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Table A1: Oster analysis for coefficient stability 
Panel A - Table A1: Coefficient Stability for Table 3 

All A1 tables report the coefficients associated with the main independent variables, their standard 

errors, and the delta parameter from Oster (2019) associated with each of these coefficients under 

increasingly strict specifications. We use the standard assumption of Rmax = min{1.3*Rsq, 1}. 

Values for delta above 1 suggest the coefficients are not sensitive to unobservable information.  

Panel A is based on Table 3. All regressions include the following controls: Team Size, Prior 

SEEDRS, SEIS/EIS, Sector and Quarter. The first two columns make use of the full sample. 

Founder characteristics are defined as Entrepreneurial Experience, Managerial Experience, and 

Education. The remaining columns are based on the restricted sample of successful campaigns. 

The fifth column includes the controls from the fourth column, plus the controls for product and 

delivery mode. The last column shows the full specification which also includes GPT Growth and 

GPT Capital.  
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Panel B - Table A1: Coefficient Stability for Table 5: Total Effects 

Panel B is based on Columns 1 and 2 of Table 5, concerning total effects. All regressions include 

the following controls: Team Size, Prior SEEDRS, SEIS/EIS, Sector and Quarter. The second 

column adds founder characteristics, defined as Entrepreneurial Experience, Managerial 

Experience, and Education. The third column includes the controls from the second column, plus 

the controls for product and delivery mode. The last column shows the full specification that also 

includes GPT Growth and GPT Capital.  
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Table A2: Reporting of additional coefficients 
Table A2 - Panel A: Additional coefficients for Table 3 
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Table A2 - Panel B: Additional coefficients for Table 4 
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Table A2 - Panel C: Additional coefficients for Table 5 
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Table A3: Valuations and Investor Stakes 
 

Table A3: Investor Equity Stake vs Post-Money Valuation 
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Table A4: Investments by investors with unknown gender 
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Table A5. Interactions with other founder characteristics 
 

Table A5 - Panel A: Interaction with Entrepreneurial Experience 
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Table A5 - Panel B: Interaction with Senior Management Experience 
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Table A5 - Panel C: Interaction with Education 
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Table A6. Post-SEEDRS performance  
Table A6 uses the sample of companies that had successful SEEDRS campaigns. For companies with multiple campaigns, the 
variable FUNDING RECEIVED (SEEDRS) adds up the amounts raised on SEEDRS across all campaigns. The new dependent 
variables of interest are EXIT, a dummy variable for whether the company was acquired or went public; RECEIVED EXTERNAL 
FUNDING which is a dummy variable whether the company received any outside funding; and EXTERNAL FUNDING AMOUNT, 
using log(1 + amount raised) where the amount raised is set to 0 for companies with RECEIVED EXTERNAL FUNDING = 0). 

Table A6 Panel A: Descriptive Statistics  

 

Table A6 Panel B: Key correlations 
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Table A6 Panel C: Exit 
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Table A6 Panel D: Received External Funding   
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Table A6 Panel E: External Funding Amount 
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Table A7. Number of investors  
 

Panel A - Table A7. The number of investors 
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Panel B - Table A7. The number of female investors 

 

 

Panel C - Table A7. The number of male investors 
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Table A8. Average investment amounts  
 

Panel A - Table A8. Average Investment Amount  
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Panel B - Table A8. Average Investment Amount from Female Investors 

 

 

Panel C - Table A8. Average Investment Amount from Male Investors 
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Table A9. Determinants of repeat campaigns  
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Table A10. Dropping repeat campaigns 
 

Panel A - Table A10. Funding goals with repeat campaigns dropped 
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Panel B- Table A10. Campaign success with repeat campaigns dropped 
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Panel C- Table A10. Funding received with repeat campaigns dropped 
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Table A11. Alternative Measure of Entrepreneurial Experience  
Panel A- Table A11. Funding goal with alternative entrepreneurial experience  

 

Panel B- Table A11. Campaign success with alternative entrepreneurial experience  
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Panel C- Table A11. Funding received with alternative entrepreneurial experience  
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Table A12. Alternative Measure of Education 
Panel A - Table A12. Funding goal with alternative education measure 

