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Abstract
A company’s ability to hire talented human capital is a major driver of firm value.
Many labor market participants claim to use workplace diversity statistics to help them
assess their goodness-of-fit with the firm, but it is unclear if they actually do. We
conduct a hypothetical choice experiment using workplace gender diversity disclosures
to estimate labor market participants’ true preferences for workplace diversity. We find
that men and women exhibit significantly different preferences for workplace gender
diversity. Men reveal a negative preference towards working with female coworkers
and managers and indifference towards corporate gender-related philanthropy, whereas
women reveal indifference towards working alongside a greater fraction of women and a
positive preference towards gender-related philanthropy. Both groups exhibit a strong
preference for being informed about a firm’s workplace gender diversity statistics. We
find evidence that the mechanisms that drive participants’ preferences are related to
discrimination considerations, firm quality signals, and their intrinsic value of gender
parity.
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Introduction

In the modern economy, a firm’s ability to hire talented human capital is a major driver of innovation, productivity, and growth (Caballé and Santos, 1993; Gennaioli et al., 2013; Hsieh et al., 2019;
Clayton, 2020). Vying for employees may require more than simply offering competitive salaries,
though, as job-seekers value factors other than compensation when selecting a job (Atrostic, 1982;
Warner and Goldberg, 1984; Greening and Turban, 2000; Haugen, 2013). Recent surveys document
that workplace gender diversity is one of those factors for over 75% of labor market participants
(Team, 2020; Pinkus, 2020). These individuals are adding an important voice to a growing chorus
of corporate stakeholders, including outside investors, the media, and regulators, who want firms to
publicly disclose additional diversity statistics that they can use to evaluate companies (Investors,
2018; Krentz et al., 2019). While survey responses show that an increasing proportion of the population claims to value workplace gender diversity, many organizations and industries continue to
have a disproportionately large fraction of male employees, especially in leadership positions (Matsa
and Miller, 2011; Huang and Kisgen, 2013; OECD, 2017; Huang et al., 2022). As a result of these
seemingly conflicting observations, it is not clear what individuals’ true preferences are for working
in gender-diverse environments. In this paper, we conduct an experiment using workplace gender
diversity disclosures to estimate individuals’ true preferences, and then we explore the mechanisms
that drive these preferences.
There is a large global debate over whether and how corporations should disclose gender diversity metrics (Brandenburg and Khanna, 2022). It is widely believed that increased workplace
gender diversity is good for firm performance as well as for society in general and that mandating
diversity disclosures will lead to increased diversity (Herren Lee, 2020; Dinapoli and Kerber, 2021).
This belief is based on the premise that companies with a gender imbalance among their employees will respond to disclosure mandates by adjusting their recruiting and hiring efforts in order to
achieve greater gender parity. The managers at these firms may be motivated to do so because their
compensation is directly tied to diversity metrics or because investors and other outside stakeholders will reward them for it through a lower cost of capital (Glazer and Francis, 2021). Achieving
such parity, however, is not only dependent on the demand-side behaviors of employers, but also on
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the supply-side behaviors of labor market participants. Prospective employees may have differing
preferences towards workplace gender diversity, and as a result they may use publicized diversity
statistics to self-select into workplaces that currently reflect their preferences. This behavior from
labor market participants could work against any changes the firm may be attempting to make to
increase the gender diversity of the firm. As many firms are already voluntarily disclosing information about the gender composition of their employees, and as governments around the world are
debating regulation that could lead to increased mandatory disclosures (Francis et al., 2021), it
is important to understand what preferences labor market participants have for workplace gender
diversity.
In order to understand how labor market participants respond to gender diversity disclosures,
we first examine whether they exhibit a significant preference for working at more gender-diverse
companies. To estimate these preferences, we use the hypothetical choice methodology introduced
by Wiswall and Zafar (2018), which identifies the true preferences that individuals have for different
workplace characteristics. We conducted the experiment among a nationally representative sample
of adults in the United States who are currently seeking new employment. Each participant in
our experiment responded to eight hypothetical job search scenarios, where each scenario asked the
participant to consider their willingness to accept three different jobs offers. The jobs were identical
in all respects other than that they differed exogenously along exactly four characteristics: (1) the
annual earnings the participant receives for working full-time, (2) the gender composition of their
coworkers, (3) the gender composition of their managers, (4) the firm’s annual donations to genderequality focused non-profits. We include the donations dimension to assess whether prospective
employees view external gender-related philanthropy as a potential substitute for internal corporate
gender diversity. Participants indicated the percent chance that they would be willing to accept
each of the three jobs, with the total percent chances across the three jobs summing to one hundred.
This experimental design allows us to build a panel of hypothetical choice data for each individual
and then robustly estimate participants’ preferences for each of the four job characteristics.
We find that the average participant exhibits a negative preference for workplaces with an
increased proportion of female coworkers and managers. This finding means that given two job
offers with the same salary, the average participant in this experiment is more likely to accept the
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offer from the firm that has fewer female employees and managers. This is true even though most
of the jobs in our hypothetical choice experiment have less than 50% female representation. So,
participants are not simply rejecting workplaces with greater than 50% females, rather they are
rejecting increased female representation before gender parity has been reached. In contrast, we
find that the average individual exhibits a positive preference for jobs with more annual income and
for working at companies that donate more to gender-equality focused non-profits. The positive
preference for income comes as little surprise as, all else equal, people prefer to earn more for the
work they perform. The results from our hypothetical choice experiment indicate that many do
not actually want to work in environments with a more balanced ratio of men to women. The
discrepancy between the preferences we estimate and the values documented in traditional surveys
is likely due to demand effects that bias survey responses. Demand effects are caused when survey
respondents feel pressure to select a socially “correct” answer on a survey, e.g., indicating that they
value gender diversity, regardless of their actual preferences (Zizzo, 2010; Mummolo and Peterson,
2019). A strength of our hypothetical choice design is that we calibrated the job characteristics
such that no job in a given scenario clearly dominated the others on every diversity dimension.
Because of this design choice, it is not clear to participants which of the jobs would be perceived
as the most socially desirable, mitigating the influence of demand effects and encouraging truthful
responses.
Though the average individual in our experiment exhibits a negative preference for workplace
gender diversity along multiple dimensions, there is often meaningful heterogeneity in the preferences of male and female labor market participants. For instance, Konrad et al. (2010) show that
women are less likely to experience sexism when they have more female coworkers. Other research
shows that increased female representation in leadership positions leads to more female-friendly
workplaces (Bloom et al., 2011; Tate and Yang, 2015). These findings suggest the women will favor
workplaces with greater female representation. In contrast, recent survey and archival evidence suggest that some men are averse towards working with women, either because they feel uncomfortable
socializing with women or because they feel their career advancement is limited when they have
female colleagues (Connley, 2019; Menasce Horowitz and Igielnik, 2020). As such, we predict that
women will have a more positive preference for workplace gender diversity than will men. In line
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with this prediction, we find that while men reveal a significant negative preference for increased
female representation among their coworkers and managers, women exhibit indifference towards
these factors. Furthermore, holding the three other attributes constant, women have a significant
positive preference for companies that donate more to gender-equality focused non-profits, whereas
men do not.
As the disclosure of workplace gender diversity statistics is currently a voluntary decision, an
important question is whether or not labor market participants prefer to work for companies that
disclose this information, regardless of what the information is. We posit that, in order to determine
their goodness-of-fit within an organization, labor market participants will prefer to have as much
information about the firm as they can before committing to work there (McCall, 1970; Cable and
Judge, 1996; Turban et al., 2001). As such, we predict that individuals will prefer to work for
companies that disclose their workplace gender diversity statistics, as opposed to those that do
not disclose this information. To test this, we presented participants with an additional job choice
scenario in which they selected from three jobs with the same annual income, where the first job has
high gender diversity on every metric, the second job has low gender diversity on every metric, and
the third job does not disclose any diversity statistics. We find that participants are significantly
more likely to want to work for companies that disclose diversity information than they are for
companies that do not disclose, even if the diversity levels of the disclosing firm do not match their
preferences. This preference for disclosing firms is exhibited by both men and women, though it
is significantly stronger for women. These results suggest that, in a world of voluntary disclosure
firms can attract more labor market participants when they are more transparent about gender
diversity.
After completing the hypothetical choice experiment, participants responded to several survey
questions to help us identify the mechanisms that drive their preferences for (or against) workplace gender diversity. Participants reported their level of agreement to several statements about
the implications of diversity, which proxy for the following possible mechanisms: whether or not
participants (1) believe that workplace gender diversity is a signal about their likelihood of being
discriminated against; (2) view workplace gender diversity as a signal of firm quality; (3) believe
that workplace gender diversity has implications for their work-life balance; (4) think that work-
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place gender diversity has implications for their romantic goals; and (5) intrinsically value workplace
gender diversity for its own sake. These five mechanisms represent some of the mechanisms that
have been tested before in the accounting literature, combined with other mechanisms that we
propose may be important (Choi et al., 2022). The correlations between these survey responses
and participants’ preference estimates suggest that discrimination considerations, firm quality signals, and instrinic value likely drive the participants’ preferences. Whereas work-life balance and
relationship considerations are unlikely to be major drivers of their behaviors.
In our last set of analyses, we use participant responses to several additional survey questions
to highlight preference heterogeneity across age, income, and employment status. We find evidence
that older, higher income, and employed male participants are driving the negative preferences for
female coworkers and managers that we document in our main results. In addition, we find that
the average participant exhibits a positive preference for gender-related corporate philanthropy,
regardless of their age, income level, or employment status. These results may indicate that gender
preferences are a luxury that only those with greater economic stability can express or may indicate
a generational shift where younger labor market participants actually prefer gender equality in the
workplace. We also perform tests that show the potential of demand effects bias when individuals
respond to traditional survey questions, further highlighting the benefits of our hypothetical choice
experiment. Finally, we correlate participants’ preferences with their actual reported job-search
behaviors. We find that labor market participants, especially women, with preferences for workplace
gender diversity tend to seek out corporate diversity information when making their actual jobsearch decisions.
Taken together, our findings contribute to the literature in several ways. First, our experiment
is the first to robustly estimate prospective employees’ preferences for different types of workplace
gender diversity outcomes and the disclosure of that information. Some research on job search decisions has focused on preferences for job attributes such as work-from-home arrangements (Mas and
Pallais, 2017), benefits flexibility (Cable and Judge, 1994), and future earnings growth (Wiswall
and Zafar, 2018). Less research, however, has focused on job characteristics related to gender diversity in the workplace. Several studies on workplace diversity document increased application
rates from underrepresented demographic groups when companies signal their commitment to di-
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versity (Flory et al., 2021; Del Carpio and Guadalupe, 2021; Delfino, 2021). None of these studies,
however, are able to vary the gender diversity of the workplaces they study, nor do they compare
between multiple job options being offered to prospective employees. In a working paper by Choi
et al. (2022), the authors study variations in firm-level diversity, but they are unable to specifically
examine gender diversity because they study a proprietary diversity index score generated by a
third-party company that represents many different forms of diversity. All of these studies examine
job application decisions, not job acceptance decisions, so their outcomes may reflect participants’
beliefs about their likelihood of being offered jobs instead of their true preferences for employment.
Our work sheds additional light on the subject because we specifically estimate preferences for
workplace gender diversity, holding the other job attributes constant. We are also able to specifically estimate preferences for both the gender diversity of one’s coworkers and one’s managers,
and we consider external commitments to gender diversity through corporate philanthropy. It is
important to examine each of these types of disclosures because they are the three types most
commonly seen in practice.
Furthermore, our work is able to examine important cross-sectional differences in the preferences
of male and female labor market participants. Our results show that the average man would prefer
to work with and for other men and that these results are stronger for older and wealthier men.
The average women, on the other hand, shows no significant preferences for the gender composition
of their coworkers and managers. That our results show differing effects among male versus female
job-seekers indicates that these types of disclosures may lead to a separating equilibrium where
male candidates more strongly prefer firms with a higher proportion of men. This could lead to an
entrenchment of gender distributional norms within the firm. At the same time, females candidates
do not show this preference but may face lower competition for jobs at firms with more female
employees, leading to a similar segregation of the genders. This may make firms with a higher
proportion of female employees more likely to hire even more women. One implication of this
possible separating equilibrium is that gender diversity disclosures may have not have the desired
effect of creating workplaces with a more equal representation of genders.
Our work is also of interest to regulators and public interest groups that hope to inspire more
gender diversity in the workplace through corporate social responsibility (CSR) disclosures, like gen-
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der diversity and pay gap disclosures (Herren Lee, 2020; Crenshaw, 2021; Herren Lee and Crenshaw,
2021). While public disclosures regarding gender diversity are thought to be a strong mechanism
to improve gender diversity in firms, there is very little extant empirical evidence to support this
assumption. It is important to know if empirical evidence supports the assumptions on which labor
market policies are premised, as even well-meaning policies can have negative effects (Doleac and
Hansen, 2016; Agan and Starr, 2018). For instance, one popular disclosure belief is “if you measure
it, you will manage it,” which suggests mandating disclosures about workplace diversity will pressure firms into improving their equity, diversity, and inclusion efforts (Glazer and Francis, 2021).
However, this notion ignores the fact that increased workplace diversity can only be achieved if (1)
firms recruit and offer jobs to diverse candidates and (2) these individuals accept the job offers.
Our results show how workplace diversity disclosures actually affect prospective employee behavior,
providing insights as to whether mandating such disclosures will actually improve equity, diversity,
and inclusion in the workplace.
The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we discuss the existing literature
on diversity disclosures and job search criteria, and we then outline our hypotheses. We describe
our experimental design in Section 3, where we also provide details about the sample population.
In Section 4, we detail our approach to estimating participants’ preferences, and we discuss our
results. In Section 5, we explore the mechanisms that drive the preference estimates and consider
several dimensions of preference heterogeneity. We then conclude in Section 6.

