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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION: HYPOTHESES FOR THEPAUCITY OF
FEMALE-WRITTEN PLAYS

The vast majority otheaterproductions are written by meim the 2008/2009
New York Broadway season as it has been put forth, the percentage of plays written by
women will amounttoonly1 2. 6 % according to Thsesameer so
figure one century ago, for the 1908/1909 New York season, was B2@&¥dng to the
Internet Broadway Databad®ef productions imonprofit subscription houses with more
than 99 seatsn New York this year moreover,only 17.8% were femaleritten.’
Through discussions with playwrights, artistic directors, and producers inY\deky |
have collecteda range ofpossible explanations forthe consistentijow number of
femalewritten scriptschosen for productiof.

In labor economics term#heseexplanationsan be separated into human capital
explanationsand discriminationexplanations Human capital theoryemphasizes the
contributiors of differences in ability, educatioexperience, and training to differences
in labor market outcomes betwettte genderé Perhaps there are ietent differences in
the abilitiesof men andwomen to write plays; some claim that female works lack the

Aarti stiad i exnmoe pftoiuonnd i nOr in@udybe that men choase th s

! Data on the playwrights of productions in Remfit subscription houses in New York with more than 99
seats over the past yeaerecompiled by Julia Jordan

2 Throughout this thesis, | will make the following distinction, widely accepted in the theatenunity:

T AScripto refers to a written theatrical work

T APl ayo refers to a written t.heatrical work that
]nt his thesis, a theater fAemploysodo a playwright if
her scripts. While playwrights are, in practice, elinp | oy e d , I nonet hel ess wuse th

refer to this contracting process in orde facilitate smooth comparisons between this thesis and the
precedinditerature on employmemtiscrimination.



invest morein playwriting education and trainingdh do women. Ahough men and
womenappearto graduate fron the top playwriting institutions in approximately equal
proportions, this sample size is small and excludes the majority of American
playwrights? Alternatively, women may be more likely to put playwriting on pause in
order to, for examplebear and raes children;this may partially explain whynany
artistic directors note¢hat the quantity of femaleritten submissions is lower than the
guantity of malewritten submissions.

Human capital differences aside, discrimination npaytially account for the
limited numberof femalewritten plays AccordingtoHe c k man (1998) , ADi s
is a causal effect defined by a hypotheticateris paribusconceptual experimernit
varying [gender ] b u tDisdireirmaion inptaywatind woddeste c on s
if afemale playwright is treated differently than @therwise identicainale playwright

The literature distinguishes between statistical discrimination and-lassel
discrimination. Statistical discrimination occurs when, tie presence of impkect
information about the actual productivity wforkers employersare forced to rely on
visible featuresuch as genden judging eachworkerts productivity Since there is near
perfect information about the quality of the script as written, statistical discrimination
hypothese@ playwriting focus on imperfect information abokey characteristics of the
playwright that may influence the success of the sariptoduction; such characteristics
include the pl aywr i-gids @rsd toandieffectively with the per f o |

artistic director

“According to both the Yale School of Drama and t he
men and women enrolled in the progrdmase been approximately equal over the past decade.



Tastebased discrimination, in contrast, occurs when customers, workers, or
employers have a preference for matging with one group of workers over another,
despite equal productivity between the two groopworkers(Becker, 1971)In theater,
customer discrimination would entail audience members choosing ttdiess or pay
higher ticket price for a malewritten play of the exact same type and quality as a
femalewritten play purely becaused former was written by a man; this would, in turn,
drive down the revenues garnered by fenvaltten plays. Woker discrimination,
meanwhile would entail a preferene by cast and crewfor working with male
playwrights; bydemanding higher wages as compensation for working on a female
written play discriminatory workersvould drive up the variable costs pfoducingthe
femalewritten work Finally, employer discrimistion would entailartistic directors
preferring © work with male playwrights;given employer discrimination artistic
directorswould selectmalewritten scripts for produadn over femalevritten scripts
evenamid equal profit potential for the two warin production.

In this thesis, | first further develop and contextualize the huozgouital and
discriminationhypotheses for the small number of femaldtten plays. To that end, in
the next chapted explore the theoretical literature on human capitedory and
discriminationtheory beforedevelopng a theoretical frameworkvith which to examine
potential tastdased discrimination in theater. This framewonkcorporates the
possibility ofall three sources of prejudice: discrimination by (1) audienembers, (2)
cast and crew, and (3) artistic directors.

Building on this theoretical discussion, present the three empirical methods

employed throughouhe remainder of this thesis Chapter 30n aggregatethe three



methods serve tdisentangleghe possible human géal and discrimination explatians
for the small number of femalaritten plays. Each method ggoundedn the empirical
literature on discriminatigneach is als@adapted irspecificways forapplicability in the
scriptselection proess

In Chapter 4, | uselata onover 20,000 playwrights and 80,000 scripts, both
produced and notet produced, to separatke gap in the number of femalgitten and
malewritten plays into an explained gap and an unexplained gap. The explained gap
arises from differences in script characteristics, such as the number of parts, @mles,
the percentagef those parts that are femakes well as from differences in playwright
characteristics, such as whether or not the playwright is representetitdrary agent.
The unexplained gap, in turn, is partially attributable to the gender of the playwright. This
method provides valuable insights intdich script and playwright characteristics are
most highly correlated with a script reaching productiBlowever, snce some &y
characteristics of both thexripts and the playwrightare notobservablethe results are
likely subject to omitted variable bias.

The second method, modeled after the classic audit stndy presented in
Chapter 5overcomes angmitted variable bias by controlling fully for all characteristics
of thescript, thereby isolatinglaywright genderl conducted an experiment that entailed
sending four differenscripts to artistic directors around the country, varying only the
genderof the pemname on each; | then collectédformation onar t i sti c dire
assessments of the scripts. | use these data to measure both statistical discrimination and
tastebased discrimination in the scrgelection proces®8y asking artistic directs to

rate the scripts along a variety of metrics, including play quality, economic prospects,



audience appeal, ease of casting, and fit with the@®u)ts of thisstudyilluminate not
only any gender differences whether or not scriptareselected dr production, but also
the motivations behind any gender differences.

Since the experimental approach of the second method may give rise to
hypothetical bias, | also examine potential discrimination in the sselpttion process
by comparing thebsenred profits of malewritten and femalavritten plays on Broadway
over the past decad@his method presented in Chapter, & loosely analogous to
comparinghe marginal revenue patocts(MRP) of workers to their wages; hei@®, pl ay 0 s
profits are substited for thewo r k MR and whether or not @&cript reaches
production is substituted for theo r k waged By examining profitability, as opposed to
other potential measures of play quality, this approach precisely targets employer

discrimination.