 

Panel B - Table A12. Campaign success with alternative education measure  
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Panel C - Table A12. Funding received with alternative education measure 
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Table A13. Alternative GPT data 
 

Panel A - Table A13. Pairwise correlations with alternative GPT data  

This table shows the pairwise correlation between the GTP variables that were generated 
with a prompt to explain, labelled as GPT (EXP.), and the main GPT variables.  
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Panel B - Table A13 Funding Goal with alternative GPT data 
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Panel C - Table A13. Funding Received with alternative GPT data 

 



31 
 

Table A14. Bag of Words Analysis 
 

Panel A - Table A14. Pairwise correlations for Bag of Words variables 
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Panel B - Table A14. Funding Goal with Bag of Words 
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Panel C - Table A14. Funding Received with Bag of Words 
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Table A15. Adding currency indicator 
Panel A - Table A15. Funding Goal with currency indicator 

 

Panel B - Table A15. Campaign success with currency indicator  
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Panel C - Table A15. Funding Received with currency indicator 
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Table A16. Adding rejected amounts  
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Table A17. Oaxaca-Blinder Decomposition  
Table A17. Oaxaca-Blinder Decomposition with Year Fixed Effects 
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Theory Appendix 

Model derivation 

In this model each entrepreneur faces an investment demand 𝑦 = 𝑛𝜓𝜆, where 𝑛 is the number of 

investors investing in a given type of venture, 𝜓 is the campaign signal investors receive from 

the entrepreneur, and 𝜆 is a commonly observed external signal that investors receive about the 

attractiveness of the venture.  

We can think of 𝑛 as a general shift parameter. For expositional convenience, we focus on the 

interpretation that 𝑛 is the number of interested investors. In the last part of this proof, we 

explain how 𝑛 can be related to gender and how it maps into our data. 

Concerning 𝜓, we assume that investors treat the campaign goal, denoted by 𝑔, as a signal of the 

company’s funding needs. Setting a higher goal sends a signal that the company needs more 

money, so investors respond to that signal. For tractability we use a constant elasticity 

specification 𝜃(𝑔) = 𝑔𝛾 with 𝛾 ∈ (0,1).  

Concerning 𝜆, we assume that it has a negative exponential distribution with expected value 𝜇, a 

density 𝜔(𝜆) =
1

𝜇
𝑒
−
𝜆

𝜇 and a cumulative distribution Ω(𝜆) = 1 − 𝑒
−
𝜆

𝜇 .  

A campaign is only successful if the goal has been achieved, i.e., if 𝑦 ≥ 𝑔. The expected amount 

of funds raised is denoted by 𝐹 and the probability of campaign success by 𝑆. They are given by 

𝐹 = ∫ 𝑦(𝑛, 𝜓, 𝜆)𝑑Ω(𝜆)
𝑦=∞

𝑦=𝑔
  and 𝑆 = ∫ 𝑑Ω(𝜆)

𝑦=∞

𝑦=𝑔
. 

It is useful to apply some transformations of these integrals. For this we define 𝜆̂ to satisfy 

𝑛𝜓𝜆̂ = 𝑔. We find an explicit function of 𝜆̂ from 𝑛𝑔𝛾𝜆̂ = 𝑔 ⇔ 𝜆̂ =
𝑔1−𝛾

𝑛
. With this we obtain 

𝐹 = ∫ 𝑛𝜓
𝜆

𝜇
𝑒
−
𝜆

𝜇𝑑𝜆
𝜆=∞

𝜆=𝜆̂
. Note that a campaign is successful whenever λ ≥ 𝜆̂, which thus happens 

with probability 𝑆 = 1 − Ω(𝜆̂) = 𝑒
−
𝜆̂

𝜇.  

