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A. Screenshots of Instructions for the Main Experiment
WELLESLEY

Participation is voluntary

It is your choice whether or not to participate in this research. If you choose to participate,
you may change your mind and quit the study at any time. Refusal to participate or
stopping your participation will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are
otherwise entitled.

What is the purpose of this research?
The purpose of this research is to understand how individuals perform in certain types of
analytical tasks.

How long will | take part in this research?
Your participation will take approximately 10 minutes to complete.

What can | expect if | take part in this research?
As a participant, you will answer a series of questions.

What are the risks and possible discomforts?

If you choose to participate, the effects should be comparable to those you would
experience from viewing a computer monitor for 10 minutes and using a mouse or
keyboard.

Are there any benefits from being in this research study?
In addition to payment, the study includes analytical questions that may be interesting to
consider.

Will | be compensated for participating in this research?

You will receive a base payment of $0.5 if you finish the survey and pass the attention
checking questions. You will also receive bonus based on your performance in this survey.
On average, you will get $1.6 of bonus, in addition to the base payment. Note that if you
fail to answer the attention checking questions correctly, you will not receive any
compensation.

If | take part in this research, how will my privacy be protected? What happens to the
information you collect?

Your data will be kept completely anonymous by the assignment of random participant
numbers. Your data will be linked only to your participant number; there is no way of
matching any data collected to your name. When the research is completed, the raw data
will be stored on a password-protected computer, accessible only to the researchers.

If | have any questions, concerns or complaints about this research study, who can |
talk to?

The researcher for this study is Olga Shurchkov who can be reached at 781-283-2984, 106
Central St., Wellesley, MA 02481, olga.shurchkov@wellesley.edu

This research has been reviewed by the Institutional Review Board of Wellesley College. If
you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this study or any concerns or
complaints, please contact the chair of the Wellesley College IRB, Nancy Marshall,
nmarshal@wellesley.edu

Consent
You may wish to print this page for your records.

| would like to participate in this study

| would like to leave this study
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Here is your 5-digit ID number for this HIT: 14816

Please write the ID number down. |t is absolutely essential that you keep this ID with you throughout
this HIT. This is the identifier we use to pay you for your participation.

You need to enter the 5-digit ID number above in TWO different places:
(1) On the last page of this survey.
(2) On the MTurk page for this HIT.



This survey consists of two rounds. Each round contains a section of problem solving and a few
open-ended questions.

You will be paid a base payment of $0.5 for your participation in this study, which will take about 10
minutes. You will also be paid a bonus based on your performance in the problem solving
sections. Detailed payment scheme will be revealed after you complete each section of problem
solving.

Now, round 1 begins.

In the beginning of the section, you will carefully read the instructions and an example of the kind of
questions you will see in this section.

Then you will have 2.5 minutes to complete as many problems as you can. Time will run out
automatically. You will not be able to advance to the next section before the end of the 2.5 minutes.

After the 2.5-minute problem solving period, we will ask you to answer a few follow-up questions.

There is an attention checking question in this section. If you fail to answer it correctly, you will not
be able to continue with the rest of the experiment, and you will not receive any compensation for
participating.




Below is an example of the type of problems you will see in this problem solving section.

For each question, you will see a target shape at the top, and three choices. Select the choice that is
a rotated version of the target one at the top.

PRACTICE: Select the shape below that is a rotated version of the one at the top (these shapes, made
up of ten blocks, are similar to the ones that will follow).



Below is an example of the type of problems you will see in this problem solving section.

For each question, you will see a target shape at the top, and three choices. Select the choice that is
a rotated version of the target one at the top.

Please answer this question.

PRACTICE: Select the shape below that is a rotated version of the one at the top (these shapes, made
up of ten blocks, are similar to the ones that will follow).
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Now, you will have 2.5 minutes to solve as many problems as possible in this section. Time will run out
automatically. You will not be able to advance to the next section before the end of the 2.5 minutes.
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Select the shape that is a rotated version of the one above.

Select the shape that is a rotated version of the one above.

followed by more MRT questions below...



This is a question to ensure that you are paying attention. If you do not answer it correctly, you will not
receive compensation for taking the survey. Please choose the most accurate description of your
current activity.

| am jogging outside.

| am sleeping.

| am swimming.

| am playing the piano.

| am taking a survey.




How many questions do you think you solved correctly in this section?



As alluded to in the beginning of this section, your bonus will be calculated based on your
performance in the problem solving section. Here is how we will calculate your bonus payment:

We previously ran this test on a similar group and got the performance. We will randomly pair you with
a participant from that group, and your payment will be as follows:

o |f your total score is higher than your match's, you get 20 cents for each correct answer.
e |f your total score is lower than your match's, you get 15 cents for each correct answer.

For example, if your score is 3 in the problem solving section, while your randomly chosen match's
score is 2, then you will get a bonus of 60 cents (20 cents * 3 correct answers). On the other hand, if
your score is 1 and your match's score is 2, then you will get a bonus of 15 cents (15 cents * 1 correct
answer).



Our matching process has randomly matched you with a participant from the other group. Your score
has been compared with his/hers, and your payment is shown below.

Please click on the number to indicate that you have seen this payment.
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OR

Our matching process has randomly matched you with a male participant from the other group. Your
score has been compared with his, and your payment is shown below.

Please click on the number to indicate that you have seen this payment.

Male Match Condition

OR
|

Our matching process has randomly matched you with a female participant from the other group. Your
score has been compared with hers, and your payment is shown below.

Please click on the number to indicate that you have seen this payment. Fema Ie M atCh Con CI ition

0.15



Do you think your payment is an above average payment or a below average payment ?

above average

below average



We have calculated the average payment of the group of participants who have previously completed
the same test. Compared with the average payment, your payment is below average. Forced feedback condition

(if payment below average)

We have calculated the average payment of the group of participants who have previously completed
the same test. Compared with the average payment, your payment is above average.

Forced feedback condition
(if paymentabove average)

|
Now you have an opportunity to find out if your payment is above the average payment of the other
group. The knowledge of your relative payment will inform your decision in the next round and
influence your payment.
Please select the maximum amount you are willing to pay to receive this information.
Please note that, if you select a certain amount, we automatically assume you are willing to pay any
price that is lower than your selection. For example, if you select 10 cents, we automatically assume
that you are also willing to pay 5 cents.
Then, we will randomly draw a price from these five options. If this price is less than or equal to your
maximum, then the price will be subtracted from your payment, and you will receive information
about your relative payment. On the other hand, if this price is greater than your maximum, then you
will not get any information, and your payment will be unaffected.

Please note that, in a rare instance, your price of information may be greater than your final bonus
payment, in which case, the difference will be deducted from your base payment.

5 cents
10 cents
15 cents

20 cents

25 cents Optional feedback condition



The randomly selected amount is: 15

You have indicated that you are NOT willing to pay this much. Optional feedback condition
(if bid is below feedback price)

|
The randomly selected amount is: 10

You have indicated that you are willing to pay this much.
Optional feedback condition
(if bid is above feedback price)



We have calculated the average payment of the group of participants who have previously completed

the same test. Compared with the average payment, your payment is above average.
Optionalfeedback condition
(if bid is above feedback price
and payment above average)

We have calculated the average payment of the group of participants who have previously completed
the same test. Compared with the average payment, your payment is below average.
Optional feedback condition

(if bid is above feedback price
and payment below average)



On a scale from 0 to 100, please rate the relative importance of your own test score and your random
match's score in contributing to your overall payment.

Example:

For example, if you choose 55 as shown in the example, you attribute 55% of your payment to
your performance on the test that resulted in a higher score, and 45% of your payment to
your luck of being randomly paired with a participant who scored lower than you.

My luck to be randomly My performance on

paired with a participant the test that resulted in

who scored lower than me a higher score

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 20 100
o

Now, move the slider to indicate the relative importance of your own test score and your random
match's score in contributing to your overall payment.

My luck to be randomly My performance on
paired with a participant the test that resulted in
who scored lower than me a higher score
Attribution question
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 9 100 if success
o



On a scale from 0 to 100, please rate the relative importance of your own test score and your random
match's score in contributing to your overall payment.

Example:

For example, if you choose 55 as shown in the example, you attribute 55% of your payment to

your performance on the test that resulted in a lower score, and 45% of your payment to your luck of
being randomly paired with a participant who scored higher than you.

My luck to be randomly My performance on
paired with a participant the test that resulted in
who scored higher than me a lower score
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 920 100
o

Now, move the slider to indicate the relative importance of your own test score and your random
match's score in contributing to your overall payment.

My luck to be randomly My performance on
paired with a participant the test that resulted in
who scored higher than me a lower score
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 9 100 Attribution question
if failure
©



Now, Round 2 begins.

You will have 2.5 minutes to complete another section of the same kind of problems as in the first
round.

Before you work on the problems, you will have an opportunity to choose what kind of payment
scheme you want to use in this round.

Option 1:
We randomly pair you with a participant from the other group.

o [f your total score is higher than your match'’s, you get 25 cents for each correct answer.
o |f your total score is lower than your match’s, you get 10 cents for each correct answer.

Option 2:
You get 17.5 cents for each correct answer, regardless of anyone else’s score.

Your bonus payment for this section will be determined depending on what option you choose.

Which payment scheme do you want to use?

Option 1

Option 2



You have chosen your payment scheme for this round. The second section of problem
solving starts on next page.



Select the shape thatis a rotated version of the one above.

]

Select the shape thatis a rotated version of the one above.

...and more MRT questions below



You have completed all of the questions. Since you selected option 1 as your payment scheme, our
matching process has randomly paired you will a participant from the other group. For your information,
the score of your random match is shown below.

Please click on the number to indicate that you have seen the number.

You have completed all of the questions. We will calculate your bonus payment in this round and add
it to your bonus payment in round 1. The final payment will be transferred to you within seven days.