CHAPTER 2

THEORY: THE ECONOMIG OF LABOR MARKET
DIFFERENCESIN PLAYWRITING

The theoretical literature relevant txcupational and employment differences
between the gendeisan be separated into two categories: human capital theory and
discrimination theny. Human capital theory emphasizes the contribution of differences
in ability, education, experience, and training to differences in labor market outcomes
between men and women. Discrimination theory, in contrast, considersthtstical
discriminationor pureprejudicemay explainanydifferencesbetween the gendershese
two theores are not mutually exclusivejuch of discrimination theory examines whether
prejudice can explain the residual difference in labor markatcomes of men and
womenoncehuman capital characteristiase heldconstant.

In what follows, | review aspects of human capital theory and discrimination
theory relevant to the playwriting industr. discussion ofthe literatureon thesetwo
theories, an@ range osubtheorieswithin them will contextualizemostof the feasible
explanations for the small number of fdevaritten plays Grounded inthe theoretical
literature, | concludethis chapterby presentinga theoretical model of tastédbased

discriminmation in theater

2.1 HUMAN CAPITAL THEORY

The small nmber of femalewritten playsis likely explainedin partby human
capitaldifferenes between the gendeihesehuman capital differencesayarise from

differences in endowmentsnd/or investmend. In the latter casegither female



playwrightsmay choose tinvest less irplaywriting human capital, and therefore be less
successful in theiplaywriting carees, orwomen may choose nai invest in playwriting
human capital at allthereby drivingdown the proportion ofall playwrights who are
female Any differencesin investmentchoicesbetween the gendersay be dwen by
differences in ability, ircosts and benefits of investmentsjropreferences.

A differencein human capital endowmerttetween the gendessich thamenare
more naturally adept than women at playwriting could accounthersmall number of
femalewritten works in productionThe link betweendifferencesin human capital
endowmentsand differences in labor market outconvess perhaps first approachby
Moore (1911) in his examination of the relationship between alifity earningsUpon
testing the hypothesis that wage differences are attributable to ability differbfume
concludeg h a t nétdral diffarence in ability between individual ¢abrs does find its
expression in the apportionment of earnings among laborers in the present industrial
st at eodo 191M.0SinceeMoore, numerous economists hsweght to model the
precise relationship between ability and wages (see, for exampleleStHe43); despite
variatiors in their modelsall agree that a relationship between ability &imbr market
outcomes exists.

With or without differences in endowmenisvestment differences between the
genders may explain part of the small numbefeafalewritten works in productionin
general, human capitalvestmentsncludeeducation, worlexperience, and job training.
In playwriting, investmens also include attendance at festivals, conferences, and other
forums for discussing and developingigts. Even if men and womeihave identical

innate playwriting abilities, theymay still differ in the amount of human capital they



accumulate gender differences in human capital investment wadldoh be a matter of
choice basean differential costsandbenefits of investmenbr on preference®ach of
which is discussed belog@incer, 1958y

Femaleplaywrights may choose to invest less than male playwrights in light of an
expectation of spendinigss time playwriting over the course of their livAdonji and
Blank (1999)notethat investment in market skills will be lower among those who plan to
spendless time in the labor marketinBe manywomen expect to spend years bearing
and raising childrenwomenmay choose tanvest in less human capitddan their male
counterparts andhereforeachievepoorerlabor market outconse

In light of differential benefits of investment&zomen may also be less likely to
invest in playwriting human capital at alinstead selectm other professias As
Pol achek (1975) not es , mag hesporadic due noedondestic e mp |
responsibilities,devwmenidat g orhhessdoretwbreeem mme/ n 6
may choose jobs that have low penalties for sporadic employmbist.wiould,Polachek
concludes, result in segregation even in the absence of any discrimination by employers.
To the extent thasuccessn playwriting demands a relativelgonsistent reputatioand
maintained connections with artistic directos®eme womemmay believe thasporadic
work is not conducive to becoming a successful playwright.

Women may also be less likellgan merto invest in playwriting human capital

due to a difference in preferences between the gendetsg that differences in the

®|f the assumption of identical endowments is relaxed, differences in ability could account for additional
differences in investment.

® Although this remains a feasible hypothesis, from discussiotfs fainale playwrights | gather that the
playwriting profession is rather amenable to breaks for family and other commitments, especially as
compared to, for example, a corporate profession.

8



preferences omen and womemay lead to gendedifferences in wagesmployment,
and occupationgiltonji and Blank (1999kite evidencehatwomen are more likely than
men to prefer professions witbwer levels of personal riskf so, women may choose
not to entethe playwriting profession agiccessn this occupation isighly variable and

difficult to predictex ante

2.2DISCRIMINATION THEORY

Human capitatlifferences aside, discrimation may explaithe small number of
femalewritten plays Aigner and Cain (1976) divide discrimination into {onarket
discrimination and labor market discrimination. famarket discrimination refers to
unequal opportunity to develop talents and abilities prior to employment; this includes
inferior access to education and training. In the case of playwriting, few have
hypothesized that women face pmarketdiscrimination as mentioned, men and women
appear to graduate from at least the top playwriting institutions in approximately equal
numkers Most discriminatiorbased explanations for the small number of femalten
plays focus on labor markeiscrimination which occursupon enteringhe work force
(Aigner and Cain, 1976) Labor market discrimination cabe separated into wage,
employment, and occupational discrimination.

Wage discriminatiomwould occur in playwriting if female playwrights were paid
less than male playwrightfor otherwise identicalscripts’ Wage discrimination in

playwriting has however,received little attentignlikely due tothe standardization of

Just as the term fiempl oy me referdo thesonmastingdoetwebr theataysh o u t
and sefemploy ed pl ay wr i g h bisusedtoheter to therfem pafidwyatlgeaters to playwrights in

exchange for the rights to produce their scripts.

substtuted in for more precise theater terminology to facilitate parallels between this thesis and the
preceding literature on discrimination.

t



playwriting contracts endorsed by tBeamatist Guild (DGJ. All Guild members are

strongly urged to usBG contracts, which specify, among other things, houch the

writer is to be paid® According to Ralph Sevush, tHBGO s Executive Dir
Business Affairs, who is responsbfor setting up the contracts atieeir fee payment
schemes,hte payment levels vamynly with where the show is being produced avith

how many audience membezan be seated at the producing thedkbesefixed fee
schedulegeave little room for wage discriminatidf.

Employmentandoccupational discriminatioare thefocusof most discussision
discrimination in playwriting. Amid employment discriminationfemale playwrights
would be lesdikely to attainproduction holding the quality of scripts constant between
the gendersAmid occupational discriminationmoreovey womenwould be restricted
from entering the playwriting occupationand/or would be crowdéd into other
occupationglespite equagblaywriting capabilities betweethe gendersRegardless of its
type labor markediscrimination may take the form of statistical discrimination or taste
based discriminatiorin the latter case, a taste for malatten works could come from

any combination of audieneeembers, cast and crew, aatistic directors.

8 According to its website, thBG i s fa community of playwrights, co
protecting,i nf or mi ng, and promoti ng t heThd DGtineludessamseng o f dr a
others, nearly every American playwright who has produced on a(ass/Broadway, OfBroadway, or

mainstage of a regional theater (LORT) contract.