Next, we use the memoryless property of the exponential distribution which says 𝐸(𝜆|𝜆 ≥ 𝜆̂) =

∫
𝜆

𝜇
𝑒
−
𝜆
𝜇𝑑𝜆

𝜆=∞
𝜆=𝜆̂

𝑒
−
𝜆
𝜇

= 𝜇 + 𝜆̂. This implies ∫
𝜆

𝜇
𝑒
−
𝜆

𝜇𝑑𝜆
𝜆=∞

𝜆=𝜆̂
= (𝜇 + 𝜆̂)𝑒

−
𝜆̂

𝜇 which we use in the above 

expression to get 𝐹 = 𝑛𝜃(𝜇 + 𝜆̂)𝑒
−
𝜆̂

𝜇. 

A risk-neutral entrepreneur chooses 𝑔 to maximize 𝐹. Using 𝑛𝜓 =
𝑔1−𝛾

𝜆̂
𝑔𝛾 =

𝑔

𝜆̂
 we can rewrite 

the above expression of 𝐹 to obtain 𝐹 =
𝑔

𝜆̂
(𝜇 + 𝜆̂)𝑒

−
𝜆̂

𝜇. Further using 𝜆̂ =
𝑔1−𝛾

𝑛
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⇔ 𝑔 = 𝑛
1

1−𝛾𝜆̂
1

1−𝛾 we obtain 𝐹 = 𝑛
1

1−𝛾𝜆̂
𝛾

1−𝛾(𝜇 + 𝜆̂)𝑒
−
𝜆̂

𝜇. Taking logs, we finally obtain 

log(𝐹) =
1

1 − 𝛾
log(𝑛) +

𝛾

1 − 𝛾
log(𝜆̂) + log(𝜇 + 𝜆̂) −

𝜆̂

𝜇
. 

Maximizing 𝐹 w.r.t. 𝑔 is equivalent to maximizing log⁡(𝐹) w.r.t. 𝜆̂ (which is a function of 𝑔). 

The first order condition (FOC) is given by 
𝛾

1−𝛾

1

𝜆̂
+

1

𝜇+𝜆̂
−

1

𝜇
= 0. To verify the concavity of the 

objective function we verify the second order condition, which is given by −
𝛾

1−𝛾

1

𝜆̂2
−

1

(𝜇+𝜆̂)
2 < 0. 

After standard transformations of the FOC, we obtain the following quadratic equation:  

𝜆̂2 − 𝜇
𝛾

1 − 𝛾
𝜆̂ − 𝜇2

𝛾

1 − 𝛾
= 0. 

Solving this for the positive root we obtain after transformations:  

𝜆̂ =
𝜇

2
(

𝛾

1 − 𝛾
+ √(

𝛾

1 − 𝛾
)2 + 4

𝛾

1 − 𝛾
) 

The optimal 𝜆̂ thus only depends on 𝜇 and 𝛾, but not on 𝑛. 

 

Benchmark propositions 

 

Proposition 1: The optimal 𝒈 is increasing in 𝒏.  

Proof: In equilibrium we have 𝑔 = 𝑛
1

1−𝛾𝜆̂
1

1−𝛾. The first term is increasing in 𝑛 and the second 

term independent of 𝑛. 

 

Proposition 2: The probability of campaign success 𝑺 is independent of 𝒏.  

Proof: In equilibrium we have 𝑆 = 𝑒
−
𝜆̂

𝜇 which is independent of 𝑛. 

 

Proposition 3: The expected amount of funds raised 𝑭 is increasing in 𝒏. 

Proof: In equilibrium we have 𝐹 = 𝑛
1

1−𝛾𝜆̂
𝛾

1−𝛾(𝜇 + 𝜆̂)𝑒
−
𝜆̂

𝜇. The first term is increasing in 𝑛 and the 

remaining terms are independent of 𝑛. 
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Proposition 4: The overfunding ratio is independent of 𝒏. 

Proof: Using 𝐹 =
𝑔

𝜆̂
(𝜇 + 𝜆̂)𝑒

−
𝜆̂

𝜇  we can write the overfunding ratio as 
𝐹

𝑔
=

1

𝜆̂
(𝜇 + 𝜆̂)𝑒

−
𝜆̂

𝜇. None 

of its terms depend on 𝑛. 