Please continue to next page to complete a short questionnaire.

If Option 1is chosen

You have completed all of the questions. We will calculate your bonus payment in this round and add it
to your bonus payment in round 1. The final payment will be transferred to you within seven days.

Please continue to next page to complete a short questionnaire.

If Option 2 is chosen



Please rank from 1-10 how you see yourself:
Are you generally a person who avoids taking risks or are you fully prepared to take risks?
(1 is unwilling to take risks and 10 is fully prepared to take risks)

1 2 3 - 5 6 7 8 9 10

Do you think men or women are more likely to get a high score in this task?

men

women

What is your gender?

Male

Female

Other/ Do not wish to disclose

What is your age in years?



What is the highest level of education you have completed?

Less than high school

High school or GED

Some College

2-year college degree (Associate)

4-year college degree (BA, BS)

Master's degree (MA, MS)

Doctoral degreed (PhD)

Professional degree (MD, JD, DDS, etc.)



Are you of Hispanic origin or descent, such as Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, or other
Spanish background?

Yes

No

Which of the following best describes your race?

White

Black or African American

Native American

Asian

Asian-Pacific Islander

Other/ Do not wish to disclose



Which of the following best describes your annual household income before taxes?

Less than $10,000

$10,000 - $19,999

$20,000 - $29,999

$30,000 - $39,999

$40,000 - $49,999

$50,000 - $74,999

$75,000 - $99,999

$100,000 - $149,999

$150,000 - $249,999

$250,000 - $499,999

$500,000 and over



B. Protocol for the Optional Additional Feedback Treatment

In this condition, participants had an opportunity to give up some of their payment in exchange
for feedback on relative payment. Specifically, participants indicated their willingness to pay to
receive feedback from a list of options ranging from 5 cents to 25 cents. The computer then
randomly drew a price from the list. If the participant indicated that she was willing to pay the
randomly drawn price, then the price was subtracted from her payment, and the rest of the design
was as in the Additional Feedback condition. If the participant indicated that she was not willing
to pay, then she did not receive any additional feedback, and the rest of the design was as in the
Limited Feedback condition.



C. Task Selection Considerations and Pilot Surveys

Pilot surveys were designed to help us identify a task that would satisfy the following three
criteria. The choice of the MRT task was based on three criteria. First, we looked for a task that
cannot be easily “cracked” by the AMT subjects who, unlike lab subjects, have access to the
internet and calculators. Second, we preferred a skill-based task to a menial task, such as the
slider task (Gill and Prowse 2012), because of the more natural applications to real-world
contexts where gender gaps are the greatest. Finally, our ideal task was either gender-neutral or
stereotyped to suit men.*

In order to find a suitable task, we conducted two waves of pilot surveys that tested for gender
differences in performance, confidence, and gender perceptions of three potential candidate
tasks: Mental Rotation Task (MRT); “find the median” task; and a “pattern” task (also known as
MPT or the matrix test).

In particular, in both waves, participants completed three sets of questions: Mental Rotation Task
(MRT) questions; “find the median” questions; and “missing shape” questions (see examples
below). Within each section, the order of questions was randomly assigned. Each question
section lasted 5 minutes. Participants were not able to advance to the next page before the end of
the 5 minutes.

After each section, participants were asked to state how many questions they thought they had
solved correctly and which gender (female or male) is more likely to perform well on this task.
Specifically, we asked:

“How many questions do you think you solved correctly in this section?”

“Do you think men or women are more likely to get a high score in this section? Please select
one: Men Women”

The only difference between the two waves was the payment scheme. In the first wave, we paid
participants for their participation: each participant received $5 regardless of how many
questions they solved correctly. In the second wave, we paid participants based on their relative
performance: after each section, we randomly paired a participant from the first wave (P1) with a
participant in the second wave (P2). If P2 correctly solved more questions than P1, then we paid
P2 $0.2 per correct answer in the MRT and $8 per correct answer in the pattern task. If P2 solved
fewer questions than P1, then we paid P2 $0.15 per correct answer in the MRT and $6 per
correct answer in the pattern task. We ensured that the average payoffs across the two waves are
comparable.

! Shurchkov (2012) points out that gender gaps in competitiveness are particularly pronounced in tasks which are
perceived to favor men, such as the task we use in this study. Because the purpose of this experiment is to capture
the effects of noisy feedback on women who find themselves in male-stereotyped environments that produce the
largest gender gaps, we chose a task that would most likely model this type of domain. In a separate pilot study, we
experimented with a stereotypically female-favoring task, namely, the anagram task. However, we found that in
many cases participants were able to use online search engines to achieve perfect scores.



Throughout, we included questions that checked respondents’ attention. At the end of the first
wave and the second wave, we also asked a few demographic questions (see below).

Based on the first pilot wave, only the MRT produced significant gender differences in gender
perception and confidence (Table C1). None of the three tasks yielded a statistically significant
difference in actual performance in wave 1. However, in a second pilot survey which used a
tournament payment scheme (pilot wave 2) and used a different set of AMT subjects, the pattern
test resulted in a significant gender gap in performance, while the MRT did not (Table C2).

Table C1: Summary Statistics for Wave 1

Average Average Share Reporting
Score Confidence Gender X is Better

MRT Test

Male 8.59 9.83 0.65

Female 7.15 7.80 0.35

t-test p-value (0.1276) (0.0463) (0.0306)
Pattern Test

Male 19.66 13.72 0.41

Female 18.40 13.20 0.59

t-test p-value (0.3357) (0.3948) (0.2017)
Find the Median Test

Male 17.24 13.52 0.51

Female 19.40 11.45 0.49

t-test p-value (0.2580) (0.3398) (0.8881)
Number of observations 50 50 50

Table C2: Summary Statistics for Wave 2

Average Average Share Reporting
Score Confidence Gender X is Better

MRT Test

Male 7.24 7.52 0.57

Female 6.60 5.08 0.43

t-test p-value (0.3983) (0.0034) (0.3319)
Number of observations 51 51 51
Pattern Test

Male 20.57 16.10 0.44

Female 17.11 11.50 0.56

t-test p-value (0.0657) (0.0231) (0.4016)

Number of observations 50 50 50




MRT

In each question, you will see a target shape at the top, and three choices. Select the choice that is
a rotated version of the target one at the top.>

Select the shape that is a rotated version of the one above.

P & &F

In this example, the answer is the third choice.

Missing shape puzzle

In each problem, you will see a sequence of shapes. Your job is to fill in the question mark with
a shape from the choices.

2 The MRT questions we used in our experiment were slightly different from the original MRT (Vandenberg and
Kuse 1978). In the original MRT, there are four choices for each target shape. Exactly two of the choices are correct.
Participants get 1 point for each correct choice and lose 1 point for each wrong choice. In order to reduce the
difficulty level, we took out one of the correct choices for each target shape, and removed the penalty for incorrect
choices.
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In this example, the answer is the first choice

Find the median task [Note that this task was only piloted in the first wave]

In each problem, you will see a grid that contains 9 numbers. Your job is to identify
the median of the 9 numbers.

What is the median? Imagine you lined up the 9 numbers in order, from smallest to largest. The
median would be the number in the middle -- the number that is greater than exactly 4 of the
numbers and less than exactly 4 of the numbers.

2.34 0.16 3.52
4.58 7.14 2.86
1.64 8.27 6.82

In this example, 3.52 is the median.

Demographic questions:
1. What is your gender?
a. Male



b. Female
c. Other/Do not wish to disclose

2. What is your age in years?
3. What is the highest level of education you have completed?

Less than high school

High school or GED

Some college

2-year college degree (Associates)
4-year college degree (BA, BS)

Master’s degree (MA, MS)

Doctoral degree (PhD)

Professional degree (MD, JD, DDS, etc.)

SR oMo aoe o P

4. Are you of Hispanic origin or descent, such as Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, or other
Spanish background?

a. Yes
b. No

5. Which of the following best describes your race?

White

African-American or Black

Asian

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
Native American

Other/Do not wish to disclose

Mmoo o

6. Which of the following best describes your annual household income before taxes?

Less than $10,000
$10,000 - $19,999
$20,000 - $29,999
$30,000 - $39,999
$40,000 - $49,999
$50,000 - $74,999
$75,000 - $99,999
$100,000 - $149,999
$150,000 - $249,999
$250,000-$499,999
$500,000 and over
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D. Analysis with Sample Restricted to Waves 1, 2, and 3 Only

Figure D1: Gender Differences in Tournament Entry in the Limited Feedback and Additional
Feedback Treatments, on Average and by Information Condition about the Gender of Random
Match (Waves 1-3 Equivalent of Figure 3)
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Figure D2: Local Linear Regression of Tournament Entry on Score in Round 1 by Gender and
Feedback Treatment Condition (Waves 1-3 Equivalent of Figure 4)
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Figure D3: Local Linear Regression of Tournament Entry on Score in Round 1 by Gender and
Type of Additional Feedback Received (Waves 1-3 Equivalent of Figure 5)
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Figure D4: Gender Differences in Performance in Tournament (Round 2) in the Limited Feedback and Additional Feedback

Treatments, on Average and by Round 1 Performance (Waves 1-3 Equivalent of Figure 6)
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Table D1: Mean Comparisons of Gender Differences in Behavioral Traits
(Waves 1-3 Equivalent of Table 2)

Variable Male Female Diff
Average score in Round 1 4.30 3.79  0.511%%**
Average bonus in Round 1 0.83 0.71  0.113%**
Score Confidence 4.29 3.53  0.758%**
Proportion self-evaluating below average 0.41 0.64  -0.226***
Self-Reported Risk Preference 5.85 4.56  1.287***
Number of obs. 238 253

Notes: Significance levels *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Summary statistics are based on
data from no feedback and forced feedback conditions. Risk elicitation occurred as part of the
post-experiment questionnaire and therefore took place post-treatment.