 Not all playwights are compensated for their work exactly in line with the contracts. At times, a
pl ay wr i g h helskehaa ane) magotidtds & fee. Other times, playwrights are very eager to get their
work produced and will accept a lower fe®r even no monegt alli for the opportunity to &ve a script

reach production. Howevethé DG strongly discourages its members from accepting substandard fees by
removing membership privileges from any playwright who accepts any contract not approved by the Guild.
Therefae, despite some nezompliancethe contracts remain largely effective in standardizing fees.

°Although contracts hold playwright fees fixed for theaters of a given size in a given location, if-female
written works are relegated to smaller theathas otherwiseequivalent malevritten works indirect wage
discrimination may occur.

10



2.2.1STATISTICAL DISCRIMINATION

The theory of statistical discrimination provides an explanadiowhy rational
employers might discriminaté’helps (1972) and Arrow (1973) assuthat firms have
limited information about the skdl of apgicants, and thateasily obserable
characteristics likggender are correlated with performance, even after controlling for all
the aditional information firms haveon potential workers After experiencing a
correlation between the easily observable characteristics and productivity, employers use
the easily observable characteristic as a proxy for the unobservable characteastics
would result inproductivity differences (Arrow, 1973).

In playwriting, there isperhaps lessmperfect informationthan in other
professions after all, the script itselfis immediately, directly, and fully observable to
artistic directors throughhe submission process. According to artistic directors,
moreover,the best predictor of the success of a play in productigaviit is on the
pageo However, gven the large number of script submissions artistic directors receive
daily, they often do nohave time to reé each script in its entiretyhis implies that
imperfect information and, ti$, statistical discrimination by artistic directors may arise
even with regards tthe written script.

In addition, potentiafor imperfect informationarises with regards tocertain
chaacteristics of the playwrighAccording to artistic directorshefi hu man commponen
although less influential than what is on thege, can influencthe success of play in
production In the scriptselection processrtistic directors often considére following:

Will the playwrightbe capable of revrites? Will he/shebe easy to work with®Vill

he/shehave a successful future career, thereby reflecting wetistheater in the years

11



to come?To the extent that &b characteristics vailyor are perceived to vaiybetween
the gendersopr to the extent that such characteristics are harder to pestigtately in
female playwrightshan inmale playwrightsstatistical discrimination may arise.

The literature ontatistical discriminationdentifies two routes through which it
may operate. In the firstoute beliefsabout theaverageskill of female playwrightsas
compared to the average skill of male playwrightsyinfluence hiing decisionslIf prior
beliefs about the productivity é&&male playwrights as compared to male playwrigines
used in the decision making process, stereotypes may become self confirming and,
therefore seltperpetuating. Coate and Loury (1993) demonstrate that pri@fdelan
lead to equilibria in which groups with the same ability end up with different levels of
skill. In the case of playwriting, itheatersthink that a smiger proportion of female
playwrights are qualified, this will affect the human cagitnvestnent decisions of
womenand maythusconfirmt h e apri@ betiefs.

In thesecond routethe actual productivity diemale playwright€ould be more
difficult for theaters to predi¢hanthe actual productivity of male playwrighihe
resultingdifferencesn i r i s khetwees fentale and male playwrights nfzgnlead
risk-averseheaterdo discriminate statistically againgmale playwrightgsee, for
example, Aigner and Cain, 1977; Lundbet§91) As before, this type of statistical
disciminationcould affect the investment decisions of female playwrightsresulin
differences in productivity levels between the gendge in the face of previously

equal averge abilities.

12



2.2.2TASTE-BASED DISCRIMINATION

Thetheory oftastebased discriminatiodevelopedy Becker (1971&xplains
anothempotentialcause oflifferences indbor market outcomes between male and female
playwrights Although it ischallenging to distinguisempiricallyfrom statistical
discrimination tade-based discriminationperates quite differentlyAs Becker defines it,

Ai f an individual has a astifhesmerewilfingtopagti scr i m
something, either directly or in the form of a reduced income, to be associated with some
persons instead of others. When actual discrimination occurs, he must, in fact, either pay

or forfeit income for t hdisscusgeshrieessourcespfe 6 ( Bec

prejudice: customeysvorkess, and employes.

2.2.2.1CUSTOMER DISCRIMINATION

Customerdiscrimination occursvhencustomers prefer to servedby one group
of workersas opposed to by anothdrn Becker 6s model |, firms
disliked group cannot charge their customers as much and, therefore, pay lower
wages. Assumecustomes have tastes for discrimination against membeespairticular
group. Ifp is themoney price ofl unit d output producedby this groupa discriminatory
customerwould act as ifp(1+d) were the net price, where is the discrimination
coefficient of thiscustomer In the absence afiscrimination, two groups that are perfect
substitutes in production woulteceive the same competitive diuium wage rate;
customerdiscrimination against a particular groupowever,reduces members of that
groupdbs wages soédthars (Becker, 2901).t he wage
Explanations for the small number of femaldtten plays rarely cite customer

discrimination. Customer discrimination would occuin theater only if audience
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members chose to buy a ticket or pay a higher ticket price for awniéien play of the

exact ame type and quality as a femalatten play purelyon the basis of playwright

gerder. With few exceptionshowever,audience members atargely oblivious to a

pl ay 6s pilaadythws to gidrdr her gender. As they used to say on Broadway,
AOnl y tMasneel | s t i dHatntos , 00t hiemp I pylianygwrsalestht 6 s n -
Playwright identty and, thus, playwright gendare seeminglynlikely to have a large

impact on the utility audience members derive freeeinga given show Customer

discriminationagainst female playwrights thereforerarely discussed.

2.2.2.2WORKER DISCRIMINATION

Worker discrimination occurs when fellow workers prefer to work with workers
of one group over those of anothéy. discriminatoryw o r k etitity) fsinction is a
function not only of goods and leisure, but also of the level of employnhevidrkers in
thedisliked group Discriminatory workershereforerequire higher wages to compensate
for higher levels of employment of tlaisliked groupwithin the firmy the discrimination
coefficientd, which measures the magnitude thfe w o r k &astedfer discrimination
converts a money wage ratanto a unit net wage rate(1-d).

In theater, worker discriminatiomay ariseif cast and crew membegpefer to
work on malewritten productios. In a recent emailone artistic dire t or wr i t e s,
actors have A LOT of sayl. don't think it is going out on a limb to suggest that they want

to associate with the dominant force of theater to better their e e r ss.dominbnt t hi

“"This year, even Mamet didnot sell tickets. He had
The other soared with good reviews until its TV star left; thetoo, plummeted. Perhaps the new adage

should be, fAO0Only S$Shaletshatdbese wet hsatsthketand good r
without. o
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force is male,star actors may demand higher pay as compensation for working on
femalewritten works.Similarly, if set designers, costume designers, and other members
of the cew are more eager to work on maleritten productionsthey may demand
higher wages foworking on femalewritten productios.