 

Linking the model to gender and data 

We now take a closer look at 𝑛, the number of available investors. If investors always invest the 

same amount, this is also total available funding. We consider gender issues and briefly explain 

the conditions under which assortive matching can lead to female entrepreneurs facing fewer 

interested investors. 

Let 𝑖 = 𝐹,𝑀 be the superscript to denote female and male entrepreneurs, and 𝑗 = 𝑓,𝑚 the 

subscript to denote female and male investors. Let 𝑄𝐹 and 𝑄𝑀 be the total number of female and 

male entrepreneurs. Let 𝑃𝑗
𝑖 be the total number of investors of gender 𝑗 that are interested in an 

entrepreneur of gender 𝑖. The total number of female investors is given by 𝑃𝑓 = 𝑃𝑓
𝐹 + 𝑃𝑓

𝑀, and 

similarly 𝑃𝑚 = 𝑃𝑚
𝐹 + 𝑃𝑚

𝑀  for male investors. The average number of investors interested in a 

given female entrepreneur is 𝑛𝐹 =
𝑃𝑓
𝐹+𝑃𝑚

𝐹

𝑄𝐹
; similarly, 𝑛𝑀 =

𝑃𝑓
𝑀+𝑃𝑚

𝑀

𝑄𝑀
 for a given male entrepreneur. 

There is less funding for female entrepreneurs whenever  

𝑛𝐹 < 𝑛𝑀 ⇔
𝑃𝑓
𝐹+𝑃𝑚

𝐹

𝑄𝐹
<

𝑃𝑓
𝑀+𝑃𝑚

𝑀

𝑄𝑀
. 

It is useful to define: 

𝑞 =
𝑄𝐹

𝑄𝑀
, 𝑝 =

𝑃𝑓

𝑃𝑚
, 𝜋𝑓

𝐹 =
𝑃𝑓
𝐹

𝑃𝑓
, 𝑎𝑛𝑑⁡𝜋𝑚

𝑀 =
𝑃𝑚
𝑀

𝑃𝑚
⁡. 

which implies 

𝑃𝑓
𝐹 = 𝜋𝑓

𝐹𝑃𝑓 , 𝑃𝑓
𝑀 = (1 − 𝜋𝑓

𝐹)𝑃𝑓 , 𝑃𝑚
𝑀 = 𝜋𝑚

𝑀𝑃𝑚, 𝑎𝑛𝑑⁡𝑃𝑚
𝐹 = (1 − 𝜋𝑚

𝑀)𝑃𝑚.⁡ 

After standard transformations we find 

𝑛𝐹 < 𝑛𝑀 ⇔
𝑛𝐹

𝑛𝑀
=
𝜋𝑓
𝐹𝑝 + (1 − 𝜋𝑚

𝑀)

(1 − 𝜋𝑓
𝐹)𝑝 + 𝜋𝑚𝑀

1

𝑞
< 1 

The left-hand side expression in increasing in 𝑝 and 𝜋𝑓
𝐹  and decreasing in 𝑞 and 𝜋𝑓

𝐹 . 

To see whether this condition holds in our data we consult the following Table:  
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ALL 
CAMPAIGNS 

ALL-MALE 
CAMPAIGNS 

FEMALE 
CAMPAIGNS 

Sample of Successful Campaigns 𝑄 Count 333 251 82 
   Fraction of campaigns with female founders  % 24.6%   
   Female/Male campaign founder gap 𝑞 Raito 0.327   
      
Male and Female investors (ignoring unknown gender):      
   Total number of male investors investing in 𝑃𝑚 Count 46,804 38,883 7,921 
      Fraction of male investors investing in 𝜋𝑚 %  83.1% 16.9% 
   Total number of female investors investing in 𝑃𝑓 Count 7,819 6,477 1,342 
      Fraction of female investors investing in 𝜋𝑓 %  82.8% 17.2% 
      
   Total number of male and female investors investing in 𝑃 Count 54,623 45,360 9,263 
      Fraction of investors that are male  % 85.7%   
      Fraction of investors that are female  % 14.3%   
      