Table D2: Average Attribution to Own Ability by Gender and Type of Feedback Outcome
(Waves 1-3 Equivalent of Table 3)

Type of Feedback Male Female Difference

Negative surprise (Self-Evaluation of Payment Above

_ oskok
Average, but Payment Actually Below) 354 781 -22.76

Positive reinforcement (Self-Evaluation of Payment Above 777
Average and Payment Actually Above) '

64.1 13.65**

Positive surprise (Self-Evaluation of Payment Below

Average but Payment Actually Above) 45.3 8.1 -12.83

Negative reinforcement (Self-Evaluation of Payment Below

Average and Payment Actually Below) 74.1 70.8 331

Notes: Summary statistics are based on data from waves 1 and 2 of the experiment, additional feedback
condition only (wave 3 did not contain the attribution question). Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *
p<0.1.



Table D3: Determinants of Tournament Entry Decision by Treatment (Waves 1-3 Equivalent of Table 4)

Samples Limited Feedback Additional Feedback
€] 2) A) 4 ©) (6)
Female -0.0646 -0.254 -0.231 0.0196 0.118 0.195
(0.0700) (0.163) (0.160) (0.0570) (0.135) (0.132)
Male x Score in Round 1 0.0118 -0.00500 0.0700***  (0.0789***
(0.0278) (0.0274) (0.0218) (0.0217)
Female x Score in Round 1 0.0669** 0.0558%** 0.0527** 0.0568**
(0.0263) (0.0271) (0.0221) (0.0230)
Dependent variable mean 0.392 0.392 0.392 0.354 0.354 0.355
Observations 204 204 204 288 288 287
R-squared 0.0160 0.0445 0.0685 0.0126 0.0655 0.134

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and controls for gender of the match. Columns
3 and 6 control for risk and confidence. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



Table D4: Gender Differences in the Effect of Receiving Negative Feedback on Attribution and Tournament Entry (Waves 1-3
Equivalent of Table 5)

Sample All Negative Self-Evaluation  Positive Self-Evaluation
€] 2) (€) 4 ©) (6)
Panel A: Dep Var: Tournament Entry
Female 0.106 0.127 0.244 0.227 0.0616 0.0944
(0.0924) (0.0879) (0.153) (0.156) (0.120) (0.111)
Male x Negative Feedback -0.148* -0.0550 -0.0680 -0.0597 -0.107 -0.00868
(0.0844) (0.104) (0.127) (0.152) (0.125) (0.151)
Female x Negative Feedback -0.283%** -0.106 -0.236* -0.158 -0.332%* -0.147
(0.0884) (0.115) (0.128) (0.164) (0.137) (0.167)
Dependent variable mean 0.354 0.355 0.295 0.297 0.417 0.417
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value) 0.243 0.656 0.340 0.590 0.188 0.403
F-test of female = female X neg fbk (p) 0.0155 0.180 0.0566 0.165 0.0797 0.309
Observations 288 287 149 148 139 139
R-squared 0.0545 0.135 0.0747 0.132 0.0476 0.155
Panel B: Dep Var: Attribution
Female -10.62%** -10.53* 11.91 9.800 -14.67** -14.39%*
(5.381) (5.555) (10.10) (10.39) (6.006) (6.375)
Male x Negative Feedback -7.656 -6.606 27.54%%* 21.83* 24 41%x% 22 9 H*
(5.117) (7.639) (9.864) (11.81) (5.758) (9.078)
Female x Negative Feedback 11.08%** 12.30* 11.32 5.514 12.99* 14.39
(5.440) (6.917) (8.368) (11.22) (6.984) (8.987)
Dependent variable mean 67.64 67.56 67.60 67.43 67.69 67.69
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value) p<0.01 p<0.01 0.170 0.177 p <0.01 p<0.01
F-test of female = female X neg fbk (p) 0.0241 0.0216 0.970 0.801 0.0209 0.0315
Observations 190 189 97 96 93 93
R-squared 0.0571 0.0653 0.131 0.143 0.221 0.222

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and controls for gender of match treatment. The sample is
restricted to participants in the additional feedback treatment. Panel B omits wave 3 since it did not contain the attribution question. Even numbered
columns control for score, risk and confidence. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



Table D5: Gender Differences in Sorting into Tournament Entry in Response to Negative Feedback (Waves 1-3 Equivalent of Table 6)

Dep Var: Tournament Entry Attribution
Samples Limited Feedback Additional Feedback Additional Feedback
&) 2 3) 4 €)) 4
Female -0.397* -0.392%* 0.210 0.270 34.42%* 33.45%
(0.231) (0.224) (0.140) (0.166) (15.47) (17.30)
Male x Score Bin 2 -0.0186 -0.00703 (0.339%** 0.373%** 35.70%** 34.46%**
(0.239) (0.234) (0.0940) (0.131) (11.77) (12.22)
Male x Score Bin 3 -0.161 -0.163 0.369%* 0.405%* 35.03%** 34.77%**
(0.248) (0.242) (0.142) (0.166) (12.00) (12.46)
Male x Score Bin 4 0.0576 0.0551 0.358 0.455%* 0 0
(0.295) (0.288) (0.238) (0.261) () ()
Female x Score Bin 2 0.265%* 0.300%** 0.160 0.198 7.875 7.587
(0.112) (0.110) (0.151) (0.141) (11.88) (12.23)
Female x Score Bin 3 0.229%* 0.278** -0.00940 0.0229 2.957 2.979
(0.123) (0.125) (0.181) (0.169) (12.64) (13.05)
Female x Score Bin 4 0.964*** 0.977%** -0.0332 0.00305 5.251 5.352
(0.0986) (0.0990) (0.206) (0.187) (14.21) (14.45)
Dependent variable mean 0.355 0.355 0.272 0.274 68.56 68.43
F-test of male interactions (p-value) 0.696 0.660 p <0.01 0.0355 0.0100 0.0170
F-test of female interactions (p-value) p <0.01 p <0.01 0.395 0.293 0.874 0.895
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value) 0.0136 p <0.01 0.244 0.237 0.0580 0.143
Observations 141 141 169 168 121 120
R-squared 0.109 0.131 0.0463 0.108 0.158 0.161

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and controls for gender of match treatment. The sample is restricted to
participants who received negative feedback in the addiitonal feedback treatment and participants who would have received negative feedback in the limited
feedback treatment. Columns 5 and 6 omit wave 3 since it did not contain the attribution question. Even numbered columns control for risk and confidence.
Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



E. Analysis with Sample Restricted to Waves 1 and 4 Only

Figure E1: Gender Differences in Tournament Entry in the Limited Feedback and Additional
Feedback Treatments, on Average and by Information Condition about the Gender of Random
Match (Waves 1 and 4 Equivalent of Figure 3)
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Figure E2: Local Linear Regression of Tournament Entry on Score in Round 1 by Gender and
Feedback Treatment Condition (Waves 1 and 4 Equivalent of Figure 4)
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Figure E3: Local Linear Regression of Tournament Entry on Score in Round 1 by Gender and
Type of Additional Feedback Received (Waves 1 and 4 Equivalent of Figure 5)
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Figure E4: Gender Differences in Performance in Tournament (Round 2) in the Limited Feedback and Additional Feedback

Treatments, on Average and by Round 1 Performance (Waves 1 and 4 Equivalent of Figure 6)
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Table E1: Mean Comparisons of Gender Differences in Behavioral Traits
(Waves 1 & 4 Equivalent of Table 2)

Variable Male Female Diff
Average score in Round 1 4.36 3.73  0.628%**
Average bonus in Round 1 0.84 0.70  0.142%**
Score Confidence 4.39 3.61  0.785%**
Proportion self-evaluating below average 0.51 0.66  -0.149%**
Self-Reported Risk Preference 5.45 443  1.019%**
Number of obs. 187 216

Notes: Significance levels *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Summary statistics are based on
data from no feedback and forced feedback conditions. Risk elicitation occurred as part of the
post-experiment questionnaire and therefore took place post-treatment.



Table E2: Average Attribution to Own Ability by Gender and Type of Feedback Outcome
(Waves 1 & 4 Equivalent of Table 3)

Type of Feedback Male Female Difference

Negative surprise (Self-Evaluation of Payment Above

_ oskok
Average, but Payment Actually Below) 343 720 -17.73

Positive reinforcement (Self-Evaluation of Payment Above 73.0 66.5
Average and Payment Actually Above) ' '

6.44

Positive surprise (Self-Evaluation of Payment Below

Average but Payment Actually Above) 66.2 56.8 9.43

Negative reinforcement (Self-Evaluation of Payment Below

Average and Payment Actually Below) 713 72.3 -1.01

Notes: Summary statistics are based on data from waves 1 and 4 of the experiment, additional feedback
condition only. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



Table E3: Determinants of Tournament Entry Decision by Treatment (Waves 1 & 4 Equivalent of Table 4)

Samples Limited Feedback Additional Feedback
) 2 A) “4) (©) (6)
Female -0.167%* -0.323* -0.281 -0.0525 -0.0676 -0.0739
(0.0725) (0.175) (0.171) (0.0657) (0.155) (0.154)
Male x Score in Round 1 0.0184 0.0107 0.0456* 0.0247
(0.0294) (0.0302) (0.0245) (0.0247)
Female x Score in Round 1 0.0607** 0.0570** 0.0602** 0.0568**
(0.0286) (0.0272) (0.0253) (0.0265)
Dependent variable mean 0.370 0.370 0.370 0.380 0.380 0.384
Observations 184 184 184 221 221 219
R-squared 0.0312 0.0576 0.128 0.0249 0.0671 0.162

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and controls for gender of the match. Columns
3 and 6 control for risk and confidence. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