Theoretically, an incomenaximizing employer faced with worker discrimination
would never hire a mixed work forcas he/shewould have to pay discriminatory
workersworking with workersbelonging to the disliked group a higher wage rate than
discriminatoryworkersworking solely with othemworkersof the same groupRather,
amid equal marginal revenue products (MRP) between the two groups of wdinleers,
employerhires only thediscriminatorygroup if their wage is legkan that of the disliked
group and only the disliked group if their wage is less than that ofdiberiminatory
group.Worker discriminatiorcantherefordeadto segregatioBecker, 1971).

In the thegerindustry, partial segregation doescur. Thewebsite of the Fund for
Women Artistdists overthirty exclusivel femaletheaers. One of the most prominent is
New Georgeds i n beeaidestribedkp ICayt yandhisarti st d
organization, pviding essential resources to a community of venturesome artists (who
are women) Ble w Ge or g efdparking sppatbniias and relationships that push
adventurous artists (who are womalthoughand t h
New Ge biregtlee @casional male actor when a script desigritie vast majority
of New Overkers gre esmaleNumer ous ot her theaters m
model ofhiring predominately female workers andlttvating only female playwrights
While I am notaware of anyexclusivelymale theaters, @arker discrimination could be

onedriver behindhis partialsegegation in the theater industry.
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2.2.2.3EMPLOYER DISCRIMINATION

Employerdiscrimination occurs when tleamployerprefers to work with workers
of one group over workers of another, despite equal productivities between the two
groups. The employer's utility function, then, is a function not only of profits, but also of
the percentage of workers who are in the disliged o u p . I n the market
employer behavior is based on consadiens of productivity alone. W employer
discriminates by refusing to hire someone with a marginal value product greater than
marginal costhissherb e havi or t hewitpacé&s RAobBecker's
with the money wage rate a discriminatoryemployer acts as iv(1+d) were the net
wage rate, withd being a discrimination coefficient measuring the intensitythe
e mp | otgseeifobdscrimination

Employer discriminationin theater would entail discriminationy the artistic
directors deciding whictscripts to select for productiofrrom my discussionswith
artistic directorsl gatherthatmanyof them factothow well they will be able to relate to
the playvright into the decision of whether to produce any given wdakk effective
working relationship between the artistic director and the playwrighteapecially
important in light of the ravrite process, which necessitates close interaction betwee
the two. If artistic directors believe they can better relate to a male playwright than to an

equally qualified female playwright, employer discrimination may arise

2.3A MODEL OF TASTEBASED DISCRIMINATION IN THEATER

Building on the previously discussed thetzal literature | conclude this chapter
by presentinga modeldetailing the effects adach of the three potential sourcedasfte

based discriminationon the selection of scripts for production.
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At the most basic levelhe total profitsaccrued by a theater for producingaipt
equalthetotal revenues minus thetal costs. Totalevenues are equal to the price of a
ticket times the number of seats sold per week times the number of weeks in production,
where the price of a ticket ian increasing function of the quality of the play and a
decreasing function of number of tickéfsTotal mstscan be separated into variable
costs and fixed costs. Variable costs equal the number of wieekglay remains in
production times theveeklycaosts of variable inputs such as labor and capital. Fixed costs
are equal to the fee paid to the playwright for the script flassumof all additional
fixed costssuch as set construction. That is:

O6CoeE 2.1:
C=AREEL QO 0E (Qr Q)

where" indicates profitsWithin revenuesp is the price of each tickat,is quality of the
production,n is the number of weeks in production, e the number of tickets sold
each weekWithin costs variable costs are a function of thage ratew, the cost of
capital r, and all other variable costsX, multiplied by the number of weeks in
production n; of fixed costsf represents the fee paid to the playwright Zneépresents
the sum of alhdditional fixed costs

Let artistic directorde presented with two scrgtone written by a man artlde
otherwritten by a woman. Irdeciding which script to produgcprofit-maximizng artistic
directorscomparepure profits. If“;  “-o> 0, they select the maleritten play br
production; if‘ ;  “-o< 0, they select the femalaritten play for production.

Playwrightgender asidegassume thahetwo scripts are identical. Thereforthey

are of precisely the same qualify); = no= n). For simplicity, assumealso that,

12j e. the demand function slopes downward
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because they are atwiseidentical the scripts would show in the same size theater for
the same number of weeks(iy = €do= €i). Grounded in these assumptions,
examinethe implications of each of the thremurcesof tastebased discriminatio

discussed by Becker (1974nd adapted to the theater industry in this chapter

2.3.1DISCRIMINATION BY AUDIENCE MEMBERS

First, assumecast and crevare indifferent between working on the malatten
scriptor on the femalawritten script 03 = 0-9Q and thatartistic directorderive utility
only from profitsi not from the gender of the playwright; however, audience members
prefer to see the maleritten play. Specifically, audience membeast as if they are
payingnag = n; to see the maleritten play andrag= rd1+ Q) to see the female
written play whereQ, i s , as i n B edskrenmatien coefficitet,|wjth theh e
subscriptc denotingthat the discrimination arises frocustometastes.

Since thescripgs are otherwise dentical, audience memiselare otherwise

No
1+

indifferent between the two plays anbdereforesetrg = rfjag such thatyo=

Equation 2.1thensimplifies to

QaljoweE 2.2:
0 o= Mo (1+- ) SZ(@ @
S 1 S,
= 17g R Y

Therefore, heatersaccrue equal profitr the production ofhe two scriptsf and only if
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doaeE 2.3:

(0311

£i
1+Q

Q=g

If the fee paid to playwrightsvere flexible, theaters could respondatdience
discrimination by ffering a lower fee tdhe femde playwrightfor her script.However,
the previously discusse®G contractsreduce variation in feesincluding variation
between the fees paid toale playwrights ando female playwrights. Since contracts
force relativeequality of the fees based on the location of the theater and the number of
seatslet’@ = "@="Q

Substituting’@ = "@= "Qinto Equation 2.3reveals that, igen higheraudience
discriminationand equal feeghe malewritten scrig will be choserfor producton over
the femalewritten scriptas te profit gain to theaters frothis selections as follows:

OOCEE 2.4:

(O3}

“o (L = - éi

2.3.2DISCRIMINATION BY CAST AND CREW

Assumenext that audience membebave no peference between the twaays
(s = o) and that, as before, theaters seek to maximize profits; however, because cast
and crew prefer to work with the male playwright, the wages demanded by theater
workers as compensation for working on themalewritten script are higher than the
wages demandeby theater workerso work onthe malewritten scripts. Specifically,

0o= (1+ Q)0 whereQ,is, as beforethe discrimination coefficienthe subscriptv
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denotes thathe discrimination arises from worker tastelhe profit differential then
becomes

O6C0€E 2.5:

“o “o= (@ 05,1, Gplol,®)EZ(R 'Y

In the face of worker discrimination, theaters accrue equal pfoits the two scriptsf
and only if

O6C0€E 2.6:

R=QH(@ 0500 Golp(1+Q)i0)E

As before,assumefee-equalizing contracts such as those sudadgsendorsed by the
DG. Equation 2.&hen simplifies to

OOCo€E 2.7:

“o o= (Oy(1+Q),1,0 & 0;,1,0)¢
Amid discriminationby castand crewand the equalization of playwright feles

otherwiseequivalent workstheaters would accrue equal profits from the maiéen
work and the femalavritten work only if capital ad labor were pdect substitutes in
production (i.e. only if discriminatorycrew members could be entirely replaced by
capital of equal cokt Cast and crew are, however, instrumental to the existence of the
theater industry’®> Because labor and capital are not perfectstultes in theater
production theaterswill accruehigher profits by selecting the maleitten script for
production.