2

Background and Hypothesis Development

To motivate our hypothesis, we begin by describing the current and historical precedent of gender
diversity disclosures. We then discuss the existing academic research on job search behaviors, allowing us to highlight the gaps in the literature that we address. We then formalize our hypotheses.

2.1

Background on Gender Diversity Disclosures

In order to better understand how gender diversity disclosures may influence labor market participants’ job search decisions, we provide background on the current state of these types of disclosures,
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first in the United States and then abroad. While public disclosures of workplace gender diversity
data are not mandatory in the United States, the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission collects detailed diversity disclosures from firms in their annual EEO-1 filings (Commission, 2021). All
firms with over 100 employees, and government contractors with over 50 employees, are required to
disclose their employees’ self-reported race and gender by position in the firm. These positions are
codified in a handbook on the firm’s website and are quite granular, showing different hierarchies
within the firm (Commission, 2006). While firms are required to disclose this race and gender composition data to the government, it is kept private from other stakeholders. Historically, Freedom
of Information Act requests filed in order to see the EEO-1 data of large firms who contract with
the U.S. Government have been met with great resistance (Smith, 2019). Firms have historically
reported that their EEO-1 filings cannot be made public because their gender diversity statistics
are “trade secrets,” and that sharing this information would reduce their competitive advantage
or possibly make recruiting diverse candidates more difficult for them in the future (Zabriskie and
Williams, 2019).
While firms have long fought to keep these diversity measures a secret, the #MeToo and Black
Lives Matter social movements have brought renewed and intensified attention to workplace diversity and the disclosure of diversity metrics (Katz and McIntosh, 2018; Kerber, 2018). As a result
of human rights activists’ work in these movements, a wide range of stakeholders including investors, employees, politicians, and job-seekers, are demanding increased diversity disclosures from
firms (Maurer, 2021). Each group desires these disclosures for different reasons. Employees are
demanding them to hold their firms accountable to diversity goals (Williams, 2019). Politicians are
interested in more transparency from firms (Ramonas, 2020). Investors are making these demands
because they believe that the diversity of the firm is value relevant information, as it is linked to
future firm performance and is an important human capital management strategy (Investors, 2018;
Beyoud and Ramonas, 2021). In response to these calls, The Wall Street Journal found that approximately one-third of S&P 500 firms voluntarily included numerical diversity disclosures within
in their 2020 fiscal year 10-Ks, and additional firms are expected to provide such disclosures in the
future (Francis et al., 2021). A recent study from the law discipline finds an exponential increase in
corporate diversity disclosures within their CSR reports since 2017 (Adediran, 2023). Gary Gensler,
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the current chair of the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC), says that one of his top
priorities for his tenure is proposing a new rule on disclosing workforce diversity metrics (Johnson,
2021).
The SEC is focusing on these disclosures because they are thought to be value relevant to the
firm. In today’s modern economy, human capital, not physical capital, is driving growth (Clayton,
2020). However, the SEC’s existing disclosure rules are still primarily focused on the valuation of
physical capital. In recent years, the SEC has made a focus on increasing disclosures around human
capital management (HCM) (Maurer, 2021). While HCM disclosures like the CEO Pay Ratio and
Regulation S-K were associated with large disclosure preparation costs, firms are already collecting
diversity data for their EEO-1 disclosures, so the increased cost of including this information in the
10-K, or other reports, is relatively low (Brownstein et al., 2020; LaViers et al., 2021). Because this
information is already being given to the federal government, the likelihood of increased disclosure
of this information to outside stakeholders is believed to be quite high (Kerber and Jessop, 2020).
While increased disclosure of diversity statistics seems likely, what information firms should
disclose and how granular that data should be is yet unknown. One option is to disclose only firmwide diversity numbers; for example, reporting that “40% of all employees are female” is the easiest
and lowest cost form of gender diversity disclosure. Critics of this approach claim that firm-wide
numbers may hide instances in which females are over-represented among entry-level, low-salary
jobs but under-represented among management-level, high-salary positions (Wullert and Simard,
2019; Mohan, 2021). A more granular approach would examine how females are represented at
different levels of the firm. While C-suite and board of director gender diversity statistics are
known, the percentage of non-executive managers who are female is currently unknown to firm
outsiders. The SEC and investor relations departments are primarily focused on how these types
of disclosures will affect investors’ ability to value the firm, but in this paper we examine how these
disclosures affect the firm’s ability to recruit and hire new talent.
Outside of the U.S., many different countries, including Japan, India, France, the United Kingdom, and Denmark, either have already implemented or are actively debating implementing gender
diversity disclosures in some form (Bennedsen et al., 2019; Le Roux et al., 2019; Burdulia and
Uhrynuk, 2021). Since 2017, in the United Kingdom, firms with over 250 employees have been
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required to publicly disclose gender pay gap information by salary quartile. This mandatory law
is the closest to the gender diversity disclosures we propose to study, as firms are required to state
by salary quartile what percentage of employees are female. There are several concurrent working
papers that are examining the effects of this law, and they find mixed results regarding the effect
on the labor market. Raghunandan and Rajgopal (2021) find that the law only reduces the gender
pay gap by 0.41% and that the rule may have had unintended negative consequences for male
employees who were wrongly fired to lower the gender pay gap. Duchini et al. (2020) find a much
stronger effect, saying that the disclosure mandate reduces pre-disclosure pay gaps by 15% and
causes firms to more aggressively hire females to close their pay gap. Blundell (2020) also finds
that the disclosure rule lowered the pay gap, but he attributes this effect to reductions in male
wages, not increases in females wages or female hiring.1 A working paper by Bailey et al. (2022)
may help explain these mixed results, as the authors find that firms are misreporting their gender
ratios in order to improve their ESG standings. It may be that the inaccurate information leads
to different outcomes. None of these studies focus on how the composition of newly hired workers
might have changed as a result of these new laws because that data is not publicly available. As
such, additional research is needed on the labor market effects of workplace gender diversity disclosures.

2.2

Job Search Criteria

Research on the job search strategy of prospective employees has been ongoing for several decades.
Much of the focus has been on how individuals acquire and consume information about potential
job opportunities when making their job search decisions. Both theoretical and empirical work
has shown that information disclosures from firms can improve job-seekers’ ability to assess their
goodness-of-fit with the firm, increasing labor market efficiency (McCall, 1970; Cable and Judge,
1996; Turban et al., 2001). For instance, Wiswall and Zafar (2018) show that job-seekers exhibit
strong preferences for jobs with greater part-time flexibility and a higher ratio of bonus pay to
total pay, so providing these details in the hiring process may improve hiring outcomes. Mas and
Pallais (2017) find that male and female job-seekers have different preferences for alternative work
1

Bennedsen et al. (2019) find similar results in a study of Danish firms.
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arrangements, further highlighting the potential importance of disclosing this information to jobseekers.
The corporate social responsibility (CSR) disclosure literature shows that CSR disclosures,
like gender diversity disclosures, may also have an effect on prospective employees’ goodness-offit perceptions (Christensen et al., 2021). It is not surprising that CSR disclosures can impact
labor market outcomes, as other research has shown that information in financial disclosures can
affect job-seekers’ behaviors (Brown and Matsa, 2016). Unlike other forms of financial disclosure,
however, CSR disclosures have been shown to affect the labor market by appealing to job-seekers’
social-identity. For example, when CSR disclosures convince job-seekers that the firm is ethical,
they are more likely to accept offers at that firm because they too believe themselves to be ethical
(Greening and Turban, 2000). This finding highlights the effect these disclosures have on goodnessof-fit perceptions. In a recent paper that considers the gender-based goodness-of-fit considerations
of labor market participants, Parasurama et al. (2020) use LinkedIn data to show that the underrepresentation of women in tech jobs is largely due to women self-selecting out of these jobs, not
due to a lack of job offers extended towards them. Similarly, Le Barbanchon et al. (2021) show
that gender differences in preferences for commuting explain a significant portion of labor supply
decisions. The authors do not, however, specifically address the question of whether job-seekers
prefer to work in environments with more or less gender diversity, which is the focus of our study.
Other recent field work has considered how information about a firm’s commitment to diversity
in recruitment materials impacts the application rates of job-seekers. Flory et al. (2021) find
evidence that racial minority students—but not female students—are more likely to apply to a oneday professional development program at a financial services company when the firm signals explicit
interest in employee diversity in its recruitment materials. In an alternative setting, Del Carpio
and Guadalupe (2021) show that application rates for a coding bootcamp increase among lowincome females when the recruiting materials emphasize the goodness-of-fit of women in the coding
profession. Similarly, in a study about social worker recruitment, where woman are over-represented
in the workforce relative to men, Delfino (2021) shows that men are no more likely to apply to social
worker jobs when an image of a man, rather than a woman, is depicted on the recruitment flyer.
None of these studies, however, are able to vary the gender diversity of the workplaces or directly
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compare two similar firms with different diversity levels, limiting their ability to draw inference
regarding the preferences of labor market participants. We fill this gap in the literature by directly
estimating their preferences for workplace gender diversity when other elements of the jobs are held
constant.