   Female/Male investor ratio 𝑝 Ratio 0.167   
      
   Average number of male and female investors for 𝑛 Count 164 181 113 
      
All investors (Including Unknown Gender)      
   Total number of unknown gender investors investing in 𝑃𝑢 Count 12,988 10,764 2,224 
      Fraction of unknown gender investors investing in 𝜋𝑢 %  82.9% 17.1% 
      
   Total number of investors investing in  Count 67,611 56,124 11,487 

 

This table consolidates mixed-gender and all-female teams into one column called "female 

campaigns"; the "male campaigns" column represents all-male teams. From the table we note 

that 𝑝 = 0.167, 𝑞 = 0.327, 𝜋𝑓
𝐹 = 0.172,  𝜋𝑚

𝑀 = 0.831, (1 − 𝜋𝑚
𝑀) = 0.169, and (1 − 𝜋𝑓

𝐹) =

0.828, so that  

𝑛𝐹

𝑛𝑀
=
𝜋𝑓
𝐹𝑝 + (1 − 𝜋𝑚

𝑀)

(1 − 𝜋𝑓
𝐹)𝑝 + 𝜋𝑚𝑀

1

𝑞
=
0.172 ∗ 0.167 + 0.169

0.828 ∗ 0.167 + 0.831

1

0.327
= 0.624 < 1 

This suggests that in our data female entrepreneurs should expect fewer interested investors. 

 

Model extension with differential market depth 

We briefly outline the model extension concerning differential market depth. Consider a slight 

modification of the model where investor demand can differ across different types of founders in 

the right tail, i.e., for high values of 𝑦. Specifically assume that the funding amount 𝐹 has one 

additional term, so that  

𝐹 = ∫ 𝑦(𝑛, 𝜓, 𝜆)𝑑Ω(𝜆)
𝑦=∞

𝑦=𝑔
+ ∫ 𝜀𝑑Ω(𝜆)

𝜆=∞

𝜆=𝜆0
,  

where 𝜆̂ < 𝜆0 < ∞, and 𝜀 sufficiently small. The additional term can also be simplified as 

follows ∫ 𝜀𝑑Ω(𝜆)
𝜆=∞

𝜆=𝜆0
= 𝜀(1 − Ω(𝜆0)), which is only a function of 𝜆0 and 𝜀, which are both new 

exogenous parameters. 
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The additional term characterizes what we call ‘market depth.’ This pertains to extra funding that 

only occurs in the right tail of the distribution, i.e., for sufficiently high values of 𝜆, where 𝑦(𝜆) 

is well above the funding goal 𝑔. If 𝜀 > 0 (𝜀 < 0) we say that the market has more (less) depth 

for that type of founder. The additional term does not depend on 𝑔 and therefore has no effect on 

its first-order condition. It follows that Propositions 1 and 2 are not affect by it, i.e., neither 𝑔 nor 

𝑆 are affected by 𝜀. However, Propositions 3 and 4 are affected by 𝜀, in the sense that higher 

values of 𝜀 increase total funding 𝐹 and the overfunding ratio 
𝐹

𝑔
.  

In our empirical context we are specifically interested in female teams which we associate with 

lower values of 𝑛 (relative to male teams). We now add an assumption that all-female teams have 

less market depth (i.e., 𝜀 < 0) and mixed-gender teams have more market depth (i.e., 𝜀 > 0). 

This assumption suffices to explain the empirical results in Table 5.  

Concerning total funding 𝐹, the theory predicts that all-female teams have the lowest total 

funding (because 𝜀 < 0), mixed-gender teams have a bit more (because 𝜀 > 0), and all-male 

teams have the most (because of higher 𝑛). Empirically, this is exactly what we find in column 2 

of Table 5.  

Concerning the overfunding ratio, the theory predicts that all-female teams have a lower ratio 

than all-male teams. To see this, recall from Proposition 4 that for 𝜀 = 0⁡the ratio is the same, so 

for 𝜀 < 0⁡it is lower. By the same logic, mixed-gender teams have a higher overfunding ratio. 

Empirically, this is exactly what we find in column 4 of Table 5. 