How much profit a theaterwill gain by selecting the maberitten scriptfor

productionamid discriminatiorby castandcrew depends not only on the discrimination

13 Theater professions such as that of lighting directoy eventually be made obsolete with advances in
technology. Nonetheless, at least until robots become commercialized, otfessiors such that of the
stagdand will remaincrucial to theater productions. Perhaps more important still, until those rabots ¢
sing and dance and cry convincingly, actors, too, will be irreplaceable by capital.
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coefficient 'Q, , but alsoon the extent of the scope for substitution between caguitl
labor in that theatefFor example, ithere is no scope for substitutiotine cost function is
additive’* Then,Equation 2.%implifies to

O6c0€E 2.8:
"o o= Q0q 08
where L is the number of mdmurs of labor need each week in the productiorall
likelihood there is some, but not full, scope for substitution between capital and labor in

the theater industryThereforethe trueprofit differentialwill lie somewherebove zero

and belowthis upper bound

2.3.3DISCRIMINATION BY ARTISTIC DIRECTORS

Finally, assumethat neither audience members nmast and crewdiscriminate
but that theartistic directorderives utilitynot only from profits but also from the geler
of the playwright. Then, an artistic directactsas if his/hertheateraccruesrofits * seof
the form

OOceE 2.9:
“e= ) NEL &L @QU,IL,OE (R )
where'@ = 'Q and'@= "1+ Q). Given'® = "Q= "QEquation 2.%implifies to
O060€eE 2.10:
‘e "m= PO
Therefore, a discriminatory artistic director will select the malavritten script for

production even amid naliscrimination by audience members or by cast and crew.

Yiew0,i,d =0z0+120+ 6 & whereL is the number of mahours of labor an& is the units
of capital needed each week for the production
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Becausetheatersthat discriminatedue toar t i st i ctastds gamonbd or s 0
additional revenue for discriminating, they will eventually go out of business as long as
there is a competitive marketinwhithh e ar ti st i ¢ di rdemotsbares 6 o f
this taste for discrimination. Similarlyheaterghatdiscriminatedue to tastesf castand
crew will cease to exist in a competitive market if othkeatershave cast and crew
without tastedor discrimination.Therefore, allabor market discrimination that persists
in a competitive industrytheoretically results from customer tastgdlardinelli and
Simon, 1990) As | discuss in Chapter 6, however, the theater industry mo&ybe
perfectly competitiveln addition toaudiencediscrimination, thengiscrimination by cast

and crewand/orby artistic directas may persist.
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CHAPTER 3

EMPIRICS:METHODS OF TESTING FOR DISCRIMNATION
IN THEATER

In this thesis, Employ thredlifferentempiricalapproacheto study the extent to
which discrimination may explain the small number of femvaligten plays. Each
approachis grounded in the empirical literature that precedes it and is adépted

application to this study dhe scriptselection process theater

3.1 SEPARATING THE EXPLANED FROM THE UNEXPLAINED

One strand ofiterature on discriminatiofocuseson distinguishing an explained
gap in wagesand/oremployment from an unexplained gae explained gap accounts
for any differences irhuman capitalendowmentsand/or investments in a range of
professionsdifferences in human capital account for é&proportion of differences in
| abor mar ket outcomes (see, 1998 Beckerxaadnp| e,
Lindsay, 1994Light and Ureta1995; Olsen and Sextot996 Blau and Kahn,1997%
Sicherman 1996;Blau, 1998). The unexplained gap, in turig presented as evidence of
discrimination (see, for example, Madden, 1985; Blau and Ferber, 188Zhapter 4, |
adapt this approach to tkaudyof the script skectionprocessn theater.

Parallels can be drawn between the se@glection process artlde hiring process.
Artistic directors (employers) are presented with a range of script excerpts (resumes)
from playwrights (job applicantsfrrom these excerpts, they select some smaller number

of scriptsfor a full reading (an interview). Following ttiell reading, they may choose to
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meet with the playwright in person (secemdind interview) prior to deciding whether or
not to produce the scrighire).

In other regards, however, tBeriptselection process distinct from the lassic
hiring processimportantly, the produgiroducedby the playwright is discrete;theater
sigrs a contract with the seémployed playwright, paying the playwright a feereturn
for the rights to produce one bfs/herscripts. Asdiscussed in Chapter 2, some human
capital characteristscof the playwright, such as how capab&sheis of rewrites and
how easyhe/shas to work, may impact the success of the pragroduction According
to artistic directors, howevecharacteristics of the scriftself haveby far the greatest
bearing.

With data on oveR0,000playwrights and 80,000 scriptspme of whichhave
reachedproduction and others of whidmavenot, | distinguish an explained gap in the
likelihood that a given scripteachegproductionfrom an unexplained gap attributable to
playwright genderThe explained gap accourfty differences in the characteristics of
scripts, incluling the total number of parts amlde percentage of those parts that are
female,as well as for differences ihé characteristics of the playwright, such as whether
or not he/sheis represented bw literary agent. blding these script and playwright
characteristics constarthe unexplained gap accounts for differencethé probability
that a script reaches praction arising fronthe gender of the playwright.

This methodology is not, however parfect test of discriminatigranygap may
either overestimate or underestimate the effect of discrimin&ione it is impossiblé
control perfectlyfor all script and playwright characteristjaheresults almost certainly

suffer from omitted variable biag addition, ifan expectation of discriminationauses
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women to inveskess inplaywriting human cagal or to avoid the occupation all together
the resulting gapwill understate th&ue effects of discriminationLess biase@stimates
of the extentof genderdiscrimination in the scripselection process wiltome from

alternative empirical methods.

3.2 AN AUDIT STUDY ADAPTED

Audit studies pioneeredy researchers at the Urban Institin&Vashington, D.C.
in the early 1990sprovide an alternative appoh to studying discrimination. Audit
studiesare particularly useful for finding evidence of discrimination in hiring decisions.
Because discriminain involves differences itabor marketoutcomes for individuals
who differ onlyalong one dimensigraudit studies put fortbtherwiseidentical potential
workers who vary only in the group to which they belong. Wheie&sences regarding
discrimination drawn from differences in employment rates controlling for other
observed characteristics caas discussedsuffer from bias if there are differences
between two groups of workers that arehserved by the econometriciaam audt study
overcomes thigproblem by completelymatching the characteristics of the workers in
different groups.