2.3

Hypothesis Development

Survey evidence indicates that, in today’s labor market, individuals want to work for firms with a
high level of equity, diversity, and inclusion (Team, 2020). Survey responses on controversial topics
can, however, be influenced by demand effects and social desirability bias that may obscure respondents’ true preferences. In addition, while job-seekers may verbalize a preference for workplace
gender diversity, it is not clear if these preferences are strong enough to impact their job selection
decisions. Furthermore, because of either sexism or status-quo bias, job-seekers may actually prefer
to work in non-diverse environments (Windscheid et al., 2017), especially if this is what they are
accustom to, as is likely the case in certain industries and geographic locations. Labor market
participants with such preferences may use workplace gender diversity disclosures to select into
firms that are less diverse to specifically avoid coworkers of a particular gender.
Adding greater tension to this debate is the fact that gender diversity at a firm is not a uniform
construct. It can take many forms and prospective employees may have differing preferences for
various forms of workplace gender diversity. For example, it is possible that job-seekers will have
different preferences for the gender diversity of their managers than they do for that of their
coworkers. In 2021, women make up only 8.1% of Fortune 500 CEOs (Hinchliffe, 2021). Because of
this disparity in leadership diversity, having women in management roles may be seen as extremely
important to prospective employees (O’Brien, 2019). Managerial gender diversity potentially shows
a heightened commitment to equity, diversity, and inclusion from the company. However, studies
have shown that women are often perceived to be less capable leaders and are more likely than
men to be fired for small mistakes (Haslam and Ryan, 2008; Livingston et al., 2012; Brescoll, 2016;
Egan et al., 2017). As such, labor market participants might not view females as desirable leaders
and may believe a company with more female leaders is more likely to be poorly managed.
Another way that firms can signal to prospective employees that they value diversity is to
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disclose the company’s annual donations to non-profits that promote gender equality. Firms commonly disclose charitable giving as a way of making them more attractive to outsiders (Amato and
Amato, 2007; Chen et al., 2008). Corporate giving can increase a firm’s reputation and act as a
complement to or substitute for other ethical behaviors (Elfenbein et al., 2012; Nguyen, 2020). For
example, a company might operate in a male-dominated industry or geographic location, limiting
its ability to recruit and hire women, and it might compensate for its lack of internal gender diversity by donating to non-profits that promote gender equality. If external donations are perceived
as a reasonable substitute for internal diversity, employers with low levels of gender diversity may
be able to increase their attractiveness in the eyes of job-seekers by making such donations. It
is, however, possible that job-seekers will not express a positive preference to work for charitable
companies, as those donations dollars result in fewer resources within the firm that could directly
benefit employees.
Taken together, there is substantial tension on both sides of the argument as to whether jobseekers will have significant preferences for workplace gender diversity. Because prior research and
theory do not provide clear predictions as to whether or not job seekers will have a positive or
negative preference for workplace gender diversity, we state our hypothesis in the null form as
follows:
Hypothesis 1: Prospective employees will not exhibit significant preferences for workplace gender
diversity.
Part of the difficulty in forming a directional hypothesis about the preferences of the average
prospective employee is the potential difference in how female versus male job-seekers perceive
workplace gender diversity. Survey evidence suggests that, globally, women are more supportive
of gender diversity efforts than are men (Fetterolf, 2017). It stands to reason then that women
may place greater value on workplace gender diversity than men. Some research that supports why
this might be the case shows that women are less likely to experience sexism when they have more
female coworkers (Konrad et al., 2010). Additional research shows that firms with more female
leaders are more likely to have female-friendly cultures (Bloom et al., 2011; Tate and Yang, 2015).
However, there is mixed evidence on how women interact with other women at work (Ellemers et al.,
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2012; Cooper et al., 2016). Research on the “queen bee syndrome” shows that women may exhibit
sexism towards other women (Ellemers et al., 2004; Bagues and Esteve-Volart, 2010; Elsesser and
Lever, 2011). As a result of these mixed findings is not clear how women who have had differing
workplace experiences will feel about having more female coworkers and managers.
The preferences of men for workplace gender diversity are less ambiguous. Survey evidence
reports that 74% of men believe a diverse workforce is an important factor when evaluating job
offers, and 64% believe their employer should be doing more to increase workplace diversity (Team,
2020). However, a recent survey conducted by LeanIn shows that 60% of male managers feel
uncomfortable socializing with female subordinates (Connley, 2019). Another recent survey found
that 30% of males believe the advancement of women in the workplace has come at their expense
(Menasce Horowitz and Igielnik, 2020). In addition, Husain et al. (2021) find that male teachers
exhibit a negative preference for working for female principals, whereas female teachers do not.
These findings suggest that men may believe that having more female coworkers and managers will
limit their opportunities for career advancement. Based on these findings, we form the following
hypothesis:
Hypothesis 2: Women will exhibit more positive preferences for workplace gender diversity than will
men.
While it is not clear whether the average labor market participant will prefer to work in a
more or less gender-diverse environment, one might assume that job-seekers will strictly prefer to
be informed of a firm’s workplace gender diversity statistics when making job search decisions.
Theory indicates that all prospective employees should prefer to have more relevant information at
their disposal when making such decisions (McCall, 1970). As firms provide an increased number
of relevant disclosures, prospective employees’ information acquisition costs decrease. As a result,
theory suggests that individuals should prefer to work for firms that disclose information about
their diversity statistics over non-disclosing firms. However, if they learn that a company has
diversity statistics that vary significantly from their preferred level, they may opt to accept a job
with a company that does not disclose any information about its workplace diversity in hopes
that the non-disclosing firm’s environment more closely aligns with their preferences. Regardless,
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the theoretical literature makes a strong argument that labor market participants should prefer
to be informed about a firm’s workplace gender diversity statistics when they make job selection
decisions. As such, we propose the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 3: Prospective employees will exhibit significant preferences for workplaces that disclose
gender diversity statistics, relative to those that do not disclose this information.

3

Experimental Design and Sample Population

To study the impact of workplace gender diversity on individuals’ job search decision-making, we
use a hypothetical choice experiment as developed by Wiswall and Zafar (2018). This approach
allows us to robustly estimate individuals’ preferences for different gender diversity-related job
characteristics. Each participant of the experiment was presented with eight hypothetical job
search scenarios. Each scenario asked participants to consider their willingness to accept three
different job offers, where the jobs differed exogenously along four job characteristics: (1) the
annual earnings when working full-time,2 (2) the proportion of women in the company in similar
job positions as the participants,3 (3) the proportion of women in the company in management
positions above that of the participants,4 and (4) the company’s annual donations to non-profits
that promote gender equality.5 The participants were told that, other than these four attributes,
the jobs were identical in all other aspects. They were then be asked to indicate the percent chance
that they would choose each of the three different jobs, with the chance of each job being given a
number from 0 to 100 and the chances given to the three different jobs adding up to 100 exactly.
To reiterate, each scenario that we presented to the participants consisted of three jobs, and the
jobs differed from each other along exactly four dimensions. Other than these four characteristic
Annual Salary varied between $28,000 and $81,000. This range was selected to provide meaningful
variation in salary but also to be realistic for the salary ranges of jobs our participants would actually be
applying to outside of this experiment.
3
The proportion of women in the company varied between 12% and 64%.
4
The proportion of women in management varied between 5% and 45%, and these values were carefully
selected such that the proportion of female coworkers and female managers did not seem unrealistic together.
For example, none of the jobs have 40% female management but only 12% females in the company.
5
The annual donations to non-profits varied between $110,000 and $970,000.
2
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differences, the jobs were identical in all ways.6
The hypothetical choice experiment provides several advantages over other experimental designs, such as the discrete choice experiments commonly seen in accounting and finance. First,
as proposed by Blass et al. (2010), the choice probability design allows participants to express
uncertainty about their hypothetical behavior. Rather than having to make a discrete decision—
i.e., expressing preference for a single job relative to multiple others—individuals are able to rank
the jobs and express degrees of confidence in their rankings by placing a greater probability on
some jobs relative to others. Second, as discussed by Wiswall and Zafar (2018), the hypothetical
choice design allows us to “construct a ‘pure’ measure of individual preferences” because bias in
the way the company hires employees does not affect participants’ choice sets. This allows us to
isolate “the preference for workplace attributes, free from considering the equilibrium job allocation
mechanism, preferences of employers, and omitted variable bias problems.” Third, the hypothetical
choice approach allows us to manipulate multiple job characteristics at once while still achieving
precise statistical inference with a relatively small sample. For instance, the sample used in Wiswall
and Zafar (2018) was almost a tenth the size of that used in Mas and Pallais (2017), even though
the former manipulated more job characteristics than the latter.
Another meaningful strength of our hypothetical choice experiment is that the design of the
eight scenarios helps reduce the influence of demand effects. In a traditional survey, respondents
are often subject to demand effects or social desirability bias that may reduce truth-telling (Zizzo,
2010; Mummolo and Peterson, 2019). When asked to explicitly state their preferences for workplace
gender diversity, respondents may respond in the way they feel is most socially acceptable, not
necessarily in the way they actually feel. In our hypothetical choice framework, demand effects
are less likely to impact participant responses because we do not explicitly ask participants about
their preferences for workplace gender diversity but instead ask them to assign job acceptance
probabilities to jobs with different diversity characteristics. While participants will likely infer
that preferences for workplace gender diversity are the subject of interest in our experiment, the
attributes of each job are calibrated in such a way that there is no clearly dominant job, so a
trade-off between job attributes must be considered. As an example of how the jobs are presented,
6

Documentation of the experiment survey is provided in Appendix B.
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see Figure 1, which displays the first scenario exactly as it was presented to the participants. Of
the three jobs, Job 1 has the lowest proportion of women in similar job positions, but it also has the
highest annual donation amount. Jobs 2 and 3 have similar trade-offs. Participants who experience
demand effects will not be able to identify the most “socially desirable” job because we calibrated
each scenario such that no job clearly dominates the option set.

3.1

Sample Population

We used the survey sampling services of LUCID to find a nationally representative sample of adults
to participate in our experiment.7 LUCID establishes survey-taker pools by recruiting the largest
online survey taking audience in the United States. Due to the number of surveys they conduct,
they are able to compile data accuracy rates and can guarantee the quality of the data samples
in ways that other survey sampling labor markets are not able to do. The use of LUCID’s survey
sampling has been used in other academic studies and the platform has been found to provide
nationally representative samples (Coppock and McClellan, 2019). Our data includes 1,024 adults
from around the United States.8 These individuals were part of a two-stage review before they
participated in the hypothetical choice experiment. First, they were only invited to take the survey
if they had indicated to LUCID that they were looking for a new job on a general demographics
in-take survey. Then, they were asked as part of our survey if they were open to pursuing new
job opportunities. Only individuals that indicated their interest in pursuing new job opportunities
were allowed to participate in our experiment.