Table E4: Gender Differences in the Effect of Receiving Negative Feedback on Attribution and Tournament Entry (Waves 1 & 4
Equivalent of Table 5)

Sample All Negative Self-Evaluation  Positive Self-Evaluation
) 2 3) 4) ) (6)
Panel A: Dep Var: Tournament Entry
Female 0.0978 0.169 0.0474 0.0609 0.136 0.242
(0.117) (0.111) (0.194) (0.170) (0.147) (0.154)
Male x Negative Feedback -0.241** -0.173 -0.267* -0.215 -0.161 -0.126
(0.102) (0.124) (0.150) (0.181) (0.158) (0.191)
Female x Negative Feedback -0.399%**  .(.347*** -0.284* -0.229 -0.477**%*  -0.440%*
(0.105) (0.131) (0.170) (0.186) (0.147) (0.193)
Dependent variable mean 0.380 0.384 0.325 0.331 0.449 0.449
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value) 0.261 0.191 0.938 0.942 0.118 0.106
F-test of female = female X neg fbk (p) 0.0145 0.0133 0.322 0.346 0.0200 0.0220
Observations 221 219 123 121 98 98
R-squared 0.105 0.188 0.0770 0.152 0.135 0.230
Panel B: Dep Var: Attribution
Female -8.592 -7.608 -9.971 -9.358 -8.837 -7.419
(5.792) (5.903) (10.61) (10.22) (6.571) (7.124)
Male x Negative Feedback -7.948 -6.881 5.745 10.68 S25.77HFx 25, 770%**
(4.860) (7.285) (7.516) (10.32) (6.394) (9.705)
Female x Negative Feedback 9.758* 11.12 17.05* 22.86%* 3.563 2.960
(5.698) (6.976) (10.04) (10.45) (7.424) (9.485)
Dependent variable mean 68.08 68.00 69.65 69.55 66.10 66.10
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value) 0.0158 0.0153 0.347 0.293 p<0.01 p<0.01
F-test of female = female X neg fbk (p) 0.0868 0.0897 0.169 0.0771 0.326 0.460
Observations 221 219 123 121 98 98
R-squared 0.0381 0.0549 0.0371 0.0656 0.172 0.185

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and controls for gender of match treatment. The sample is
restricted to participants in the additional feedback treatment. Even numbered columns control for score, risk and confidence. Significance levels: ***

p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



Table E5: Gender Differences in Sorting into Tournament Entry in Response to Negative Feedback (Waves 1 & 4 Equivalent of Table

6)
Dep Var: Tournament Entry Attribution
Samples Limited Feedback Additional Feedback Additional Feedback
&) 2 3) 4 €)) 4
Female -0.379 -0.395 -0.313 -0.298 -14.13 -13.06
(0.280) (0.283) (0.286) (0.292) (12.83) (10.99)
Male x Score Bin 2 -0.111 -0.0976 -0.286 -0.284 -11.14 -9.442
(0.276) (0.283) (0.264) (0.269) (9.385) (8.959)
Male x Score Bin 3 -0.189 -0.194 -0.196 -0.258 -6.649 -3.460
(0.285) (0.293) (0.285) (0.287) (9.922) (9.639)
Male x Score Bin 4 -0.0155 -0.0170 -0.231 -0.302 -45.50%** 38 4%A*
(0.323) (0.326) (0.344) (0.358) (13.68) (13.59)
Female x Score Bin 2 0.0756 0.123 0.0876 0.0759 14.15 15.02
(0.133) (0.123) (0.158) (0.167) (10.35) (9.353)
Female x Score Bin 3 0.155 0.215 -0.0269 -0.0307 11.50 12.56
(0.139) (0.132) (0.179) (0.184) (11.23) (10.36)
Female x Score Bin 4 0.890%** 0.924%** -0.0831 -0.0840 11.17 12.83
(0.117) (0.115) (0.206) (0.200) (14.15) (13.32)
Dependent variable mean 0.302 0.302 0.272 0.276 68.47 68.37
F-test of male interactions (p-value) 0.835 0.820 0.701 0.771 p<0.01 0.0154
F-test of female interactions (p-value) p <0.01 p <0.01 0.694 0.720 0.596 0.463
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value) p<0.01 p<0.01 0.484 0.660 0.0287 0.0293
Observations 129 129 147 145 147 145
R-squared 0.0883 0.106 0.0362 0.0733 0.132 0.153

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and controls for gender of match treatment. The sample is restricted to
participants who received negative feedback in the addiitonal feedback treatment and participants who would have received negative feedback in the limited

feedback treatment. Even numbered columns control for risk and confidence. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



F. Additional Analysis

In this appendix, we perform additional analysis to support the claims made in the main paper.
The first section presents additional summary statistics. The second section demonstrates that the
tournament entry patterns in wave 3 are similar to those in the other waves, suggesting that posing
the attribution question did not affect tournament entry. The third section addresses the concern that
our design allows savvy subjects to back out their score from payment information. The remaining
sections present estimates from linear regressions that include wave fixed effects and treatment
indicators for gender of opponent (male/female in KG or unknown in UG), and in some cases

include non-linear specifications.



F1: Additional Summary Statistics

Table F1.1: Summary of Demographic Characteristics and Balance Tests

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4
Limited Additional LF vs AF  Additional ~ Limited Additional LF vs. AF  Limited Additional LF vs. AF
Variables Feedback Feedback p-value Feedback Feedback Feedback p-value  Feedback Feedback p-value
age 42.23 40.13 0.15 38.2 36.85 36.06 0.64 38.84 39.40 0.69
female 0.59 0.55 0.59 0.5 0.48 0.46 0.77 0.51 0.49 0.73
education
Less than high school 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.00% 0.00% 0.32 0.00% 0.00%
High school or GED 13.46%  7.92% 0.21 21.59% 8.00% 8.16% 0.97 10.00%  13.56% 0.45
Some College 25.96% 15.84% 0.08 26.14% 24.00%  22.45% 0.80 23.75%  29.66% 0.36
2-year college degree 9.62%  14.85% 0.25 12.50% 7.00%  18.37% 0.02 10.00% 11.86% 0.68
4-year college degree 35.58% 46.53% 0.11 29.55% 47.00%  40.82% 0.38 45.00% 34.75% 0.15
Master's degree 10.58% 11.88% 0.74 7.95% 10.00%  7.14% 0.48 10.00%  7.63% 0.56
Professional degree 3.85% 2.97% 0.68 1.14% 3.00% 1.02% 0.32 1.25% 1.69% 0.80
Doctoral degree 0.96% -1.2E-17  0.40 1.14% 0.00% 2.04% 0.15 0.00% 0.85% 0.41
income
Less than $10,000 3.85% 4.95% 0.74 4.55% 6.00% 9.18% 0.40 2.50% 5.08% 0.37
$10,000 - $19,999 11.54%  7.92% 0.36 6.82% 8.00%  10.20% 0.59 8.75% 5.08% 0.31
$20,000 - $29,999 15.38%  7.92% 0.11 18.18% 10.00%  12.24% 0.62 6.25%  13.56% 0.10
$30,000 - $39,999 6.73%  13.86% 0.11 15.91% 13.00% 16.33% 0.51 18.75%  11.86% 0.18
$40,000 - $49,999 16.35%  7.92% 0.07 11.36% 10.00%  8.16% 0.66 5.00%  11.86% 0.10
$50,000 - $74,999 22.12% 18.81% 0.56 21.59% 27.00%  23.47% 0.57 35.00% 31.36% 0.59
$75,000 - $99,999 13.46% 10.89% 0.57 9.09% 17.00%  10.20% 0.17 13.75% 12.71% 0.83
$100,000 - $149,999 6.73%  21.78% 0.00 7.95% 7.00% 8.16% 0.76 8.75% 5.08% 0.31
$150,000 - $249,999 3.85% 5.94% 0.40 4.55% 2.00% 2.04% 0.98 1.25% 3.39% 0.35
$250,000 - $499,999 0.00% 0.00% 1.00 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
race
Asian 6.73%  11.88% 0.14 6.82% 7.00%  10.20% 0.42 7.50% 8.47% 0.81
Black or African American 4.81% 7.92% 0.35 3.41% 8.00% 7.14% 0.82 5.00% 8.47% 0.35
Native American 0.96% 0.00% 0.23 0.00% 2.00% 2.04% 0.98 1.25% 0.85% 0.78
White 84.62%  78.22% 0.20 89.77% 83.00%  77.55% 0.34 83.75%  81.36% 0.67
Other/ Do not wish to disclose 2.88% 1.98% 0.67 0.00% 0.00% 3.06% 0.08 2.50% 0.85% 0.35




Table F1.2: Demographic Characteristics Balance by Gender

Variables Male Female p-value
age 37.30 40.75 0.00
education
Less than high school 0.00% 0.25% 0.33
High school or GED 11.69% 11.91% 0.92
Some College 20.52%  27.05% 0.03
2-year college degree 12.47%  11.66% 0.73
4-year college degree 43.12%  38.71% 0.21
Master's degree 9.09% 8.19% 0.65
Professional degree 2.08% 1.74% 0.73
Doctoral degree 1.04% 0.50% 0.38
income
Less than $10,000 5.71% 5.96% 0.89
$10,000 - $19,999 9.61% 6.45% 0.10
$20,000 - $29,999 13.51%  11.66% 0.44
$30,000 - $39,999 14.55%  12.90% 0.50
$40,000 - $49,999 11.69%  9.68% 0.36
$50,000 - $74,999 21.82%  28.04% 0.04
$75,000 - $99,999 10.65%  13.65% 0.20
$100,000 - $149,999 8.83% 9.18% 0.86
$150,000 - $249,999 3.64% 2.23% 0.24
$250,000 - $499,999 0.00% 0.25% 0.33
race
Asian 9.35% 5.96% 0.07
Black or African American 5.71% 6.95% 0.48
Native American 1.04% 0.74% 0.66
White 82.86%  84.12% 0.63
Other/ Do not wish to disclose 1.04% 2.23% 0.19




Figure F1.1: Distribution of Score in Round 1 by Gender
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F2: Tournament Entry Patterns from Wave 3 (No Attribution Question)

We excluded the attribution question from wave 3 in light of the concern that posing the
question might prime tournament entry and bias our results. We find no evidence of differences in
tournament entry patterns in wave 3 as compared to the other waves, but the small sample size in
wave 3 and the fact that most of the negative surprises in our study come from the first wave
preclude us from saying anything more conclusive about whether posing the question primes

tournament entry. Note however that all our main regressions include wave fixed effects.