One example of an audit study is the distribution to employers of resumes that are
identical in all regards except the group to which the individuals belong. For exampl
resumes may vary only in the race or gender of the potembikler. Researchers then
look for any differences across groups in the probability that the employersitivite
potential worker for an interview(see, for example, Cross et,al990; Turneret al.,
1991; Kenney and Wissoker, 1994; Neumark, 1996).Chapter 5, | adapt this
methodology to studgenderdiscrimination in the scripselection process.
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Recall that an analogy can be drawn betwaescript excerpt and a resume;
adapting the classic audit study to examine the sesefection process,distributed four
previously unseen scripts to artistic directors around the country, varying only the gender
of the peAnameon each scriptl asked respondents to rate the scriph@ a range of
different metrics, including measures of perceived overall quality, economic prospects,
audience appeal, ease of casting, characteristics of the playwright, and fit with their
theaters. Comparing the ratings garnered by scripts with fepeal@ames to those
garnered by otherwise identical scripts witlale pemames providedirectinsights into
tastebaseddiscrimination by artistic directoras well as into tasteased discrimination
by audiencemembersand cast and crewas perceived byrastic directors.This approach
alsopermits a test fostatistical discrimination by artistic directors.

As mentioned, tatistical discriminationis generallychallenging todistinguish
from tastebased discriminatiarin his discussion of racialiscrimination, Arow (1998)

writes the following:

ilf there are a number of observable variables,
of statistical discrimination implies that an estimate of wages based on these observables will be
significantly improved by adding race as a predictor. But this is the same conclusion as arrived at

by thehypothesis of markdh a sed di scri mination based on taste.

To distinguish statistical discriminatioArrow continues, one must be able to observe

ea c h wor ker 6s ma r ghe nligetature p ono tésting t forv statisyical
discrimination centers around two methods: The first uses observatiataglsee, for
example, Neumark, 1999; Altonji and Pierret, 2001); the second csesolled
experimentg(see, for example, Fershtman and Gneezy, 2001; Dickenson and Oaxaca,

2006).Thi s thesisbdés audit study is a control |l «
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In theatey the submission process leaves little room for imperfect information
with regards to the script unless the subaditscript is not read in its entirety; the real
potential for imperfect information, and thus for statistical discrimination, arises with
regards tocertain characteristics of the playwright imgaont in the production process
(seeChapter Zor a more involved discussipnThese characteristics includdether or
not the playwright will be capable of-rerites, how easpe/shewill be to work with, and
how successfuhis/herfuture career will beTo the extent thahesecharacteristics vari
or are perceived to vailybetween thgendersor to the extent thahesecharacteristics
are harder to predict accurately in female plaghts than in male playwrightstatistical
discrimination may ariséNith questions targeting these playwrigiiaracteristics in the
audit study, | test for statistical discrimination by artistic directors.

Although it is conducive to testing for both statistical discrimination and all three
sources of tastbased discrimination in theater, thadit study preseed in Chapter 5
may suffer from hypothetical bias. To overcome the potential hypothetical kiaploy
an observational approach testing forgender discrimination in the scripelection

processn Chapter 6

3.3CHICAGO PRICE THEORYON BROADWAY

Comparing the marginal revenue placts of workers to their wages an
alternative métod for detecting discriminatioWhereasaudit studies look at the effects
of discrimination on hiringthis approach examingbe effects of discrimination on
wages.Derivedf r om B e ¢ k e rdél ®f efhplogev disgrimimadiorgvidence that
one group of workers receives wages less than thaiginal revenue producMRP)
while another group of workers m@ges wages equal to their MRB evidence of
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discrimination aganst the first groupThe method has been empkd in a variety of
professions, includingrofessional sports (see, for exampighn and Shere 1988;
Nardinelli and Simon, 1990and Hellerstein et al., 19991In Chapter 61 adapt this
methodology tdahescriptselection process

| substitute whether the script reaches productiemployment for wages
becausgas discussed in Chapter 2, the standardization of playwriting contracts endorsed
by the Dramatist Guild leaves little room for discrimination myment schemes. In
addition, | substitute thguality of the play fothe MRP of the worker since a playwright
produce a discrete good.then compare the quality of femaleitten scripts selected for
production on Broadway over the past deca&dethe quality of their malevritten
counterpartsMore specifically, éfining quality as profitsl compareweekly revenues
and run length®f femalewritten and malewritten productions on Broadway over the
past decadesontrolling bothfor the time of poduction and for the type of play, a partial
control for production cost® test of the null hypothesis that femaleitten and male

written plays are equally profitably is a testnafemployer discrimination.

28



CHAPTER 4

SEPARATING THE EXPLANED FROM THE UNEXPLAINED

In light of the small number of femal&ritten works in production some cite
employment discriminatioms a primary driverThe small number of femalaritten
productiors is not, howevercompelling evidencef employmentdiscrimination,or even
of employment differences between the gendeeshapswomen choose to enter the
playwriting profession in lower numberthe resulting occupational differerscalone
could explain the smalumber of female written worKs Alternatively, or in adition,
perhaps women who become playwrights choose to write fewer scripts; this could also
result in a smalker numberof femalewritten productions, even amid equal rates of
productionbetweenfemalewritten and malewritten scripts.Therefore, ¢ set thestage
for subsequent examination afiscrimination in playwriting this study examines
occupational and employment differences between male and female playwrights using
data from Doollee.com, an online database with records for over 20,000 playwrights and

80,000 scripts®

5 This thesis does not examine occupational discrimination dirdétiwever differences in the rates at
which men and women entand/orremain in the playwriting profession could be driven by a variety of
factors, one of which is occupational discrimioat If women perceive gender barriers in playwriting, they
may choose not to enter the profession; in addigonid employment discriminatiodiscouraged female
playwrights may exit the profession.

18 This chapter uses data collected fr@oollee.com. Dolle.com isan online database of playwrights and

their theater plays founded and maintained by Julian Odldyresponse to an email request for a
compilation of the data dam dbraidollwhseditle bdmused tOtkckive r e s p o
your ema i | asking me to send you a copy of a databas
Nonethelessthe database is publically available amdcomputer program kindly created by Jonathan

Ma y e r) effeéiGely scraped the data from the website, targan equivalentdatabase for use in this

thesis.
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Even iffemale playwrightslo happen to be lesikely to havetheir worksreach
production, this is not in and of itself evidenceeofiployment discrimination; after all,
male-written and femalevritten scripts likely differ in ways oker than merely
playwright genderin this chapter | test the extent to which any employment differences
between the genders can be explained by gender differenesthen or both of two
importantcharacteristics of scriptén addition, male and femajdaywrights may differ
along more dimensions than gender, includingegeg@ntation by a literary agent. tims
chapter, | also test the extent to which employment differences between the genders can
be explained by gender differences in whether or ndagyight is represented by a
literary agent.