3.2

Participant Characteristics

Table 1 reports details about the participants in our experiment. As shown in Column (1), our
nationally representative sample contains 51% females, 39% BIPOC individuals, and 13% LGBTQ
7

Immediately following this experiment, LUCID was acquired and now operates under the name Cint.
We requested a sample size of 1,000. LUCID will often exceed the requested threshold slightly in
case some observations are removed from the sample due to incomplete response data. There were 1,033
individuals who completed the hypothetical choice experiment. Of these, 1,024 identified themselves as a
man or a woman, and nine identified themselves as non-binary. As one of our main hypotheses considers
the comparison of responses between the men and women in our sample, we do not tabulate the responses
of these nine non-binary individuals in our main tables. For completeness, we tabulate their characteristics
and workplace gender diversity preferences in Appendix A.
8
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individuals.9 In addition, 68% of our sample is currently employed but open to new job opportunities, whereas the rest is unemployed and seeking employment. The average participant is 45
years old, with the youngest (oldest) participant being 18 (82), and with 77% of the participants
being between 25 and 65 years old. The average participant has over 22 years of work experience,
and less than 1% of the participants reported having no work experience. The average participant
earns nearly $55,000 a year, with 14% earning less than $20,000 a year and 16% earning more than
$100,000. These income statistics provide comfort that the salary ranges presented to participants
in the hypothetical choice scenarios—which ranged from $28,000 to $81,000—were realistic to the
participants and that the salary differences between jobs in a given scenario were meaningfully
large to them. Over 75% of the participants have some college experience, with over 40% having
completed a Bachelor’s degree or higher. In this study, we compare the workplace gender diversity
preferences of men and women. As such, it is important to consider if these two groups differ
along observable demographic characteristics. In Columns (2) and (3), we separately report the
average characteristics of male and female participants, respectively, and in Column (4) we report
p-values from difference-in-means tests. We find that the men and women in our sample do not
differ significantly based on age, but there are significant differences in the characteristics of male
and female participants along the other dimensions.10

3.3

Scenario Examples and Probability Variation

Table 2 displays two example scenarios, along with the values exogenously assigned to each job
characteristic of the three jobs that make up the scenario. In Column (1) we report the average,
median, and standard deviation values of the probabilities assigned to each job by all participants.
In Columns (2) and (3), we separately report the values assigned to each job by male and female
participants, respectively. These statistics provide a first look at instances in which male and
female participants meaningfully depart in their preferences for certain jobs. In the first example,
in Panel A, the average probability choice assigned to Job 1 by male participants was 47.00, which is
9

These demographic characteristics are in line with those of the 2020 United States Census, though our
sample is slightly more diverse based on race and sexual orientation.
10
As we show in Section 4, our main results are robust when we control for these participant characteristics
in our analyses.
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significantly greater than the average probability of 38.70 assigned by female participants (p-value
< 0.001). In contrast, male participants assigned a significantly lower average choice probability
to Job 3, 32.10, compared to female participants, 41.43 (p-value < 0.001). Job 3 provides $1,000
less income than Job 1, but it has over double the amount of women in coworker and management
positions. This suggests that female participants are more likely than male participants to trade
off $1,000 of income to realize a large increase in workplace gender diversity.
Example 2, in Panel B of Table 2, tells a similar story, even though the annual income amounts
are over double those in Example 1. Job 2 pays $1,000 more than Job 1, but it has a smaller
proportion of female workers at both levels in the organization and it pays out less in annual
donations. Job 3 provides the smallest annual income and pays out the least to charity, but it
has the largest proportions of women coworkers and managers. We find that women assigned a
significantly smaller average choice probability to Job 2, relative to men (p-value < 0.001), and
they assigned greater probabilities to both Jobs 1 and 3 (p-value < 0.001 and p-value = 0.012,
respectively) than did men. These preliminary results suggest that female participants are more
likely to trade off income for increased workplace gender diversity than are men. In Section 4, we
will use data from all eight scenarios to measure the workplace gender diversity preferences of each
individual, and then we will aggregate these estimates to provide robust estimates of the average
preferences across all participants.
Another important takeaway from the results in Table 2 is that the standard deviations are
sizeable, which suggests that there is meaningful variation in the probabilities assigned to each job
across participants. This is true even within gender-specific subsets of the participants. Figure 2
shows a histogram of the choice probabilities assigned to Job 1 across all participants and scenarios.
In line with the responses collected by Wiswall and Zafar (2018), probabilities tend to be multiples
of 5. As discussed in Section 4, our estimation strategy accounts for this potential rounding bias. In
addition, we do not find evidence that participants bunched their responses at either extreme (zero
or 100), as over 82% of the responses are between zero and 100. This suggests that participants
were able to answer the questions in the probabilistic style employed in this experiment and that
they understood the instructions to do so. The characteristics of each of the three jobs in the
eight scenarios were calibrated to ensure no single job was objectively the best (worst) based on
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having the highest (lowest) amount of pay, within-firm gender diversity, and yearly donations. The
experimental design appears to work well, as we see no signs that any one scenario had a clearly
dominant job choice, indicating that the scenarios are well chosen to elicit the probability choice
data needed for the planned analysis.

4

Empirical Estimations and Results

We begin by discussing the statistical approach used to estimate individuals’ preferences for various
dimensions of workplace gender diversity. We next present these job preference estimates across
the full sample of participants, which provides a test of our first hypothesis. We then compare the
preference estimates of men and women to test our second hypothesis. Last, we report participants’
preferences for the disclosure of workplace gender diversity information, which is a test of our third
hypothesis.

4.1

Estimation Approach

Wiswall and Zafar (2018) use a model to demonstrate the strength of the hypothetical choice
methodology. Specifically, they show that, under weak conditions, the data collected from the
hypothetical job choice scenarios identifies the distribution of job preferences. In addition, because
individuals provide choice probabilities to each job, rather than a discrete choice as to which is
their most preferred, we are able to build a panel of data for each individual in the sample. Having
such a panel allows us to robustly identify the average preferences of the whole sample population.
Wiswall and Zafar (2018) provide comprehensive detail regarding the empirical estimations
approach used in the hypothetical choice methodology, which is the same that we will employ.
Using the data gathered in the experiment, we are able to estimate the probability that individual
i chooses job j as,
pi,j = PJ

exp(Xj′ βi )

′
j ′ =1 exp(Xj ′ βi )

,

(1)

where j ′ is one of the two alternative jobs in a given scenario (j ̸= j ′ ), βi = [βi1 , ..., βiK ] is a K
dimensional vector reflecting individual i ’s preferences for each of the K job characteristics, and X
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is the vector of job characteristics (e.g., annual earnings, gender composition of coworkers, gender
composition of managers, and donations statistics). We then apply the log-odds transformation to
Equation (1), which leads to the linear model:

ln

pi,j
pi,j ′



= (Xj − Xj ′ )′ βi .

(2)

The result of this estimation is that βi can be interpreted as the marginal change in the log odds for
some level difference in the X characteristics of the job. We use a least absolute deviations (LAD)
estimator and a median restriction to account for potential measurement errors, as participants
may not know their exact chances of choosing certain jobs and they may round their responses to
the nearest 5 or 10 percent.11 Thus the equation we estimate separately for each participant using
16 observations is the following:12



p̃i,j
M ln(
)|Xj , Xj ′ = (Xj − Xj ′ )βi ,
p̃i,j ′

(3)

where M [·] is the median operator and p̃i,j is the actual reported job choice probability, which
equals the “true” probability, pi,j , plus some error. Estimating Equation (3) using LAD for each
participant i allows us to identify the parameter vector βi . Having done this for every participant, we estimate mean preferences across all participants, E(βi ), and we conduct inference using
block bootstrap with replacement.13 As the economic magnitude of the estimated job preference
coefficients are difficult to interpret, we also follow the approach in Wiswall and Zafar (2018) of
computing individual level willingness-to-pay statistics, which are given by,

WTPi,k (∆) = [exp


−βi,k
∆ − 1] × Y,
βi,1

(4)

11
See Section 5.3 in Wiswall and Zafar (2018) for further details regarding how our choice in estimation
procedure guards against measurement error.
12
There are 16 observations because each participant responds to 8 scenarios, and within each scenario
they choose between three jobs. For each scenario, a focal job is chosen and preferences for job attributes are
estimated by comparing the other two jobs to the focal job. Hence, for each of the 8 scenarios we consider
two comparisons, and 8 × 2 = 16.
13
As Wiswall and Zafar (2018) suggest, there is no reason to assume the order in which jobs are presented
affects job preferences. But, just in case order effects are present, we include job number dummies when
estimating Equation (3).
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where Y is the average level of earnings across all jobs in the eight scenarios. WTPi,k (∆) > 0 can be
interpreted as the amount of money individual i would need to receive for an increase in attribute
k by ∆ (e.g., a change in workplace gender diversity). As a result, individual i ’s willingness-to-pay
depends on their preference for the attribute βi,k relative to their preference for earnings, βi,1 .

4.2

Tests of Hypotheses 1 and 2

As previously discussed, the three jobs in each scenario presented to the participants vary along
exactly four characteristics. Participants were told that the jobs are otherwise identical, and in order
to ensure the salience of this instruction, they were asked an attention check question regarding this
point. Participants who did not answer this question correctly were not allowed to move forward
to the job selection part of the task. To estimate participants’ preferences, we combined all eight
scenarios, and the vector of job attributes, X, to be: X = {log annual earnings when working fulltime, proportion women in similar positions, proportion women in management positions, annual
donations to gender equality non-profits (in $10,000s)}.
We then estimate Equation (3) for each individual, resulting in four preference-betas per participant, one for each job attribute: β1 (preference for annual income), β2 (preference for female
coworkers), β3 (preference for female managers), and β4 (preference for donations). To test our
first hypothesis, which asks whether the average individual exhibits a significant preference for
workplace gender diversity, we average the preference-betas across participants, which we tabulate
in Table 3. Column (1) reports average estimates across the entire sample of participants, whereas
Columns (2) and (3) separately consider male and female participants, respectively. The point
estimates reveal the average preferences that participants in our experiment have for the different
job characteristics. As expected, participants reveal a strong, positive preference for earnings. This
means that, holding constant all the job characteristics related to diversity, participants report a
higher probability of accepting the job that pays the most. The positive, significant coefficient
on β1 : Log Earnings in Column (1) is consistent with a well-designed study. If participants were
unable to understand the experiment, were responding to demand effects, or were answering these
questions at random, these expected results would not be significant.
The other three preference-betas in Column (1) relate to our first hypothesis. We find that
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the average participant exhibits a negative, statistically significant, preference for workplaces with
increased female representation among their coworkers and managers. This result means that,
when presented with two jobs making the same salary, the average participant reports being more
likely to accept the job where fewer females are employed.14 This finding stands in stark contrast
to the responses given by participants of practitioner-led surveys, which suggest that labor market
participants favor workplace gender diversity. The average participant does, however, reveal a positive preference for companies that donate more money to gender equality focused non-profits. This
shows that labor market participants may see external corporate philanthropy initiatives differently
than internal gender diversity. They may believe that gender diversity is good, but not when it may
affect them personally (e.g., by limiting their promotion prospects). Taken together, the results in
Column (1) provide convincing evidence to reject the null hypothesis that prospective employees do
not exhibit preferences for workplace gender diversity. There is an important nuance to this result,
though, as job-seekers exhibit opposite preferences for internal versus external corporate diversity
statistics.
The results in Columns (2)–(4) provide evidence in support of our second hypothesis, that
women exhibit preferences for workplace gender diversity that are more positive than men. On
average, the men in our experiment exhibit significant negative preferences for female coworkers
and female managers even when gender parity has not yet been reached by the firm. The significant
negative coefficient here means that even when jobs have the same salary, the average male in the
experiment prefers to work with fewer women. On the other hand, women in our experiment are
indifferent towards increased female representation among their coworkers and managers. These
differences are statistically significant at the 5% and 1% level, respectively, and they suggest that
the negative aggregate effects in Column (1) are largely driven by male participants. Similarly,
on average, the men in our experiment exhibit indifference towards corporate gender-related philanthropy, whereas the women in our experiment have a significant preference for these donations,
indicating that females are driving this result in the full sample. Thus, across all three measures
14

This finding is calculated using jobs scenarios where no job has a higher than 64% female coworkers and
45% female managers. Meaning that the average participant is not rejecting workplaces that have a greater
representation of women than in the average population. The results are driven from settings where gender
parity has not yet been achieved.
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of workplace gender diversity, women exhibit significantly more positive preferences than do men.
To provide a clear economic interpretation of these preference-betas, we estimate Equation 4,
which computes participants’ willingness-to-pay (WTP) estimates for each of the three measures
of workplace gender diversity. We can then compare these estimates between male and female
participants to arrive at a clear economic interpretation of the difference in preferences between the
two groups. The WTP estimates suggest that female labor market participants would be willing to
trade off nearly $170 ($143) of annual income for a one percentage point increase in the proportion
of female coworkers (managers) in their workplace. Assuming linearity, this implies the women in
our sample would be willing to accept $4,250 ($3,575) less in annual income to work at a firm with
a 50-to-50 ratio of female-to-male coworkers (managers) as opposed to a 25-to-75 ratio. The WTP
estimates of men, on the other hand, are of the opposite sign, showing that they require additional
compensation to work alongside a greater proportion of female coworkers and managers.