Figure F2.1 replicates Figure 3 using only data from wave 3. The gender gap is not statistically
significant in either condition, but facing a female opponent increases selection into tournament
for women (p = 0.096) and decreases selection into tournament for men (but not significantly), as
before. Also as before, the largest gender gap exists when the gender of the opponent is known to
be male. This gender gap (when facing a male opponent) is eliminated in the additional feedback
condition, but interestingly, a reverse (but not statistically significant) gender gap emerges when

participants face an opponent known to be female or of unknown gender.

Table F2.1 replicates Table 4 using only data from wave 3. The sign of the gender gap in the
limited and additional feedback conditions are the same as in Table 4 but none of the coefficients
are statistically significant. We find similarly signed, but not statistically significant, point
estimates suggesting that women sort correctly into tournament in both conditions but men sort

correctly only in the additional feedback condition.

Figure F2.2 demonstrates that the patterns we saw in Figure 5 are replicated in the wave 3 data,
although the small sample size adds noise. The small sample size in wave 3 precludes us from
replicating the remaining results since they require splitting the sample further (for example, by

positive or negative feedback).



Table F2.1: Determinants of Tournament Entry Decision by Treatment (Wave 3 Equivalent of

Table 4)
Samples Limited Feedback Additional Feedback
(€3] (2) 3) “) 5 (6)
Female -0.0206 -0.118 -0.0851 0.0777 -0.0500 0.0399
(0.101) (0.235) (0.236) (0.100) (0.217) (0.218)
Male x Score in Round 1 0.00222 -0.0191 0.0271 0.0538
(0.0376) (0.0381) (0.0353) (0.0354)
Female x Score in Round 1 0.0302 0.0135 0.0646* 0.0764
(0.0431) (0.0456) (0.0380) (0.0470)
Dependent variable mean ~ 0.430 0.430 0.430 0.357 0.357 0.357
Observations 100 100 100 98 98 98
R-squared 0.0134 0.0186 0.0414 0.00744 0.0376 0.102

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and
controls for gender of the match. Columns 3 and 6 control for risk and confidence. Significance

levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

Figure F2.1: Gender Differences in Tournament Entry in the Limited Feedback and Additional
Feedback Treatments, on Average and by Information Condition about the Gender of Random

Match (Wave 3 Equivalent of Figure 3)

—_
o

e
)

S
N

0.64

Share Choosing Tournament
S
~

0.2
0.4
0.0
Male Female
-0.2 Limited Feedback

m All gender treatments
B Gender unknown or male match
OFemale match T

# = 0355
1

Male 0.i9 Female
Additional Feedback




Figure F2.2: Comparison of Local Linear Regression of Tournament Entry on Score in Round 1
in Wave 3 and All Other Waves, by Gender and Feedback Treatment
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F3: Discussion of the Information Embedded in the Piece-rates Used to Compute Payment in
Round 1

If the majority of subjects were using the piece-rates to deduce their score from whether their
payment was divisible by 0.20 or by 0.15, we would expect to observe strategic behaviors
depending on their bonus payment. This could explain some of our results if, for example, men
are better at interpreting the signal from the payment — the additional feedback treatment would
then be more informative for women than for men. Table F3.1 shows that neither men nor women
respond to whether or not their payment was divisible by 0.15. Using only data from the limited
feedback treatment, when the only feedback is the payment, we regress tournament entry (Columns
1 and 2) and whether participants perceived their payments to be below average (Columns 3 and
4) on their bonus payment or score, a female indicator variable, and whether or not their payment
was divisible by 0.15 for both men and women separately. None of the coefficients are statistically
significant. If anything, women are less likely to enter tournament when their payment is divisible

by 0.15 and men are more likely.

In addition, Figures F3.1 and F3.2 present the fraction of subjects who entered the tournament
and the fraction with a negative self-evaluation for each possible payment from the first round for
those in the limited feedback treatment. Consider those who earned $0.30 (got 2 questions right
and lost the match-up) and those who earned $0.40 (got 2 questions right, but won the matchup).
Those who lost the tournament are slightly less likely to consider their payment below average and
while they are also less likely to enter the tournament, the difference is very small. Similarly,
consider those who earned $0.75 and $1, all of whom got 5 questions right, but some won the
match-up and others lost it. Tournament entry and self-evaluation actually go in the opposite
direction — those who lost the match-up are more likely to have a positive self-evaluation and enter
the tournament. In results not shown, we break these responses by gender. The samples get very
small, but the results suggest that, if anything, men are less likely to respond as if they lost the

tournament when their payment is divisible by 0.15.

Attribution tells a similar story, but the sample size gets very small since we have to separate
the sample by their self-evaluation (the attribution question wording depends on whether they
perceived their payment to be above or below average). Furthermore, looking at the participants

in the additional feedback group, participants respond more strongly to the type of feedback than



to whether or not their payment was divisible by $0.15, but the numbers in each cell are too small

to infer much.

Table F3.1: Participant Responses to Divisibility of Payment by 0.15

Dep Var: Tournament Entry Negative Self-Evaluatior
) (2) 3) “4)
Bonus from Round 1 0.148 -(0.323%%*
(0.0924) (0.0846)
Score in Round 1 0.0321* -0.0726***
(0.0189) (0.0169)
Female -0.0351  -0.0340 0.158* 0.155*
(0.0895) (0.0895) (0.0887)  (0.0891)
Male X Divisible by 15 0.105 0.0977 0.0237 0.0339
(0.0963) (0.0937) (0.0933)  (0.0900)
Female X Divisible by 15 -0.0179  -0.0266  -0.0840 -0.0693

(0.0902) (0.0871) (0.0898)  (0.0867)

Observations 284 284 284 284
R-squared 0.0350 0.0363 0.128 0.138

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave
fixed effects and controls for gender of match treatment. The sample is restricted
to the limited feedback group. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *
p<0.1.



Figure F3.1: Fraction of Participants Entering the Round 2 Tournament for Each Possible Bonus
Payment in Round 1
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Figure F3.2: Fraction of Participants with a Below-Average Self-Evaluation for Each Possible
Bonus Payment in Round 1
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F4: Confirming Gender Differences in Behavioral Traits

Table F4.1 provides OLS estimates with wave fixed effects and controls for gender of the
match treatments to confirm that women are, on average, significantly less confident than men
both in terms of score (Column 1) and in terms of self-evaluation of payment relative to the average
(Column 3). Columns 2 and 4 show that the gender gap in both confidence measures decreases
somewhat but remains significant if we control for performance in round 1. The finding is robust

to including demographic controls (see Appendix Table G1).

A simple comparison of actual and predicted score for men and women reveals that women
are directionally under-confident in our experiment (mean confidence of 3.61 relative to actual
average score of 3.77 but the t-test p-value is 0.130). Men on the other hand correctly predict their
scores, on average. Figure F4.1 plots the relationship between participants’ expected and actual
scores for the entire distribution of ability. We make three observations: 1) Men are systematically
more confident about their score (p < 0.01) than women, conditional on getting the same score. 2)
Men with median performance (solved 4 out of 8 questions) on average correctly estimate their
scores. Women at the median, on the other hand, underestimate their score (p-value of 0.0004). 3)
Participants of both genders with higher-than-median performance tend to underestimate their
score. Participants of both genders with lower-than-median performance tend to overestimate their

Score.



Table F4.1: OLS Estimates of Gender Gaps in Confidence and Self-Evaluation

Score Confidence (Self- Self-evaluation of Payment to
Dependent variable Reported Score in Round 1) be Below Average
(1) @ 3) 4)
Female -0.714%%* -0.447%%x* 0.168%** 0.116%**
(0.149) (0.133) (0.0375) (0.0360)
Score in Round 1 0.484%** -0.0946%**
(0.0368) (0.00844)
Dependent variable mean 3.960 3.960 0.548 0.548
Observations 691 691 691 691
R-squared 0.0367 0.238 0.0408 0.161

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and

controls for gender of match treatment. In Columns 1 and 2, score-confidence is measured on a
scale of 0 to 10 (the highest possible score in Round 1 is 8). Significance levels: *** p<0.01, **
p<0.05, * p<0.1.

Figure F4.1: Comparison of Actual and Predicted Score in Round 1 by Gender
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F5: Effect of Feedback on Tournament Entry Along the Entire Ability Distribution
Table F5.1 breaks up the analysis in Table 4 by ability bins (with the lowest bin, those scoring

0 or 1 out of 8 as the omitted category, the second bin including those scoring below average,
either 2 or 3 out of 8, the third bin including those who scored approximately average, either 4 or

5 out of 8, and the highest bin including those score 6 or above out of 8).