The first characteristithat may differ between femaleritten and malewritten
scripts and which mayead toa difference in the rate at which femaleitten and male
written works reach productiors theproportion of partshat are femaleAt a Town Hall
Meeting on October 27, 2008 to discuss potential discrimination against female
playwrights at New Dramatists in New York, one artistic director hypothesized that
female playwrights are less likely to haveh ei r  wor k p rworden tereddo b e c a L
write about other womenvho are harder for men to relate to. Men have always had more
difficulty relating to female characters than have women had difficulty relating to male
characters; little boys will not weh stories about girls, but girls will watch stories about
b o y dn.this chapterl distinguish between plays with majority female parts and plays
with majority male partsl thentest whether female playwrightseanore likely to write
scripts withmajarity female parts an@hether scripts with majority female parts are less

likely to reach production.
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Secondat this same Town Hall Meeting, few of the female playwrights noted
that they feel compelled to write scripts with smaller casts in order tease the
likelihood of their scripts reaching productioimtuitively, scripts with fewerparts are
more likely to reach production because they are géipdess expensive to produaed
can be produced iany one of many smaller theaters. In this cleapt test whether
womentend to write scripts with fewer pargsd whether scripts with fewer parts are
more likely to attain production.

Finally, in autside discussions withther female playwrights, it was frequently
mentioned thasomeliterary agentseem to benore eager to represent male playwrights
thanto representemale playwrigpts. Snce manytheaters only accept script submissions
through literary agentsnoreoveragentsoften serve as gadteepers. Even in the absence
of discimination by artistic directordiscrimination by literary agents could lead to a
smaller proportion of femaleritten scripts reaching production. In this chapter, | test
whetherfemale playwrights are less likely to lbepresented by agenéd whethemr
script whose playwright is represented by a literary agennase likely to reach
production.

| examine bothoccupational anémploymentdifferences first at the play level
and then at the playwright level. At the play level, | test if women areikedg than men
to write scripts, if the scripts women do wrdeeless likely toreachprodudion, and to
what extent angifferences in the likelihood akachingproductioncan beexplained by
differences in whether mosf the parts are femalen the total number of parts, amul
whether or not the playwright is represented by a liteaggnt. At the playwright level

test if women are less likely than men to write at least one script, if women who do write
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are less likely than their male courgarts to have at least one script prodiicand
whether any differencebetween male and female playwrights the rats of first-
production can be explained by the previously discussatipt and playwright
characteristicsl perform allof these test§irst on the full sample, which aludes a wide
range of plays written in the English language since 1&5@ then om sample restricted

to American playwrights registered with tBeamatist Guild

4.1 DATA

Data for this chapter were collected from Oeelcom, an online database of
playwrights and theater playSsounded in 2003 by Julian Oddy, Doollee is an ongoing
project that seeks to list every script written or produced in English since 1956, the year
John Osbor ne 6bkooksBackinmagewas fost pedormed in the Royal
Court of London. At the time of its launch, Doollee contained recdods3,093
playwrights and 8,146 scripts. With daily sedported submissions and additions made
by Julian Oddyhimself throughout the years, the number of records on Doollee has
balloonedsince its 2003 foundind®n November 4, 2008, the date on which data for this
paper were scraped from the website, Doollee had records for 20,447 playwrights and
81,330 scripts.

Although Doolleeis the most compieensive database availabseveral autions
are in order. First, although the database is quite extensive, it certainly does not contain
records for every script written in English since 1956. Sedoecquse Doollee otains
a collection of works chosen Bylian Oddy or seltreported by playwrightghose scripts
that are includedre likely nota random sample of all scripts written in English since
1956. For examplef Mr. Oddy selects malavritten scriptsin differing proportions from
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femalewritten scripts my estimates of the proportion of atripts written by each
gender will be biased. Perhaps more important, to the extent that male playwrights and
female playwrights differ in the likelihood with which eth submit records to the
database, selteportingwill result in biased estimates.

Third, records also vary in completeness and, presumably, in the frequency with
which they are updated. All records contain the name of the playvioigdwed bya list
of scripts written by that playwright the list of scripts for each playwrightis not,
however, always fully comprehensivélany records also contain the name of the
pl aywr i ght 0.sInadditibne soraer rgcordmgtainthe number of male parts
thenumber of female partand, f produced, the year of first production for each script

For the purpse of this study, | assumbat playwrights without a listed literary
agent have no literary agernt.is possible however,that some playwrightslo not list
their literary agenaind/orthat some playwrightebtained a literary agent after the initial
record was created atigiat the record has not since been updated. To the extent that male
playwrights and female playwrightgith literary agentsliffer in the rates at which they
report having a literary agent or at which thgydate their profiles, my estimates of the
rates at which male and female yMaights are represented by literary agents will be
biased.

Similarly, | assume thadcripts without a yar of first production have yet to be
produced. It is possible, however, that some of these scripts were produced after the
initial submission othe recordand that the record has not since been updaigain, if

male playwrights differ from female playights in the frequency with which they update
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the records on their works, my estimates of the rates at whichwni#tien and female
written works are produced will be biased.

Data limitations, then, pose several difficulties for my analyses. Whiledtispe
of the Doollee database provides some interesting insights into the attributes of the scripts
that reach productioas compared tthe attributes of scripts that do not, the findings
must be considered cognizant of the incompleteness of the datd tedlikely sample

selection problems.

4.1.1WORLDWIDE SAMPLE

Recall that the nsision of Doollee is to includall plays written in English sce
1956. Created by an Englishman, the database includes records of plays written by
Englishspeaking playwghts from around the world. Although | am most interested in
studying the scripselection process in America, tinrldwide characteristic provides
valuable informationi and a large sample size; | therefore inclighglishspeaking
playwrights from arond the world in my first analysis.

A key variable in this paper is the gender of the playwright. From the Doollee
records, | do not have explicit information ptaywright gender. | do, however, have
dataone ac h p | aull wame. déing dasa on nang frequency from the 1990 US
Census, | compute the probability that each of the-frigdjuencyfirst namesn the 1990
US Censuss female as follows

QB QD NO'E G,
"B QO NOE gt 0 OO NO'E avdg

01 € C5Q GXQr
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wherei indexes first namesth (B3O MO'E Gaogs the percentage of d#male1990 US
Census respondentgith first namei. Similarly, 0 (8OO MO'Q caags the percentage of
all male1990 US Census respondents with first name

Assigning gender on the basis of first name frequencies from the 1990 US
Census, | obtain the probability of being female for individuals with each of 5,496
different first names. Of the 20,477 playwrights lre tfull Doollee sample83 percent
have one of the 5,496 first names for which frequency can be calculated from the 1990
US Census. This leaves 16,965 playwrightsfibomgender is identifiable; these 16,965
playwrights correspond to 68,117 script recoMsroughout, | assume that each of these
playwrights is female if the probability of being female as calculated from the WS9
Census is greater than 0.5; similarlgsksume the playwright is male if the probabiigy
less than 0.5