4.3

Test of Hypothesis 3

After participants responded to the eight hypothetical choice scenarios, we presented them with a
final scenario that was designed to elicit preferences for the disclosure of gender diversity information, allowing us to test our third hypothesis. Table 4 shows the approach we used to accomplish
this. We again presented participants with three different job offers. However, in this scenario we
held the annual earnings constant and varied the other job characteristics such that Job 1 had a
high level of gender diversity across all three dimensions, Job 2 had a low level of gender diversity
across all three dimensions, and Job 3 did not disclose any information about its internal gender
diversity or charitable giving. We then asked participants to assign choice probabilities to the jobs
just as they had in the previous eight scenarios.
Column (1) shows the average probability assignments, and standard deviations in parentheses,
given to each job by all participants. Columns (2) and (3) show the average probability assignments
given to each job by male and female participants, respectively. Across all three columns, the
average responses highlight a clear pattern, with Job 1 being preferred over Job 2 and Job 3, and
Job 2 being preferred over Job 3. Difference-in-means tests in the bottom three rows of the table
show that these preferences are significant at the 1% level in aggregate and separately among men
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and women. While it might be of little surprise that Job 1 is the most preferred, it is not obvious
that Job 2 would be more preferred than Job 3, especially among female job-seekers, given the
relatively poor diversity optics of Job 2. That both Job 1 and Job 2 are preferred over Job 3
provides evidence in support of our third hypothesis, that prospective employees have a meaningful
preference for the disclosure of gender diversity statistics.
The standard deviations of these probability assignments are sizeable, suggesting that not all
participants ranked Job 1 above Job 2 and Job 2 above Job 3. In fact, we find that only 55.9% of
male participants ranked Job 1 above Job 2, suggesting that when holding the level of pay stable,
over 44% of male participants indicated that they would be more likely to accept the job with less
workplace gender diversity. In contrast, 68.9% of female participants ranked Job 1 above Job 2,
which is significantly greater than the proportion of men who did, but this still means that over 30%
of female participants preferred the job with less workplace gender diversity. While Job 3 received
the lowest average ranking among both male and female participants, nearly 15% of participants
actually ranked Job 3 higher than both alternatives (16% of men and 14% of women). This implies
either that some labor market participants do not prefer firms with transparent diversity metrics
or that the diversity metrics of the two disclosing firms were sufficiently misaligned with these
participants’ preferences that they opted for the third, non-disclosing job, which may have had a
level of workplace gender diversity that more closely aligned with their preferences.

5

Mechanism Tests and Additional Analyses

We begin this section by exploring the possible mechanisms that drive labor market participants’
preferences for workplace gender diversity. We then consider preference heterogeneity across age,
income, and employment status. We follow that with a discussion of demand effects, comparing
survey responses to the estimated preference-betas to further highlight the merits of the hypothetical
choice methodology. We finish with a discussion about some of the actual reported job-search
behaviors performed by the labor market participants in our study.
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5.1

Mechanism Analysis

After completing the hypothetical choice experiment, we asked participants several questions to
help us identify the possible mechanisms that contribute to their preferences for workplace gender
diversity. We asked participants to report their level of agreement to ten statements about the
implications of each of the three types of diversity being disclosed to the participants, which proxy
for five different potential mechanisms. The first possible mechanism that we consider is that labor
market participants might see increased workplace gender diversity along each of the dimensions
as a signal of how likely they are to face gender discrimination in the workplace. We capture this
possibility with the following statements: (i) I am less likely to be discriminated against because of
my gender; (ii) My high performance is more likely to be rewarded. Workplace gender diversity may
also be perceived as a signal of firm quality, which we capture via the following statements: (iii) The
company is less likely to be profitable; (iv) The company is more likely to be innovative. Corporate
diversity could also send signals about the competitiveness of the work environment or the work-life
balance of the job, which we capture via the following statements: (v) I will have a better work-life
balance; (vi) The workplace with be more competitive. Some may also believe that workplace
gender diversity may impact their relationships both inside and outside of the workplace, which we
capture via the following statements: (vii) I will have an easier time finding a new romantic life
partner; (viii) I will have a harder time maintaining my current romantic relationship. The final
possible mechanism that we consider is that labor market participants might intrinsically value
workplace gender diversity for its own sake or because they believe corporate gender parity is good
for society in general. We capture this possibility with the following statements: (ix) I would like
to work for a company [with more workplace gender diversity]; (x) Companies that have [more
workplace gender diversity] are good for society.15
We aggregate each respondents’ answers to these questions into five separate mechanism proxies
for each of the three dimensions. For example, a response of “Strongly disagree” to the statement
15

We propose each statement three different times to every participant, alternating through the three
different dimensions of workplace gender diversity: fraction of female coworkers, fraction of female managers, and donations to gender-related non-profits. We also reverse-code some of the questions to improve
respondent attention and increase response quality. These and all other agree/disagree responses are tagged
with the following numerical values: “Strongly disagree” (-2); “Somewhat disagree” (-1); “Neither agree nor
disagree” (0); “Somewhat agree” (1); and “Strongly agree” (2).
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“I am less likely to be discriminated against because of my gender” is tagged with a value of -2,
while a response of “Somewhat agree” to the statement “My high performance is more likely to
be rewarded” is tagged with a value of 1. This participant’s Discrimination value would then be
(−2 + 1)/2 = −0.5.16 We then separately regress participants’ estimated preference-betas for each
dimension of workplace gender diversity on these five possible mechanism proxies. We tabulate the
results of these estimations in Table 5, where Columns (1)–(3) display results across all participants
and Columns (4)–(6) (Columns (7)–(9)) display results among male (female) participants. The
dependent variables in Columns (1), (4), and (7) are the estimated preference-betas for an increased
fraction of female coworkers. The dependent variables in Columns (2), (5), and (8) are the estimated
preference-betas for an increased fraction of female managers. The dependent variables in Columns
(3), (6), and (9) are the estimated preference-betas for increased yearly donations to gender-equality
focused non-profits.
In Column (1), the positive coefficient on Firm Quality suggests that the average participant’s
preference for increased female representation among their coworkers is significantly related to the
belief that workplaces with greater gender parity among one’s coworkers are of higher quality (i.e.,
more profitable and/or innovative). Comparing the estimates on Firm Quality in Columns (4) and
(7) shows that this relation only exists among female participants. In Column (2), we see that
discrimination considerations, firm quality signals, and intrinsic value are all significantly related
to the average participant’s preference for increased female representation among their managers.
Discrimination concerns are significantly related to female manager preferences among both male
and female participants, whereas intrinsic value appears to drive the preferences of men only and
firm quality considerations appear to drive the preferences of women only. Column (3) shows
that discrimination concerns are negatively related to preferences for increase corporate donation
spending, especially among female participants. This relation potentially suggests that external
gender-related philanthropy may be used or perceived as a substitute for internal gender parity, or
as a way to “make up for” gender discrimination. Taken together, the correlations between these
survey responses and participants’ preference estimates suggest that discrimination considerations,
16

We account for the reverse coding in our aggregation by adjusting all responses to be in the positive
form.
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firm quality signals, and intrinsic value likely drive participants’ preferences for workplace gender
diversity. Whereas, work-life balance and relationship considerations are unlikely to be major
drivers of these preferences.

5.2

Preference Heterogeneity

We next consider whether the preferences of labor market participants for workplace gender diversity vary based on participants’ age, income level, and their employment status. To do this, we
estimate the average preference-betas of participants who are above versus below the median age
(42), who are above versus below the median income level ($47,500), and who are employed versus
unemployed. We plot the estimates in Figure 3.
The top two coefficients in Figure 3a show that participants who are above the median age
have negative preferences for female coworkers, whereas the younger participants are relatively
indifferent. Similarly, the middle two coefficients show that participants who are above the median
income level have negative preferences for increased female coworkers, whereas the participants at
lower income levels are relatively indifferent. We see the same pattern when considering employed
versus unemployed workers in the bottom two coefficients. This heterogeneity in preferences is
also apparent when considering participants’ preferences for female managers in Figure 3c. Taken
together, the estimates in these two figures indicate that older, higher income, and employed
participants are driving the negative preferences for female coworkers and mangers.
Figures 3b and 3d display the differences in beta-preferences between female and male participants within each sub-sample of the participant population. In general, women have significantly more positive preferences for female coworkers and managers than do men. There are some
sub-samples in which the difference in beta-preferences between women and men are statistically
insignificant (e.g., below median age). In most of these cases, however, the coefficients across subsamples (e.g., below median age versus above median age) are very similar in magnitude. These
results suggest that, across all age, income level, and employment status sub-samples, male participants drive the negative aggregate preferences for female coworkers and managers.
Finally, Figures 3e and 3f consider participants’ preferences for gender-related corporate philanthropy across the different age, income level, and employment status sub-samples. Figure 3e
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shows that the average participant in all sub-samples exhibits a positive preference for increased
donations. In line with the findings in Figures 3a and 3c, the preferences for this dimension of
workplace gender diversity are more negative for older, higher income, and employed participants,
though their beta-preferences are still significantly positive. Figure 3f shows that female participants exhibit significantly more positive preferences for donations than male participants in half of
the sub-samples, specifically the older, lower income, and unemployed sub-samples.

5.3

Demand Effects

As discussed previously, in traditional surveys respondents are often subject to demand effects
wherein they respond in the way they feel is most socially acceptable, not necessarily in the way they
actually feel. Our hypothetical choice experiment circumvents much of this concern, allowing us to
estimate labor market participants’ true preferences for workplace gender diversity. To highlight
the potential differences between traditional survey responses and actual preferences, we asked
participants two direct questions about their preferences for male versus female coworkers and
managers. Specifically, we asked participants to indicate their level of agreement to the two following
statements: (i) I like working with women coworkers more than men coworkers; (ii) I like working
for men managers more than women managers. The response options were “Strongly disagree,”
“Somewhat disagree,” “Neither agree nor disagree,” “Somewhat agree,” and “Strongly agree.”
The histograms in Figure 4a separately plot responses from female and male participants to
the statement about their preferences for women versus men coworkers. While the median and
modal participant neither agrees nor disagrees that they like working with women coworkers more
than men coworkers, the average respondent exhibited a significant preference for women coworkers
(p-value < 0.001) This is true for both female and male participants, though male participants say
they like working with women coworkers even more (p-value < 0.001). These results stand in stark
contrast to the preference-betas estimated in Section 4.2, wherein male participants exhibited a
negative preference for women coworkers. This finding highlights the benefits of using our experimental design to elicit preferences, rather than simply asking individuals to state their preferences,
as the latter approach is likely to be confounded by demand effects.
The responses to the statement about managers are more consistent with the estimates preference-
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betas from the hypothetical choice experiment. Figure 4b shows that the average participant says
they like working for men managers more than women managers (p-value < 0.001). This is true
for both female and male participants, but the average responses of the two groups are indistinguishable (p-value = 0.980). However, the correlation between the estimated preferences for female
managers and these survey responses is small, 0.0529, and it is only marginally significant (p-value
= 0.089). Taken together, the survey responses plotted in Figure 4 do not fully align with the
revealed preferences estimated in our hypothetical choice experiment, highlighting the potential for
demand effects bias when individuals respond to traditional survey questions.

