we exclude job ads that may be considered as pilot
job ads. We show below that excluding subjects from these job ads from our analysis
leads to the same (but more pronounced) Finding 1 and the same Finding 2.

We posted four job ads that are different on possibly important dimensions: wages
offered, treatment description, title of job ad and interview questions. The four job ads

were the general job ads in Dallas, Atlanta, San Diego, and Houston.

More precisely, the general job ad in Dallas offered a wage of $13.2/hour instead of
$17.6/hour. The general job ad in Atlanta offered a wage of $15/hour instead of
$17.6/hour. Both of these ads and the general job ad in San Diego had also four
instead of two interview questions. The treatment description in T2 for the general job
ad in Houston differed from all other T2 descriptions for general job ads. In Houston,
the description was “The position pays $17.6 per hour. But the applicant can negotiate
a higher wage.” In the other cities, the general job ad description was “The position

pays $17.6 per hour/ negotiable.”

Excluding job-seekers from these four job ads reduces our sample with identifiable
gender from N=2382 to N=1926. Figure C corresponds to Figure 1 and shows the
application probabilities depending on treatment and gender without the pilot job ads.
Figure D corresponds to Figure 3 and show the negotiation probabilities depending on
treatment and gender without the pilot job ads. Table A corresponds to Table 2, and
Table B to Table 4.

We find that excluding the pilot job ads leads to a somewhat sharper finding 1. In
particular, we can see in Table A that the T2 x gender interaction is now significant at
p<0.034 in all three models. The coefficients are substantially larger in the restricted
sample (9.5 — 10.4%) than in the sample including the pilots (6.2 — 8.7%). The
content of finding 2 remains identical. We can see in Table B that the T2 x gender
interaction is equally statistically insignificant at p>0.223 (p>0.252 full sample) and
that the coefficients are similar in the restricted sample (5.5% - 6.8% ) as in the

sample including the pilots (5.9 — 6.1%).
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Figure D: Overall negotiation probabilities depending on treatment and gender

without pilot job ads.
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Table A: Application probabilities without pilot (logit)

Dependent variable: Decision to negotiate wage (yes or no)

model 1) (2) 3)
-0.146* -0.213** -0.193*
T2
(0.075) (0.085) (0.098)
-0.151%**  -0.129%**  -0.114%**
Female
(0.031) (0.032) (0.034)
* % %k k%
T2 x Female 0.095 0.104 0.103
(0.045) (0.045) (0.048)
0.106*** 0.110***
Male sports task
P (0.035)  (0.037)
0.080* 0.092*
T2 x male sports task
P (0.046)  (0.050)
. 0.076**
Education
(0.033)
T2 x education 0.030
(0.047)
. 0.018
Job experience
(0.020)
. . -0.024
T2 x job experience
10D €xp (0.028)
City fixed effects? yes yes yes
N 1926 1926 1715

Notes: **p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.1. Coefficients show average
marignal effects. Rpbust standard errors in parentheses. Comparison
group is T1. Education is a binary variable and 1 if job-seeker has at
least a bachelor degree, 0 otherwise. Job experience is a binary
variable and 1 if job-seekers has worked before as an administrative

assistant, 0 otherwise.

Table B: Negotiation probabilities without pilot (logit)

Dependent variable: Decision to negotiate wage (yes or no)

model 1) ) ?3)
T 0.035 0.042 0.031
(0.088) (0.107) (0.126)
Female -0.054 -0.051 -0.041
(0.046) (0.046) (0.045)
0.068 0.067 0.055
T2 x Female (0.056)  (0.057)  (0.057)
0.013 0.022
Male sports task (0.052) (0.054)
-0.007 -0.019
T2 x male sports task (0.062) (0.065)
. 0.067
Education (0.050)
. 0.020
T2 x education (0.060)
Job experience 0.037
(0.025)
. . 0.019
T2 x job experience (0.031)
City fixed effects? yes yes yes
N 738 738 692

Notes: **p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.1. Coefficients show average
marignal effects. Rpbust standard errors in parentheses. Comparison
group is T1. Education is a binary variable and 1 if job-seeker has at
least a bachelor degree, 0 otherwise. Job experience is a binary
variable and 1 if job-seekers has worked before as an administrative

assistant, 0 otherwise.
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