Table F5.1: Determinants of Tournament Entry Decision by Treatment, Nonlinear Specifications

Samples Limited Feedback Additional Feedback
(1) @) A 4
Female -0.360* -0.340* -0.0953 -0.0383
(0.202) (0.196) (0.196) (0.210)
Male x Score Bin 2 -0.0630 -0.0599 0.00740  0.000290
(0.198) (0.195) (0.178) (0.188)
Male x Score Bin 3 -0.0860 -0.138 0.123 0.120
(0.194) (0.190) (0.178) (0.188)
Male x Score Bin 4 0.0123 -0.0523 0.248 0.214
(0.201) (0.198) (0.181) (0.196)
Female x Score Bin 2 0.151 0.173 0.154 0.159
(0.109) (0.106) (0.115) (0.123)
Female x Score Bin 3 0.218%* 0.217** 0.256** 0.227*
(0.109) (0.106) (0.117) (0.126)
Female x Score Bin 4 0.386%**  (.372%** 0.377%** 0.349%*
(0.145) (0.137) (0.130) (0.142)
Dependent variable mean 0.391 0.391 0.381 0.383
F-test of male mteractions (p-value) 0.835 0.787 0.0436 0.103
F-test of female interactions (p-value) 0.0520 0.0503 0.0177 0.0769
Observations 284 284 407 405
R-squared 0.0458 0.0903 0.0574 0.122

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and
controls for gender of match treatment. Even numbered columns control for risk and confidence.
Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

Once again, we observe that, in the limited feedback condition, women with the lowest scores
are marginally less likely to enter the tournament than similar men (Column 1, row 1). The

interactions reveal that selection into tournament increases with ability for women. Relative to the



bottom group, women in the second bin are 15 percentage points more likely to choose tournament,
while women in the two highest groups are 22 and 39 percentage points more likely to compete,
respectively. These interactions are jointly significant, as seen in the p-values at the bottom of the
table (p-values around 0.05). As we saw in Figure 4, there appears to be no relationship between
score and tournament entry for men. In fact, men in the higher groups are directionally, but not
significantly, less likely to compete as compared to those at the bottom and the coefficients on all
male interaction terms are not jointly significant. As in Table 4, the difference in sorting between
men and women is not statistically significant — the three interactions for men are not jointly
different from the three interactions for women — but the interaction terms for men and women do

differ marginally for the top two bins (p-values 0.102 and 0.072, respectively, in Column 2).

Columns 3 and 4 confirm that additional feedback changes the sorting pattern for men from
the slight, not significant, U-shape to an increasing trend. The test of joint significance of
interactions relative to the omitted lowest scorers for men now produces p-values of 0.04 and 0.10
(with controls). Columns 3 and 4 also confirm the results reported in Table 4 that feedback does
not affect tournament entry behavior for women since they continue to sort correctly. As discussed
further in the paper, these results mask heterogeneity in women’s response to the type of feedback
they receive. Specifically, equally capable women sort differently after receiving negative

feedback than after receiving positive feedback.

These results using these score bins are robust to using quartiles instead, with individuals
scoring below average (4 out of 8) in the bottom quartile, those scoring exactly average in the
second, those scoring 5 out of 8 in the third quartile and those scoring 6 or higher in the top quartile

(see Appendix Table G4).



F6: Effect of Negative Feedback on Tournament Entry and Attribution in the AF Condition
Relative to the LF Condition

Table F6.1 provides support for the pattern in Figure 5 by estimating linear regressions with
wave and match gender condition fixed effects that split up the sample by gender and compare
subjects in the additional feedback condition to those in the limited feedback condition. All

columns control for risk and confidence, although the results are robust to omitting these controls.

Table F6.1: Determinants of Tournament Entry Decision by Type of Feedback Received

Samples Women Men
Type of Potential Feedback All Negative All Negative
€] @ €)] 4) ®) (6)
Additional Feedback -0.0335 0.138 0.0480 -0.281** -0.320% -0.226
(0.115) (0.144) (0.137) (0.130) (0.179) (0.264)
Limited Feedback x Score in Round 1 0.0470%*  0.0618* -0.00132 -0.0189
(0.0228) (0.0359) (0.0221) (0.0403)
Add'lFeedback x Score in Round 1 0.0603***  0.0103 0.0430%* 0.0405
(0.0199) (0.0327) (0.0185) (0.0399)
Limited Feedback x Score Bin 2 0.183* -0.0399
(0.103) (0.201)
Limited Feedback x Score Bin 3 0.209* -0.146
(0.121) 0.219)
Limited Feedback x Score Bin 4 0.959%*** 0.00845
(0.100) (0.270)
Add'l Feedback x Score Bin 2 0.181 0.0293
(0.124) (0.202)
Add'l Feedback x Score Bin 3 0.0634 0.0498
(0.157) (0.226)
Add'l Feedback x Score Bin 4 0.0190 0.0764
(0.183) (0.304)
Dependent variable mean 0.361 0.269 0.269 0.412 0.350 0.350
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value) 0.646 0.263 p <0.01 0.106 0.257 0.879
Observations 352 223 223 337 177 177
R-squared 0.106 0.0526 0.0903 0.138 0.0719 0.0709

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and
controls for risk, confidence and gender of match treatment. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, **
p<0.05, * p<0.1.

Columns 1 and 4 of Table F6.1 include all female and male participants, respectively, and
replicate our results from Table 4. Women in our sample sort correctly into tournament with or
without additional feedback on relative payment (Column 1). On the other hand, men who do not
receive feedback on relative standing do not sort positively based on score (row 2 of Column 4),
while men who do receive this additional feedback exhibit a strong positive sorting relationship

(row 3 of Column 4).



Restricting the sample to the women who receive or would have received negative feedback
on relative standing reveals an interesting result (Columns 2 and 3). Women who would have
received negative feedback, yet did not because they were in the limited feedback group (row 2 of
Column 2), still sort based on score. As compared to Column 1, the coefficient is larger in
magnitude, although statistically significant only at 10% as the sample size shrinks. More
importantly, comparable women in the additional feedback group no longer sort correctly (row 3
of Column 2). Controlling for score in bins, instead of linearly, Column 3 demonstrates that this is
driven by women at the top of the score distribution, although we see marginally significant
differences in tournament entry along the entire distribution: higher-performing women in the
limited feedback group are significantly more likely to enter, while higher-performing women who
receive negative feedback are not. The p-value at the bottom of the table, testing equality of the
three interactions for the two treatment conditions (that is, testing three hypotheses where the first
is Limited feedback X Score Bin 2 = Additional feedback X Score Bin 2 and the second and third
are the corresponding hypotheses for bins 3 and 4), confirms that women sort into tournament

entry differently when they receive negative feedback than when they receive no additional
feedback.

We replicate this analysis for men (Columns 5-6). As with all feedback in Column 4, men who
receive negative feedback seem to respond by correcting their tournament sorting. Even though
we lose power, row 3 of Column 5 shows that even negative feedback produces a directionally
positive sorting based on score. When we break up the effect into ability bins for men, we observe
once again that entry increases with score for men who actually receive the negative feedback,
although the F-test of equality of the three interaction terms does not reject equality. Tables G5,
G6 and G7 confirm that the results in Table F6.1 are qualitatively the same if we include

demographic controls, use a logit specification, or use score quartiles instead of bins, respectively.

Next, we revisit the analysis in Table 4 in the paper, focusing on the participants who would
have received negative feedback. That is, we compare the subjects who receive negative feedback
in the additional feedback treatment group and those who would have received negative feedback
in the limited feedback group. Table F6.2 presents the linear specifications of the same kind of

regressions we show in Table 6 in the paper.



Table F6.2: Gender Differences in Sorting into Tournament Entry in Response to Negative
Feedback

Dep Var: Tournament Entry Attribution
Samples Limited Feedback Additional Feedback Additional Feedback
@) 2 A) “ A3) “
Female -0.335%*  -0.335%* 0.0991 0.126 -2.243 0.101
(0.168) (0.166) (0.149) (0.151) (9.555) (9.072)
Male x Score in Round 1 -0.0157 -0.0169 0.0423 0.0478 -2.928 -1.493
(0.0400) (0.0394) (0.0389) (0.0391) (2.348) (2.281)
Female x Score in Round 1 0.0491 0.0573 0.00419 0.0104 0.519 0.940
(0.0365) (0.0363) (0.0330) (0.0326) (1.991) (1.948)
Dependent variable mean 0.341 0.341 0.274 0.277 68.89 68.81

F-test of equality of
interactions (p-value)
R-squared 0.0649 0.0834 0.0213 0.0475 0.0455 0.0747
Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and
controls for gender of match treatment. The sample is restricted to participants who received
negative feedback in the additional feedback treatment and participants who would have received
negative feedback in the limited feedback treatment. Columns 5 and 6 omit wave 3 since it did
not contain the attribution question. Even numbered columns control for risk and confidence.
Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

0.211 0.143 0.416 0.427 0.246 0.378

The first four columns use tournament entry as the dependent variable, as in Tables 4 and 6,
while Columns 5 and 6 use attribution. The linear specifications in the table below directionally
replicate the results in Table 4, but note that we lose power due to a smaller number of observations
(only those receiving negative feedback are included). In particular, women sort correctly into the
tournament without receiving additional feedback (Columns 1 and 2), but not when they receive
negative feedback on relative standing (Columns 3 and 4). On the other hand, men do not sort
correctly into tournament with limited feedback (Columns 1 and 2) but do when they receive
additional feedback (Columns 3 and 4). Columns 5 and 6 show that men with higher scores are
more likely to attribute the negative feedback to luck, while women with higher scores are more
likely to attribute the negative feedback to lack of ability, although neither coefficient is
statistically significant and they are not significantly different from each other (p-value at the

bottom of the table).