5.4

Participants’ Job-Search Behaviors

We finish by describing the actual job-search behaviors of the participants in our sample, and
estimating the relations between these experiences and their preferences for workplace gender diversity. Table 6 reports the results of tests to determine the relation between respondents’ prior
job-search behaviors and their preferences for different dimensions of workplace gender diversity,
where Columns (1)–(3) display results across all participants and Columns (4)–(6) (Columns (7)–
(9)) display results among male (female) participants. The dependent variables in Columns (1),
(4), and (7) are the estimated preference-betas for an increased fraction of female coworkers. The
dependent variables in Columns (2), (5), and (8) are the estimated preference-betas for an increased
fraction of female managers. The dependent variables in Columns (3), (6), and (9) are the estimated preference-betas for increased yearly donations to gender-equality focused non-profits. We
regress the preference-betas on participants’ responses to questions that ask their level of agreement/disagreement the following statements about their prior job-search behaviors: (i) Before
accepting a job offer, I have spent time researching the firm’s gender diversity policies; (ii) Before
accepting a job offer, I have read the financial statements of the firm; (iii) Before accepting a job
offer, I have read the human resources information provided on the firm’s website.
The positive estimates on Diversity Policies in Columns (1) and (2) indicate that participants
who have more experience looking up a company’s diversity policies also have a more positive
preference for female representation among their coworkers and managers. This relation seems
intuitive, as individuals with a distaste for or indifference towards workplace gender diversity are
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likely to be less inclined to search out a firm’s diversity statistics when applying for a job. We see
that this relation is true among both male and female participants. In addition, we find that female
participants who have experience looking up a potential employer’s human resources information
also exhibit a more positive preference for female representation among their coworkers and managers. We do not, however, find any relation between preferences for workplace gender diversity and
experience looking up an employer’s financial statements, which is potentially unsurprising given
that financial statements (historically) have not tended to include information related to workplace
diversity.

6

Conclusion

Recent events have propelled gender equality into the forefront of many economic, social justice,
and political conversations. As a result, an ever growing number of publicly traded corporations
are choosing to disclose details about the gender diversity of their workplace and the SEC is
debating whether or not to make these disclosures mandatory. While the disclosures are growing
more and more common, the effects of them on the labor market was not well understood. Our
study employees a nationally representative sample of current labor market participants and a
hypothetical choice design to show that when labor market participants experience less demand
effects, they show a distaste for the increased representation of female coworkers and managers
but a taste for diversity based donations. We also find meaningful differences in the preferences
of male and female labor market participants where males are driving the distaste for increased
female representation, while females show no significant preferences for it. Conversely females are
driving the taste for donations while males show no significant preferences. Despite these findings,
we also document that no matter the gender or the gender diversity preferences of labor market
participants, they prefer firms who are transparent over firms who are not. These findings have
important implications for managers who need to determine the correct disclosure strategy for their
firm depending on their hiring goals.
While our findings have a significant contribution to the literature in their own right, their
limitations provide fertile ground for future research. In our setting participants are given almost
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no details of the jobs. They are told to imagine that the jobs are similar to one another in every
capacity other than the attributes disclosed to them. While we limit these details on purpose to
provide a clean setting in which we test our constructs of interest, the work environment, industry,
or the nature of their jobs may change labor market participants feelings about workplace gender
diversity. Future research could examine the role other job attributes or other forms of diversity
play in the decision-making process of labor market participants.
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Figures and Tables
Figure 1: Exposition of Scenario 1

Notes. This figure displays the first scenario exactly as it was presented to the participants. Documentation
of the experiment survey is provided in Appendix B.
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Figure 2: Histogram of Job 1 Choice Probabilities

Notes. This figure displays the frequency (as a percent) of each choice probability assigned to Job 1 across
all eight hypothetical scenarios that were presented to participants.
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Figure 3: Heterogeneous Preferences by Age, Income, and Employment Status
(b) Female Coworkers (Female−Male)

(a) Female Coworkers (Aggregate)
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(c) Female Managers (Aggregate)
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(e) Yearly Donations (Aggregate)
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Notes: These coefficient plots report the average preference-beta estimates among respondents within specific
sub-samples of the participant population.
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Figure 4: Survey Responses
(a) Preference for Women Coworkers

(b) Preference for Men Managers

Notes: These histograms separately plot responses from female and male participants to statements about
their preferences for women versus men coworkers, in Figure (a), and women versus men managers, in Figure
(b). The average participant says they like working with women coworkers more than men coworkers (p-value
< 0.001). This is true for both female and male participants, though male participants say they like working
with women coworkers even more (p-value < 0.001). The average participant says they like working for men
managers more than women managers (p-value < 0.001). This is true for both female and male participants,
and the average responses of the two groups are indistinguishable (p-value = 0.980).
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Table 1: Participant Characteristics
Full
Sample
(1)
1,024

Male
Participants
(2)
506

Female
Participants
(3)
518

Female

51%

0%

100%

BIPOC

39%

32%

46%

0.001

LGBTQ

13%

11%

15%

0.073

Exp. Gender Discrimination

24%

16%

31%

0.001

Currently Employed

68%

77%

58%

0.001

Age

45.00
(15.87)

45.73
(15.58)

44.30
(16.14)

0.150

Years Work Experience

22.13
(15.18)

23.18
(15.53)

21.11
(14.78)

0.029

Annual Income

54,807
(30,040)

62,787
(30,838)

46,966
(27,058)

0.001

14.34
(2.15)

14.54
(2.24)

14.14
(2.05)

0.004

7%
11%
6%
8%
8%
12%
8%
3%
12%
9%
12%
4%

8%
9%
7%
9%
7%
7%
12%
3%
9%
6%
17%
6%

6%
13%
5%
6%
9%
17%
4%
4%
14%
12%
8%
2%

0.070
0.024
0.309
0.079
0.285
0.001
0.001
0.515
0.021
0.002
0.001
0.008

Number of Participants

Years of Education

Industry
Consumer Goods
Education
Resources & Renewables
Financial
Food & Beverage
Health Care
Infrastructure
Non-profit
Retail
Services
Tech & Communications
Transportation

Difference
p-value
(4)

Notes. This table presents average values of participant characteristics. We report standard deviations
of continuous outcomes in parentheses. Column (1) pools together all participants. Columns (2) and (3)
separately consider the characteristics of male and female participants, respectively. Column (4) reports
p-values from difference-in-means tests that compare the characteristics of male versus female participants.
There were nine non-binary respondents. Though we are unable to make precise inferences regarding the
preferences of this small number of respondents, we tabulate their characteristics and workplace gender
diversity preferences in Appendix A.
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Table 2: Example of Job Choice Scenarios
Panel A: Example 1
Earnings
Female
per Year Coworkers

Female
Managers

Gender-Equality
Donations

45

Job 1

$32,000

20%

8%

$760,000

Job 2

$28,000

41%

8%

$700,000

Job 3

$31,000

47%

17%

$600,000

Female
Managers

Gender-Equality
Donations

Panel B: Example 2
Earnings
Female
per Year Coworkers
Job 1

$80,000

51%

27%

$620,000

Job 2

$81,000

23%

13%

$250,000

Job 3

$76,000

55%

40%

$110,000

Probability Assigned By:
All
Males
Females
(1)
(2)
(3)
42.80 [36.5] 47.00 [40] 38.70 [33]
(28.48)
(28.64)
(27.74)
20.39 [20] 20.91 [20] 19.88 [20]
(16.06)
(16.19)
(15.93)
36.82 [34] 32.10 [30] 41.43 [40]
(25.65)
(23.48)
(26.83)

Difference
p-value
(4)
0.001

Probability Assigned By:
All
Males
Females
(1)
(2)
(3)
40.57 [40] 37.78 [35] 43.30 [40]
(27.35)
(26.40)
(28.00)
35.46 [30] 40.02 [35] 31.00 [25]
(27.00)
(27.62)
(25.64)
23.97 [20] 22.20 [20] 25.71 [20]
(22.43)
(20.95)
(23.69)

Difference
p-value
(4)
0.001

0.304
0.001

0.001
0.012

Notes. This table presents two examples of the scenarios that we presented to the experiment participants. In each example, we show the attributes
of each job and the average probability assigned to each job by all participants in Column (1) and split by participant gender in Columns (2) and (3).
We also report the median probabilities in brackets and the standard deviations in parentheses. We report the results of difference-in-means tests by
gender, with statistical significance denoted by p-values, in Column (4).

Table 3: Estimated Preferences for Workplace Gender Diversity

β1 : Log Earnings
β2 : Female Coworkers
β3 : Female Managers
β4 : Yearly Donations

Full
Male
Sample Participants
(1)
(2)
9.351***
10.801***
(0.912)
(1.109)
-0.008***
-0.015***
(0.003)
(0.004)
-0.006**
-0.017***
(0.003)
(0.003)
0.005***
0.002
(0.001)
(0.002)

Female
Participants
(3)
7.934***
(1.438)
-0.001
(0.005)
0.003
(0.005)
0.008***
(0.002)

Difference
p-value
(4)
0.128
0.028
0.001
0.020

Notes. This table presents the average values of the preference estimates across the relevant sample. Column
(1) pools together all participants. Columns (2) and (3) separately consider the preferences of male and
female participants, respectively. Column (4) reports p-values from difference-in-means tests that compare
the parameter estimates of male versus female participants. Block bootstrapped standard errors (using 1,000
draws from the full sample) are reported in parentheses. Statistical significance is denoted by ***, **, and
* for 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.
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Table 4: Preferences for the Disclosure of Gender Diversity Information
Earnings
Female
per Year Coworkers
Job 1

$93,000

54%

Job 2

$93,000

17%

Job 3

$93,000

Does not
disclose

Female
Managers

Gender-Equality
Donations

Probability Assigned By:
All
Males
Females
(1)
(2)
(3)
51%
$986,000
55.03
49.29
60.63
(31.75)
(30.91)
(31.59)
6%
$240,000
26.17
30.09
22.35
(23.25)
(24.78)
(20.99)
Does not
Does not
18.80
20.62
17.02
disclose
disclose
(23.15)
(22.33)
(23.81)
Job 1 Prob. − Job 2 Prob = 28.86*** 19.20*** 38.28***
Job 1 Prob. − Job 3 Prob = 36.23*** 28.67*** 43.61***
Job 2 Prob. − Job 3 Prob = 7.37*** 9.47*** 5.33***

Difference
p-value
(4)
0.001
0.001
0.013
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Notes. This table presents the ninth, and final, scenario that we presented to the participants. We show the attributes of each job in the scenario and
the average ranking assigned to each job by all participants in Column (1) and split by participant gender in Columns (2) and (3). We also report
the standard deviations in parentheses. We report the results of difference-in-means tests by gender, with statistical significance denoted by p-values,
in Column (4). The bottom rows report the differences in average probability assignments between jobs within a particular sample of participants.
Statistical significance is denoted by ***, **, and * for 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.

Table 5: What Mechanisms Drive the Estimated Preference-Betas?
Preference-Beta
Full Sample
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Female
Female
Coworkers Managers
(1)
(2)
Discrimination
0.003
0.007**
(0.737)
(2.035)
Firm Quality
0.009**
0.010**
(2.006)
(2.257)
Work Style
0.000
0.002
(0.059)
(0.300)
Relationships
-0.007
-0.005
(-1.247)
(-0.930)
Intrinsic Value
0.005
0.008**
(1.208)
(2.261)
Adj. R-Square
0.005
0.019
Observations
1,007
1,007

Male Participants
Yearly
Donations
(3)
-0.003*
(-1.670)
-0.000
(-0.255)
0.004
(1.348)
0.001
(0.567)
0.003*
(1.787)
0.001
1,007

Female
Coworkers
(4)
0.001
(0.178)
0.005
(0.787)
-0.007
(-0.770)
-0.008
(-1.035)
0.007
(1.489)
0.000
498

Female
Managers
(5)
0.008*
(1.940)
-0.002
(-0.399)
0.001
(0.198)
0.002
(0.317)
0.008**
(2.059)
0.015
498

Yearly
Donations
(6)
0.000
(0.136)
-0.003
(-1.005)
0.006
(1.394)
-0.001
(-0.423)
0.004*
(1.767)
0.003
498

Female Participants
Female
Coworkers
(7)
0.005
(0.994)
0.012*
(1.689)
0.005
(0.524)
-0.006
(-0.634)
0.001
(0.089)
0.003
509

Female
Managers
(8)
0.011**
(2.011)
0.019**
(2.548)
-0.003
(-0.273)
-0.010
(-1.048)
0.007
(1.180)
0.023
509

Yearly
Donations
(9)
-0.006***
(-2.668)
0.002
(0.712)
0.002
(0.638)
0.005
(1.403)
0.000
(0.194)
0.008
509

Notes. This table reports the results of mechanism tests to determine the reasons respondents exhibit preferences for various dimensions of workplace
gender diversity. Columns (1)–(3) display results across all participants, and Columns (4)–(6) (Columns (7)–(9)) display results among male (female)
participants. The dependent variables in Columns (1), (4), and (7) are the estimated preference-betas for an increased fraction of female coworkers.
The dependent variables in Columns (2), (5), and (8) are the estimated preference-betas for an increased fraction of female managers. The dependent
variables in Columns (3), (6), and (9) are the estimated preference-betas for increased yearly donations to gender-equality focused non-profits. We
asked participants to report their level of agreement to ten statements about the implications of diversity, which proxy for five different potential
mechanisms. The first possible mechanism is discrimination concerns: (i) I am less likely to be discriminated against because of my gender; (ii) My
high performance is more likely to be rewarded. The second is signals of firm quality: (iii) The company is less likely to be profitable; (iv) The
company is more likely to be innovative. The third is signals about the work style or work-life balance of the job: (v) I will have a better work-life
balance; (vi) The workplace with be more competitive. The fourth is the impact on their relationships: (vii) I will have an easier time finding a
new romantic life partner; (viii) I will have a harder time maintaining my current romantic relationship. The fifth is the intrinsic value placed on
workplace gender diversity: (ix) I would like to work for a company [with more workplace gender diversity]; (x) Companies that have [more workplace
gender diversity] are good for society. We propose each statement three different times to every participant, alternating through the three different
dimensions of workplace gender diversity: fraction of female coworkers, fraction of female managers, and donations to gender-related non-profits. We
also reverse-code some of the questions to improve respondent attention and increase response quality. These agree/disagree responses are tagged
with the following numerical values: “Strongly disagree” (-2); “Somewhat disagree” (-1); “Neither agree nor disagree” (0); “Somewhat agree” (1);
and “Strongly agree” (2). We perform ordinary least squares regressions of the preference-betas on the five mechanism values, which take the average
responses of the two questions associated with the mechanism, accounting for reverse-coding. Statistical significance is denoted by ***, **, and * for
1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.

Table 6: Relation Between Job-Search Behaviors and Preference-Betas
Preference-Beta
Full Sample
Female
Coworkers
(1)
Diversity Policies
0.011***
(4.167)
Financial Statements
-0.002
(-0.585)
HR Information
0.005
(1.504)
Adj. R-Square
0.026
Observations
1,021

Female
Managers
(2)
0.010***
(3.961)
-0.002
(-0.588)
0.009***
(2.902)
0.037
1,021

Male Participants
Yearly
Donations
(3)
0.001
(0.940)
0.000
(0.057)
0.000
(0.011)
-0.002
1,021

Female
Coworkers
(4)
0.009***
(2.659)
-0.005
(-1.054)
0.001
(0.224)
0.009
503

Female
Managers
(5)
0.007***
(2.803)
-0.001
(-0.325)
0.003
(0.925)
0.019
503

Female Participants

Yearly
Female
Donations Coworkers
(6)
(7)
0.002
0.012***
(1.275)
(2.807)
-0.000
0.002
(-0.097)
(0.500)
0.002
0.008*
(1.087)
(1.789)
0.004
0.048
503
518

Female
Yearly
Managers Donations
(8)
(9)
0.012**
-0.001
(2.578)
(-0.286)
-0.000
0.001
(-0.053)
(0.578)
0.013***
-0.002
(2.668)
(-0.995)
0.049
-0.004
518
518
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Notes. This table reports the results of tests to determine the relation between respondents’ prior job-search behaviors and their preferences for different
dimensions of workplace gender diversity. Columns (1)–(3) display results across all participants, and Columns (4)–(6) (Columns (7)–(9)) display
results among male (female) participants. The dependent variables in Columns (1), (4), and (7) are the estimated preference-betas for an increased
fraction of female coworkers. The dependent variables in Columns (2), (5), and (8) are the estimated preference-betas for an increased fraction of
female managers. The dependent variables in Columns (3), (6), and (9) are the estimated preference-betas for increased yearly donations to genderequality focused non-profits. We regress the preference-betas on participants’ responses to questions that ask their level of agreement/disagreement
to the following statements: (i) Before accepting a job offer, I have spent time researching the firm’s gender diversity policies; (ii) Before accepting
a job offer, I have read the financial statements of the firm; (iii) Before accepting a job offer, I have read the human resources information provided
on the firm’s website. Responses were tagged with numerical values as follows: “Strongly Disagree” (-2); “Somewhat Disagree” (-1); “Neither Agree
nor Disagree” (0); “Somewhat Agree” (1); and “Strongly Agree” (2). Statistical significance is denoted by ***, **, and * for 1%, 5%, and 10%,
respectively.

A

Appendix: Non-Binary Participants
Table A.1: Non-Binary Participant Characteristics
Number of Participants

9

Non-White

89%

LGBTQ

56%

Exp. Gender Discrimination

44%

Currently Employed

44%

Age

34.11
(13.71)

Years Work Experience

13.22
(14.53)

Annual Income

30,278
(12,528)

Years of Education

Industry
Consumer Goods
Education
Resources & Renewables
Financial
Food & Beverage
Health Care
Infrastructure
Non-profit
Retail
Services
Tech and Communications
Transportation

13.44
(2.13)

0%
11%
33%
0%
11%
0%
0%
0%
0%
11%
33%
0%

Notes. This table presents average values of participant characteristics for those who reported their gender
as non-binary. We report standard deviations of continuous outcomes in parentheses.
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Table A.2: Estimated Preferences for Job Characteristics
β1 : Log Earnings
β2 : Female Coworkers
β3 : Female Managers
β4 : Yearly Donations

-8.855
(22.215)
-0.071
(0.075)
-0.030
(0.029)
0.052
(0.034)

Notes. This table presents the average values of the parameter estimates for non-binary participants. Block
bootstrapped standard errors (using 1,000 draws from the full sample) are reported in parentheses. Statistical
significance is denoted by ***, **, and * for 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.
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B

Appendix: Documentation
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Consent Document

This survey has been developed by university researchers to identify what is most important to
people when they pick between several different jobs.

Because this survey is part of a research study, we need to give you a little more information
about it.
What is the research study, and why is it being done?
You are invited to participate in a research study on job seeking behaviors. You are being
asked to participate in this research study because it will help us better understand how job
seekers select between different job offers. A total number of 2500 individuals will participate
in the study from online labor markets and student samples.
What will you do if you participate in the study?
You will be asked to complete an online survey which asks you hypothetical questions about
which job you would prefer. After you answer these questions, we will ask you some
demographics questions. Your participation will take no longer than 30 minutes and on

By clicking next, you consent to be a part of this study.

Captcha

https://tulane.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveyID=SV_0fddNhqrx57Dq1E&ContextLibraryID=UR_eD4wUMj…
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Please translate the Captcha above into this box (all letters in the Captcha are capitalized):

Which of the following most accurately describes your employment status?
Employed and open to new job opportunities
Employed and NOT open to new job opportunities
Unemployed and open to new job opportunities
Unemployed and NOT open to new job opportunities

Gender

What gender do you identify with?
Man
Woman
Non-binary
Other
I choose not to answer this question.

Race

https://tulane.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveyID=SV_0fddNhqrx57Dq1E&ContextLibraryID=UR_eD4wUMj…
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What is your race?
White
Black or African American
Hispanic or Latinx
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Other
I choose not to answer this question.

Group A: Introduction

In this section of the survey, you will be asked for your preferences for different hypothetical job
offers.

Assume you are currently looking for a new job. Assume you have three different job offers
and now you have to decide which one to accept.
In each scenario, you will be asked for the percent chance (or chances out of 100) of choosing
each of the jobs. The chance of each alternative should be a number from 0 to 100, and the
chances given to the 3 jobs should add up to 100.
Numbers like 2 or 5% indicate there is "almost no chance you would choose this job."
Numbers like 19% or so indicate there is "not much chance you would choose this job."
Numbers like 47% or 55% indicate there is a "pretty even chance you would choose this job."
Numbers like 82% or so indicate there is a "very good chance you would choose this job."
Numbers like 95% or 98% indicate you are "almost certain you would choose this job."
For example, if you give a 3% chance to one job, that means that there is a very low
possibility that you would choose that job. On the other hand, if you give an 88% chance to
a job, that means that it is very likely that you would choose it.

Intro Part 2

https://tulane.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveyID=SV_0fddNhqrx57Dq1E&ContextLibraryID=UR_eD4wUMj…
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In each of the 8 scenarios below, you will be shown 3 hypothetical job offers. Each job offer is
characterized by four attributes:
1. Annual earnings when working full-time
2. Proportion of women in the company in similar job positions to the one you'll have
3. Proportion of women in the company in management positions above the one you'll have
4. The company's annual donations to non-profits that promote gender equality
These jobs are otherwise identical in all other aspects including the size of the companies, which all
have 1,000 total employees and of those employees, 30% are in management positions.

Be careful when you answer the question below. Answering wrong will mean survey termination.

Other than the four attributes: annual earnings, proportion of women in the company in similar jobs,
proportion of women in the company in management positions, and the annual donations to nonprofits, how do the jobs differ?
They do not differ at all. The jobs are otherwise identical.
They differ based on location.
They differ based on hours.

Group A: Scenario 1

Scenario 1:
Assume you are currently looking for a new job. Assume you have three different job offers and
now you have to decide which one to accept.