G. Robustness Checks

Figure G1: Local Linear Regression of Tournament Entry on Score in Round 1 by Gender and
Type of Additional Feedback Participants Would Have Received (Sample Restricted to Limited
Feedback Condition)
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Figure G2: Gender Differences in Bonus Payment in Tournament (Round 2) in the Limited Feedback and Additional Feedback
Treatments, on Average and by Round 1 Performance
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Table G1: OLS Estimates of Gender Gaps in Behavioral Traits With Demographic Controls

Score Confidence (Self-Reported Self-evaluation of Payment to
Dependent variable Score in Round 1) be Below Average
A 2) (©) “4)
Female -0.724%%* -0.453%** 0.163%** 0.112%**
(0.154) (0.137) (0.0390) (0.0373)
Score in Round 1 0.490%** -0.0924#**
(0.0378) (0.00867)
Dependent variable mean 3.963 3.963 0.547 0.547
Observations 687 687 687 687
R-squared 0.0628 0.262 0.0721 0.183

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and controls for gender of the
match. Demographic controls include age and fixed effects for education category, income bracket and race. In Columns 1
and 2, score-confidence is measured on a scale of 0 to 10 (the highest possible score in Round 1 is 8). Significance levels:
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



Table G2: Determinants of Tournament Entry Decision by Treatment with Demographic Controls

Samples Limited Feedback Additional Feedback
) 2 (€) “ &) (6)
Panel A
Female -0.109* -0.257* -0.217 0.0166 0.0613 0.122
(0.0611)  (0.141) (0.137) (0.0505)  (0.122) (0.120)
Male x Score in Round 1 0.0106  -0.00134 0.0634*** (.0623***
(0.0233)  (0.0229) (0.0192)  (0.0200)
Female x Score in Round 1 0.0505**  0.0426* 0.0627*** (0.0602%**
(0.0216)  (0.0221) (0.0197)  (0.0211)
Dependent variable mean 0.390 0.390 0.390 0.383 0.383 0.383
Observations 282 282 282 405 405 405
R-squared 0.110 0.125 0.156 0.0524 0.106 0.175

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and controls for gender of the
match. Columns 3 and 6 control for risk and confidence. Demographic controls include age and fixed effects for education
category, income bracket and race. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



Table G3: Logit Model of Determinants of Tournament Entry Decision by Treatment

Samples Limited Feedback Additional Feedback
A 2) A) 4 &) (6)
Panel A
Female -0.488**  -1.134*  -1.037* 0.0188 0.0943 0.311
(0.248) (0.627) (0.626) (0.207) (0.562) (0.596)
Male x Score in Round 1 0.0454 -0.0210 0.275%*% ().283%**
(0.0915)  (0.0953) (0.0836)  (0.0930)
Female x Score in Round 1 0.219** 0.186%* 0.299%**  (.3]5%**
(0.109) (0.111) (0.0878)  (0.101)
Dependent variable mean 0.391 0.391 0.391 0.381 0.381 0.383
Observations 284 284 284 407 407 405

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects. Columns 3 and 6 control for risk
and confidence. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



Table G4: Determinants of Tournament Entry Decision by Treatment and Quartile

Samples Limited Feedback Additional Feedback
@) 2 &) “4)
Female -0.190** -0.154* 0.0257 0.0922
(0.0907) (0.0923) (0.0713) (0.0730)
Male x Score Quartile 2 -0.0446 -0.0917 0.0146 0.0267
(0.117) (0.116) (0.0900) (0.0868)
Male x Score Quartile 3 -0.0157 -0.0887 0.235%* 0.231%*
(0.137) (0.139) (0.103) (0.0950)
Male x Score Quartile 4 0.0654 -0.00991 0.243%** 0.219%*
(0.114) (0.115) (0.0847) (0.0876)
Female x Score Quartile 2 0.170* 0.171* 0.0518 0.0185
(0.101) (0.0998) (0.0915) (0.0880)
Female x Score Quartile 3 0.0220 -0.0240 0.212%* 0.182*
(0.101) (0.101) (0.0985) (0.101)
Female x Score Quartile 4 0.268** 0.229* 0.250%** 0.222%*
(0.125) (0.120) (0.0939) (0.0965)
Dependent variable mean 0.391 0.391 0.381 0.383
F-test of male interactions (p-value) 0.848 0.816 0.00831 0.0185
F-test of female interactions (p-value) 0.0945 0.0932 0.0220 0.0668
Observations 284 284 407 405
R-squared 0.0466 0.0934 0.0675 0.131

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and controls for gender of
match treatment. Even numbered columns control for risk and confidence. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05,
%

p<0.1.



Table G5: Determinants of Tournament Entry Decision by Type of Feedback Received With Demographic Controls

Samples Women Men
Type of Potential Feedback All Negative All Negative
€Y 2 3) “ &) (6)
Additional Feedback -0.0203 0.103 0.0908 -0.253* -0.197 -0.111
(0.116) (0.143) (0.137) (0.141) (0.217) (0.309)
Limited Feedback x Score in Round 1 0.0427* 0.0427 -0.00218 0.00139
(0.0228) (0.0351) (0.0225) (0.0412)
Add'l Feedback x Score in Round 1 0.0536** 0.00636 0.0374* 0.0281
(0.0214) (0.0343) (0.0202) (0.0491)
Limited Feedback x Score Bin 2 0.237%* 0.0354
(0.103) (0.211)
Limited Feedback x Score Bin 3 0.165 -0.0582
(0.116) (0.236)
Limited Feedback x Score Bin 4 1.052%** 0.104
(0.164) (0.266)
Add'l Feedback x Score Bin 2 0.178 0.0119
(0.131) (0.239)
Add'l Feedback x Score Bin 3 0.0249 0.0369
(0.168) (0.276)
Add'l Feedback x Score Bin 4 0.0101 0.0271
(0.187) (0.366)
Dependent variable mean 0.361 0.269 0.269 0.412 0.349 0.349
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value) 0.708 0.423 0.00000385 0.170 0.647 0.932
Observations 352 223 223 335 175 175
R-squared 0.186 0.175 0.222 0.187 0.140 0.142

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and controls for risk, confidence and gender of match treatment.
Demographic controls include age and fixed effects for education category, income bracket and race. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



Table G6: Logit Model of the Determinants of Tournament Entry Decision by Type of Feedback Received

Samples Women Men
Type of Potential Feedback All Negative All Negative
€Y 2 3) “ &) (6)
Additional Feedback -0.138 0.727 0.318 -1.366%* -1.487* -1.023
(0.620) (0.799) (1.035) (0.615) (0.835) (1.177)
Limited Feedback x Score in Round 1 0.232%* 0.328* -0.00927 -0.0798
(0.114) (0.195) (0.0962) (0.170)
Add'l Feedback x Score in Round 1 0.284%** 0.0595 0.205%* 0.197
(0.0983) (0.178) (0.0901) (0.196)
Limited Feedback x Score Bin 2 1.147 -0.151
(0.772) (0.800)
Limited Feedback x Score Bin 3 1.290 -0.624
(0.841) (0.895)
Limited Feedback x Score Bin 4 0 0.0401
() (1.086)
Add'l Feedback x Score Bin 2 1.045 0.152
(0.807) (0.972)
Add'l Feedback x Score Bin 3 0.388 0.253
(1.029) (1.076)
Add'l Feedback x Score Bin 4 0.0900 0.372
(1.356) (1.403)
Dependent variable mean 0.361 0.269 0.262 0.412 0.350 0.350
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value) 0.716 0.270 3.32¢-29 0.0887 0.246 0.879
Observations 352 223 221 337 177 177
R-squared

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and controls for risk, confidence and gender of match treatment.
Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



Table G7: Determinants of Tournament Entry Decision by Type of Feedback Received
and Quartile

Samples Women Men
Type of Potential Feedback Negative
@) 2)
Additional Feedback 0.0502 -0.171%*
(0.0736) (0.0957)
Limited Feedback x Score Quartile 2 0.0808 -0.0652
(0.120) (0.149)
Limited Feedback x Score Quartile 3 0.0441 -0.386%***
(0.160) (0.108)
Limited Feedback x Score Quartile 4 0.810%** 0.0364
(0.0836) (0.205)
Add'l Feedback x Score Quartile 2 -0.170 -0.120
(0.118) (0.145)
Add'l Feedback x Score Quartile 3 0.147 0.146
(0.232) (0.160)
Add'l Feedback x Score Quartile 4 -0.127 0.0494
(0.148) (0.228)
Dependent variable mean 0.269 0.350
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value) 0.000000218 0.0137
Observations 223 177
R-squared 0.0817 0.0864

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and controls for
risk, confidence and gender of match treatment. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



Table G8: Gender Differences in the Effect of Receiving Negative Feedback on Attribution and Tournament Entry, With

Demographic Controls

Sample All Negative Self-Evaluation Positive Self-Evaluation
€] 2) (©) 4 ) (6)
Panel A: Dep Var: Tournament Entry
Female 0.0972 0.134* 0.136 0.136 0.0825 0.147
(0.0764) (0.0713) (0.128) (0.121) (0.107) (0.101)
Male x Negative Feedback -0.198%** -0.1000 -0.198* -0.158 -0.113 -0.0647
(0.0728) (0.0888) (0.110) (0.132) (0.123) (0.142)
Female x Negative Feedback -0.300%%** -0.145 -0.245%* -0.146 -0.41 1%*%* -0.275*
(0.0756) (0.0975) (0.109) (0.146) (0.127) (0.151)
Dependent variable mean 0.383 0.383 0.329 0.329 0.446 0.446
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value  0.314 0.645 0.756 0.936 0.0807 0.201
F-test of female = female X neg fbk (p) 0.00343 0.0515 0.0714 0.217 0.0166 0.0486
Observations 405 405 219 219 186 186
R-squared 0.105 0.180 0.156 0.202 0.130 0.238
Panel B: Dep Var: Attribution
Female -9.239%* -7.689%* -1.952 -1.601 -12.27%* -10.77**
(4.235) (4.425) (8.159) (8.562) (5.107) (5.415)
Male x Negative Feedback -5.618 -1.837 11.94 15.92 -24.19%*% 23 ] 8F**
(4.191) (6.389) (7.377) (9.819) (5.863) (8.601)
Female x Negative Feedback 11.90%**  15.69%** 17.84%%% 23 (5%*** 6.250 7.798
(4.346) (5.413) (6.584) (8.396) (6.149) (7.519)
Dependent variable mean 67.62 67.62 67.95 67.95 67.24 67.24
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value  0.00375 0.00383 0.536 0.455 0.000362  0.000396
F-test of female = female X neg fbk (p) 0.00632 0.00306 0.132 0.0707 0.0664 0.0892
Observations 307 307 167 167 140 140
R-squared 0.101 0.111 0.192 0.210 0.280 0.292