Job

Earnings per

Proportion of

Proportion of women

Company's annual

in management
positions

donations to gender
equality non-profits

year if working women in similar job
number
full-time
positions
Job 1

$32,000

20%

8%

$760,000

Job 2

$28,000

41%

8%

$700,000

Job 3

$31,000

47%

17%

$600,000

For example, if you were to choose Job 1: (a) your annual earnings would be $32,000 if
working full-time; (b) 20% of your coworkers in your similar job position would be women;
https://tulane.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveyID=SV_0fddNhqrx57Dq1E&ContextLibraryID=UR_eD4wUMj…
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(c) 8% of the workers in management positions above yours would be women; (d) the
company donated $760,000 to non-profits that promote gender equality last year.
These jobs are otherwise identical in all other aspects.
Now consider the situation where you are given the job offers above, and you have to decide which
one to accept. What is the percent chance (or chances out of 100) that you will choose each of
these jobs?
The chance of each job should be a number from 0 to 100, and the chances given to the 3 jobs
should add up to 100.
Job 1

0

%

Job 2

0

%

Job 3

0

%

Total

0

%

Group A: Scenario 2

Scenario 2:
Assume you are currently looking for a new job. Assume you have three different job offers and
now you have to decide which one to accept.
Earnings per
Proportion of
Proportion of women
Job
year if working women in similar job
in management
number
full-time
positions
positions

Company's annual
donations to gender
equality non-profits

Job 1

$76,000

54%

16%

$970,000

Job 2

$73,000

29%

27%

$490,000

Job 3

$80,000

34%

13%

$190,000

For example, if you were to choose Job 1: (a) your annual earnings would be $76,000 if
working full-time; (b) 54% of your coworkers in your similar job position would be women;
(c) 16% of the workers in management positions above yours would be women; (d) the
company donated $970,000 to non-profits that promote gender equality last year.

https://tulane.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveyID=SV_0fddNhqrx57Dq1E&ContextLibraryID=UR_eD4wUMj…
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These jobs are otherwise identical in all other aspects.
Now consider the situation where you are given the job offers above, and you have to decide which
one to accept. What is the percent chance (or chances out of 100) that you will choose each of
these jobs?
The chance of each job should be a number from 0 to 100, and the chances given to the 3 jobs
should add up to 100.
Job 1

0

%

Job 2

0

%

Job 3

0

%

Total

0

%

Group A: Scenario 3

Scenario 3:
Assume you are currently looking for a new job. Assume you have three different job offers and
now you have to decide which one to accept.
Earnings per
Proportion of
Proportion of women
Job
year if working women in similar job
in management
number
full-time
positions
positions

Company's annual
donations to gender
equality non-profits

Job 1

$63,000

12%

12%

$590,000

Job 2

$57,000

56%

28%

$580,000

Job 3

$59,000

57%

5%

$140,000

These jobs are otherwise identical in all other aspects.
Now consider the situation where you are given the job offers above, and you have to decide which
one to accept. What is the percent chance (or chances out of 100) that you will choose each of
these jobs?
The chance of each job should be a number from 0 to 100, and the chances given to the 3 jobs
should add up to 100.
https://tulane.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveyID=SV_0fddNhqrx57Dq1E&ContextLibraryID=UR_eD4wUMj…

58

6/18

7/19/22, 9:32 AM

Qualtrics Survey Software

Job 1

0

%

Job 2

0

%

Job 3

0

%

Total

0

%

Group A: Scenario 4

Scenario 4:
Assume you are currently looking for a new job. Assume you have three different job offers and
now you have to decide which one to accept.

Job
number

Earnings per
Proportion of
Proportion of women
year if working women in similar job
in management

Company's annual
donations to gender

full-time

positions

positions

equality non-profits

Job 1

$80,000

51%

27%

$620,000

Job 2

$81,000

23%

13%

$250,000

Job 3

$76,000

55%

40%

$110,000

These jobs are otherwise identical in all other aspects.
Now consider the situation where you are given the job offers above, and you have to decide which
one to accept. What is the percent chance (or chances out of 100) that you will choose each of
these jobs?
The chance of each job should be a number from 0 to 100, and the chances given to the 3 jobs
should add up to 100.
Job 1

0

%

Job 2

0

%

Job 3

0

%

Total

0

%

https://tulane.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveyID=SV_0fddNhqrx57Dq1E&ContextLibraryID=UR_eD4wUMj…
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Group A: Scenario 5

Scenario 5:
Assume you are currently looking for a new job. Assume you have three different job offers and
now you have to decide which one to accept.

Job

Earnings per

Proportion of

Proportion of women

Company's annual

in management
positions

donations to gender
equality non-profits

year if working women in similar job
number
full-time
positions
Job 1

$67,000

18%

9%

$630,000

Job 2

$59,000

44%

12%

$480,000

Job 3

$63,000

46%

11%

$700,000

These jobs are otherwise identical in all other aspects.
Now consider the situation where you are given the job offers above, and you have to decide which
one to accept. What is the percent chance (or chances out of 100) that you will choose each of
these jobs?
The chance of each job should be a number from 0 to 100, and the chances given to the 3 jobs
should add up to 100.
Job 1

0

%

Job 2

0

%

Job 3

0

%

Total

0

%

Group A: Scenario 6

Scenario 6:
Assume you are currently looking for a new job. Assume you have three different job offers and
now you have to decide which one to accept.

https://tulane.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveyID=SV_0fddNhqrx57Dq1E&ContextLibraryID=UR_eD4wUMj…
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Job
Earnings per
Proportion of
Proportion of women
number year if working women in similar job
in management
full-time
positions
positions

Company's annual
donations to gender
equality non-profits

Job 1

$69,000

27%

24%

$370,000

Job 2

$72,000

36%

7%

$150,000

Job 3

$80,000

18%

8%

$750,000

These jobs are otherwise identical in all other aspects.
Now consider the situation where you are given the job offers above, and you have to decide which
one to accept. What is the percent chance (or chances out of 100) that you will choose each of
these jobs?
The chance of each job should be a number from 0 to 100, and the chances given to the 3 jobs
should add up to 100.
Job 1

0

%

Job 2

0

%

Job 3

0

%

Total

0

%

Group A: Scenario 7

Scenario 7:
Assume you are currently looking for a new job. Assume you have three different job offers and
now you have to decide which one to accept.
Earnings per
Proportion of
Proportion of women
Job
year if working women in similar job
in management
number
full-time
positions
positions

Company's annual
donations to gender
equality non-profits

Job 1

$80,000

28%

12%

$730,000

Job 2

$69,000

46%

20%

$140,000

Job 3

$77,000

64%

27%

$620,000

These jobs are otherwise identical in all other aspects.
https://tulane.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveyID=SV_0fddNhqrx57Dq1E&ContextLibraryID=UR_eD4wUMj…
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Now consider the situation where you are given the job offers above, and you have to decide which
one to accept. What is the percent chance (or chances out of 100) that you will choose each of
these jobs?
The chance of each job should be a number from 0 to 100, and the chances given to the 3 jobs
should add up to 100.
Job 1

0

%

Job 2

0

%

Job 3

0

%

Total

0

%

Group A: Scenario 8

Scenario 8:
Assume you are currently looking for a new job. Assume you have three different job offers and
now you have to decide which one to accept.
Earnings per
Proportion of
Proportion of women
Job
year if working women in similar job
in management
number
full-time
positions
positions

Company's annual
donations to gender
equality non-profits

Job 1

$69,000

58%

45%

$760,000

Job 2

$70,000

56%

8%

$500,000

Job 3

$74,000

54%

6%

$470,000

These jobs are otherwise identical in all other aspects.
Now consider the situation where you are given the job offers above, and you have to decide which
one to accept. What is the percent chance (or chances out of 100) that you will choose each of
these jobs?
The chance of each job should be a number from 0 to 100, and the chances given to the 3 jobs
should add up to 100.
Job 1
https://tulane.co1.qualtrics.com/Q/EditSection/Blocks/Ajax/GetSurveyPrintPreview?ContextSurveyID=SV_0fddNhqrx57Dq1E&ContextLibraryID=UR_eD4wUM…

62

10/18

7/19/22, 9:32 AM

Qualtrics Survey Software

Job 2

0
0

%
%

Job 3

0

%

Total

0

%

Disclosure Survey - Proposed Questions

Scenario 9:
Assume you are currently looking for a new job. Assume you have three different job offers and
now you have to decide which one to accept.
Earnings per
Proportion of
Proportion of women
Job
year if working women in similar job
in management
number
full-time
positions
positions

Company's annual
donations to gender
equality non-profits

Job 1

$93,000

54%

51%

$986,000

Job 2

$93,000

17%

6%

$246,000

Job 3

$93,000

Does not disclose

Does not disclose

Does not disclose

These jobs are otherwise identical in all other aspects.
Now consider the situation where you are given the job offers above, and you have to decide which
one to accept. What is the percent chance (or chances out of 100) that you will choose each of
these jobs?
The chance of each job should be a number from 0 to 100, and the chances given to the 3 jobs
should add up to 100.
Job 1

0

%

Job 2

0

%

Job 3

0

%

Total

0

%

Now that you have finished selecting between jobs, we'd like to learn more about how you made
your choices. When you picked between the jobs, what weight did you place on each job attribute?
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For example, if your job selections were entirely based on annual earnings—with no regard to the
other attributes—you would enter "100" into the "Earnings per year" box and "0" into the three other
boxes. If all four job attributes were of equal importance in your decision-making, then you would
enter "25" into each of the four boxes.
Earnings per year

0

%

Proportion of women in similar job positions

0

%

Proportion of women in management positions

0

%

Company's annual donations to gender equality non-profits

0

%

Total

0

%

Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements:
Strongly
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Somewhat
agree

Strongly agree

Before accepting a job
offer, I have spent time
researching the firm's
gender diversity policies.
Before accepting a job
offer, I have read the
financial statements of the
firm.
Before accepting a job
offer, I have read the
human resources
information provided on
the firm's website.
There are many job
openings in my industry.
I like working for men
managers more than
women managers.
I like working with women
coworkers more than men
coworkers.

Mechanism Questions

Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following if/then statements:
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If I work for a company where there are an equal number of men and women in management
positions, i.e., people at a higher level in the firm than me, as opposed to a company where
most of the managers are of all the same gender, then...
Strongly
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Somewhat
agree

Strongly agree

I am less likely to be
discriminated against
because of my gender.
My high performance is
more likely to be
rewarded.
The company is less
likely to be profitable.
The company is more
likely to be innovative.
I will have a better worklife balance.
The workplace will be
more competitive.
I will have an easier time
finding a new romantic life
partner.
I will have a harder time
maintaining my current
romantic relationship.

Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following if/then statements:
If I work for a company where I have an equal number of men and women coworkers, i.e., people
who have similar jobs at the firm as me, as opposed to a company where most of my
coworkers are all the same gender, then...
Strongly
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Somewhat
agree

Strongly agree

I am less likely to be
discriminated against
because of my gender.
My high performance is
more likely to be
rewarded.
The company is less
likely to be profitable.
The company is more
likely to be innovative.
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Strongly
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Somewhat
agree

Strongly agree

I will have a better worklife balance.
The workplace will be
more competitive.
I will have an easier time
finding a new romantic life
partner.
I will have a harder time
maintaining my current
romantic relationship.

Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following if/then statements:
If I work for a company that gives more money to gender diversity charities, then...
Strongly
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Somewhat
agree

Strongly agree

I am less likely to be
discriminated against
because of my gender.
My high performance is
more likely to be
rewarded.
The company is less
likely to be profitable.
The company is more
likely to be innovative.
I will have a better worklife balance.
The workplace will be
more competitive.
I will have an easier time
finding a new romantic life
partner.
I will have a harder time
maintaining my current
romantic relationship.

Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements:
Strongly
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Somewhat
agree

Strongly agree
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Strongly
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Somewhat
agree

Strongly agree

I would like to work for a
company where there are
an equal number of men
and women managers.
Companies that have an
equal number of men and
women mangers are
good for society.
I would like to work for a
company where I have an
equal number of men and
women (non-manager)
coworkers.
Companies that have an
equal number of men and
women (non-manager)
coworkers are good for
society.
I would like to work for a
company that gives
money to charities which
support creating more
equal outcomes for both
genders.
Companies that give
money to charities which
support creating more
equal outcomes for both
genders are good for
society.

Demographics

Do you identify as part of the LGBTQ+ community?
Yes
No
Maybe

Do you identify as physically or mentally disabled?
Yes
No
Maybe
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What is your age?

How many years of work experience do you have?

Approximately how much is your annual income?

Which political party do you most identify with?
Republican
Democrat
Other

What is your highest level of education?
Some High School
High School Diploma
Some College
Associates Degree
Bachelors Degree
Professional/Graduate Degree

Do you feel like you have ever been subject to discrimination at work because of your gender?
Yes
No
Maybe
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At your current job (or most recent job if you are currently unemployed), is your direct manager a
woman?
Yes
No
I'm not sure.

At your current job (or most recent job if you are currently unemployed), what percentage of your
coworkers and the management team are women?
0
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20
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90

100

Coworkers
Management Team

Which of the following industries most closely describes the industry in which you are currently
working (or the industry of your most recent job if you are currently unemployed)?

Which of the following industries most closely describes the industry in which you are most
interested in working in your next job?

What is your current (or most recent job if you are currently unemployed) job title?

What was job title of the most recent job you submitted a job application for?
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