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications are based on data from waves 1, 2 and 4 of the experiment, additional feedback
condition only (wave 3 did not contain the attribution question), and include wave fixed effects and controls for gender of match treatment. Even
numbered columns control for score, risk, and confidence. Demographic controls include age and fixed effects for education category, income bracket
and race. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



Table G9: Logit Model of the Effect of Receiving Negative Feedback on Tournament Entry

Sample All Negative Self-Evaluation ~ Positive Self-Evaluation
&) 2 3) 4) &) Q)
Female 0.377 0.594* 0.515 0.557 0.364 0.645
(0.304) (0.315) (0.496) (0.507) (0.398) (0.425)
Male x Negative Feedback -0.851%** -0.394 -0.981** -0.664 -0.423 -0.156
(0.310) (0.430) (0.482) (0.638) (0.457) (0.612)
Female x Negative Feedback -1.342%** -0.716 -1.047%* -0.561 -1.707%%* -1.203*
(0.326) (0.450) (0.442) (0.633) (0.554) (0.714)
Score in Round 1 0.191* 0.158 0.162
(0.103) (0.162) (0.141)
Dependent variable mean 0.381 0.383 0.326 0.329 0.446 0.446
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value) 0.254 0.474 0.918 0.878 0.0591 0.148
F-test of female = female X neg fbk (p) 0.00184 0.0387 0.0586 0.238 0.0107 0.0530
Observations 407 405 221 219 186 186
R-squared

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications are based on data from waves 1, 2 and 4 of the experiment, additional feedback condition
only (wave 3 did not contain the attribution question), and include wave fixed effects and controls for gender of match treatment. Even numbered
columns control for risk and confidence. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



Table G10: Gender Differences in Sorting into Tournament Entry in Response to Negative Feedback, With Demographic Controls

Dep Var: Tournament Entry Attribution
Samples Limited Feedback Additional Feedback Additional Feedback
@ @ €)] “4) €)] 4
Panel A
Female -0.335% -0.325% 0.0852 0.139 -0.383 2.264
(0.180) (0.179) (0.172) (0.172) (10.31) (9.607)
Male x Score in Round 1 -0.00691 -0.00918 0.0245 0.0351 -2.752 -1.119
(0.0425) (0.0425) (0.0427) (0.0435) (2.525) (2.483)
Female x Score in Round 1 0.0422 0.0484 -0.0110 -0.00703 -0.363 0.160
(0.0357) (0.0371) (0.0352) (0.0348) (2.281) (2.233)
Dependent variable mean 0.339 0.339 0.277 0.277 68.81 68.81
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value) 0.354 0.276 0.489 0.416 0.467 0.677
Observations 174 174 224 224 176 176
R-squared 0.188 0.200 0.0994 0.123 0.143 0.172
Panel B
Female -0.414** -0.408** -0.143 -0.102 -13.35 -12.29
(0.199) (0.202) (0.229) (0.234) (12.41) (10.76)
Male x Score Bin 2 -0.0234 -0.0114 -0.00659 0.00184 -11.25 -9.164
(0.207) (0.211) (0.208) (0.213) (8.590) (8.099)
Male x Score Bin 3 -0.0416 -0.0389 -0.00840 -0.00186 -9.239 -5.466
(0.231) (0.234) (0.237) (0.242) (10.04) (9.926)
Male x Score Bin 4 0.0408 0.0379 -0.0607 -0.00962 -41.19%** -32.43%**
(0.261) (0.259) (0.302) (0.319) (14.56) (14.01)
Female x Score Bin 2 0.226%* 0.260** 0.173 0.176 11.15 12.13
(0.113) (0.107) (0.121) (0.131) (10.33) (9.458)
Female x Score Bin 3 0.203 0.245* 0.0323 0.0256 10.01 10.71
(0.128) (0.131) (0.162) (0.168) (11.74) (11.03)
Female x Score Bin 4 0.969%*%** 0.9817%** -0.101 -0.0975 4.458 5.984
(0.202) (0.209) (0.218) (0.213) (15.04) (14.08)
Dependent variable mean 0.339 0.339 0.277 0.277 68.81 68.81
F-test of male interactions (p-value) 0.985 0.988 0.996 1.000 0.0460 0.116
F-test of female interactions (p-value) p <0.01 p<0.01 0.228 0.245 0.712 0.616
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value) 0.0177 0.0151 0.686 0.649 0.187 0.186
Observations 174 174 224 224 176 176
R-squared 0.217 0.229 0.114 0.138 0.189 0.209

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and controls for gender of match treatment. The sample is restricted to
participants who received negative feedback in the addiitonal feedback treatment and participants who would have received negative feedback in the limited
feedback treatment. Columns 5 and 6 omit wave 3 since it did not contain the attribution question. Even numbered columns control for risk and confidence.
Demographic controls include age and fixed effects for education category, income bracket and race. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



Table G11: Logit Model of Gender Differences in Sorting into Tournament Entry in Response to
Negative Feedback

Dep Var: Tournament Entry
Samples Limited Feedback Additional Feedback
@) 2 ©) “)
Panel A
Female -1.622%* -1.638** 0.486 0.613
(0.815) (0.807) (0.768) (0.794)
Male x Score in Round 1 -0.0615 -0.0686 0.208 0.240
(0.168) (0.169) (0.192) (0.198)
Female x Score in Round 1 0.259 0.298 0.0218 0.0606
(0.196) (0.192) (0.171) (0.174)
Dependent variable mean 0.341 0.341 0.274 0.277
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value) 0.186 0.125 0.421 0.451
Observations 176 176 226 224
Panel B
Female -1.853* -1.879* -0.795 -0.672
(1.061) (1.029) (1.096) (1.184)
Male x Score Bin 2 -0.183 -0.164 -0.0459 0.0915
(0.801) (0.809) (0.920) (0.986)
Male x Score Bin 3 -0.449 -0.490 0.0699 0.111
(0.883) (0.889) (1.032) (1.086)
Male x Score Bin 4 0.175 0.152 0.0672 0.287
(1.066) (1.060) (1.349) (1.434)
Female x Score Bin 2 1.003 1.121 0.979 1.128
(0.834) (0.785) (0.711) (0.808)
Female x Score Bin 3 1.139 1.338 0.189 0.276
(0.899) (0.849) (0.962) (1.016)
Female x Score Bin 4 0 0 -0.169 -0.0283
() () (1.319) (1.328)
Dependent variable mean 0.333 0.333 0.274 0.277
F-test of male interactions (p-value) 0.889 0.870 0.997 0.998
F-test of female interactions (p-value) 0.427 0.272 0.311 0.298
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value) 0.436 0.316 0.531 0.555
Observations 174 174 226 224

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and controls for gender of match
treatment. The sample is restricted to participants who received negative feedback in the addiitonal feedback treatment and
participants who would have received negative feedback in the limited feedback treatment. Even numbered columns control
for risk and confidence. Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



Table G12: Gender Differences in Sorting into Tournament Entry in Response to Negative Feedback by Quartile

Dep Var: Tournament Entry Attribution
Samples Limited Feedback Additional Feedback Additional Feedback
99 2 3) “4) 3) 4
Panel B
Female -0.190%** -0.177* 0.0167 0.0488 7.033 7.281
(0.0917) (0.0936) (0.0713) (0.0728) (4.583) (4.901)
Male x Score Quartile 2 -0.0199 -0.0377 -0.0799 -0.117 -3.497 -1.669
(0.145) (0.147) (0.143) (0.146) (8.563) (9.235)
Male x Score Quartile 3 -0.396%**  -0.368%** 0.135 0.134 8.279 10.01
(0.100) (0.106) (0.165) (0.156) (6.779) (6.812)
Male x Score Quartile 4 0.0635 0.0506 0.0433 0.0598 =34 18*** -28.33%*
(0.206) (0.202) (0.226) (0.226) (11.41) (11.31)
Female x Score Quartile 2 0.0735 0.0885 -0.172 -0.199* -3.644 -3.977
(0.124) (0.123) (0.117) (0.117) (6.658) (6.649)
Female x Score Quartile 3 0.0233 0.0424 0.0857 0.137 11.53 13.64
(0.155) (0.159) (0.221) (0.216) (10.41) (11.31)
Female x Score Quartile 4 0.8071*** 0.789%** -0.151 -0.150 0.857 1.779
(0.0930) (0.0885) (0.154) (0.144) (10.36) (10.16)
Dependent variable mean 0.341 0.341 0.274 0.277 68.89 68.81
F-test of male interactions (p-value) p <0.01 p <0.01 0.750 0.627 p <0.01 0.0131
F-test of female interactions (p-value) p <0.01 p <0.01 0.384 0.231 0.582 0.515
F-test of equality of interactions (p-value) p <0.01 p <0.01 0.858 0.845 0.138 0.215
Observations 176 176 226 224 178 176
R-squared 0.0974 0.110 0.0349 0.0662 0.112 0.134

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. All specifications include wave fixed effects and controls for gender of match treatment. The sample is restricted to
participants who received negative feedback in the addiitonal feedback treatment and participants who would have received negative feedback in the limited
feedback treatment. Columns 5 and 6 omit wave 3 since it did not contain the attribution question. Even numbered columns control for risk and confidence.
Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