In assigning geder based on first names, the use of pseudonyms must be
considered. If female playwrights fear discrimination, they may choose to write under
male pennames From conversations with contemporary playwrights, | gather that the
practice of adopting pseudang is rarer incontemporarytheater tln in other writing
professions. The more limited use of pseudonyms in playwriting as comigaréat
example, novel writingnay arise in part fronthe need for facéo-face contact between
playwrights and artistic directors In addition the rate at which female playwrights
choose to employ pseudonyms appears to havenfdahroughout the past century,

perhaps because tipgaywriting community has become more outwardly accepting of

7| drop those observations for which the probability that the playvis female is precisely 0.5000, i.e.
observations for scripts written by playwrights with first name Ariel, Hong, or Kris.
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femalewritten works. Nonethelesso the extent that female playwrights continue to
adopt male pseudonyms on occasion, assigning gender on the basis of first name
frequencies from the 1990 US Censuay slightly understate the number of female
playwrights andhusthe numbefemalewritten scripts

Summary statistics for the full sample and the sample with identifiable playwright
gender are listed in Table 4.1. The final column lists tvalpes correspondintp the
null hypothesis that any given meahthe full sample equals tleorresponding mean of
the sample with identifiable gendeRestricting the sample to those scripts written by
playwrights with identifiable gender alters some, but not all, characteristics of the sample.
Importantly, even for those characteristics thatsaagistically significantly different in
the samplewith identifiable gendersignificanceis driven primarily by the large sample
sizes andthemagnitude of thelifference iquite small.

Scripts in the full sample and the restricted sample have eiyelihdods of
being produced; however, scripts written by playwrights identifiable gender vary slightly
in other aspects. Scripts written by playwrights with identifiable gender on average
contain 0.39 fewer parts (95% ¢10.559,-.211)] and have gatio of female parts to total
parts that is about 1 percentage poihigher (95% CI: [0.494% to 1.448%]).
Correspondingly, a slightly larger percentage of scripts in the restricted shmme
majority female parts.

At the playwright level, thaneans of theull sample and of the sample with
identifiable genderare also similar. Playwrights with identifiable gender are equally
likely asplaywrights in theull sample to have at least one scppbduced. The meard

pl aywrightsd avearaegd inthe b samples, ind there aresonly

36



minimal differences in the percentageptdywrights whose workmostly havemajority
female partsThe most significant difference between the full sample and the sample with
identifiable gender at the playwriglatvel is thatplaywrights with identifiable gender are

3.6 percentage pointsore likely to have a literary agent (95% CI: [2.466%, 4.768%)).

Table 4.1: Comparison of Summary Statistics, Full Sample and Sample with Identifiable Playwright Gender

Full Sample (1) Sample with Identifiable Gender (2) Meanl=Meand

Level Variable Obs. Mean S.D. Obs. Mean S.D. p-value]

Play Produced 81,330 0.635 0.48] 68,117 0.635 0.48] 0.667

# of Parts 30,933 7.565 5.577 26,305 7.507 5.52] 0.004

% Parts Fem (F) 30,868 0.443 0.157 26,248 0.445 0.157 0.004

Majority Parts F 30,868 0.219 0.414 26,248 0.221 0.419 0.004

Playwright |# Pl ays Pr olduczd47 01 0.803 0.399 16,965 0.803 0.399 0.98(

Ave # of Parts 9,484 7.328 4.557 8,036 7.318 4.547 0.62]

Ave % Parts F 9,476 0.441 0.13] 8,029 0.442 0.13] 0.037

% with Maj F 9,476 0.23 0.42] 8,029 0.234 0.423 0.039

Literary Agent 20,447 0.112 0.314 16,965 0.119 0.323 0.004

Notes: This table presents summary statistics for the data on Doollee.com, distinguishing between the full sample and sample for which gender is identifiable based

previously discussed methodology derived from the 1990 US Census. The final column lists the p-value corresponding to the null hypothesis that the mean of the ful
equals the mean of the sample with identifiable gender.

4.1.2AMERICAN SAMPLE

Although the worldwide sample provides valuable informaticam particularly
interested in occupational and employment differences between male and female
playwrights in the United States. | therefore also create a sample comprised only of
American playwrights. To do so, dbtain a dataset with the membership tfe
Dramatists Guildof America from the Gui | d 6 s Executive .Direct
Accordingtot he D@&bsit e, membership to the Guil.d
t heater, whether they be writers of smusica
open to all dramatic wets, regardless of productionpru b | i cati on hi story
DG dataset contains the nameandthe actual gendeiis of the 5,691 playwrights who

had been granted membership to the Guild between its founding in 1942 atateton
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which | received the dataset, October 17,208& cor di ng t o t he DGOSs
39% of member playwrights are female and 61% of member playwrights are male.
Merging theDoollee dataset withthisDG d at as et by playwrmghto6s
American dataset containing 1,540 playwrights and 10,471.5lays

SincetheDG6 s member shi p database contains tF
it provides a convenient crasgeck forthe gender assignment methodologgsedon the
full sample To test the validity of the methodology derived from 1880US Census, |
compare the gender assigned to each American playwright via this methodology with the
actual gendeof each American playwright, asportedi n t he Gui |l d6és dat a
the methodology derived from the US Census is approximately accurate in assigning
gender. For the sample with identifialglender 92 percenbf American playwrights are
identified as having the same gender as that reported by the Guild. For the re@aining
percent of playwights with identifiable gendergender is inorrectly assignedThe
misspecification ratefom the US Census methodologyovide someinsights into the
nature of the bias created the methodologyusing the US Census

Of the playwrights bih in the DG database and registered on Doollee with a first
name of identifiable gendet, percenof female playwrights argncorrectly categorized
as male; moreoveri7, percentof male playwrights are incorrectly categorized as female.
To the extent thathis result can be extrapolated from the American sample to the full

sample, it provides evidence against the previously hypothesizddrestimationof

8 Only twentyseven percent of DG members have records on Doollee. This confirms that the Doollee
database is not a comprehensive list of all playwrights. The American dataset will nonetheless provide
some information about the characteristics of scripté&\tmgrican playwrightshboth those that have been
produced and those that have yet to reach production.
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female representation resulting frorfor example,the adoption of malsounding
pseudongns by some fmale playwrights. Instead, this result indicates that the
methodology derived from the US Census actually overestimatgsrdpertion ofall
playwrights that are female.

Table 4.2 contains summary statistics for the American saptait 60 percent
of saipts have beemproducedand, & DG members on Doollee, nearly 85 perceht
playwrights have had at least one script produddte average script written by a
member of the AmericaDG has 6 parts, 46 percenitwhich ae female; only 22 percent
of scripts in the American datdsbave majority female part$-inally, and grhaps
somewhat surprisingly, only 24 perceoit DG playwrights areegistered as having a

literary agent®

¥ Two of many feasible explanations for the relatively small percent of American playwrights registered on
Doollee who have literary agents are preseb&dw. Each relies on the assumption, confirmed later in
this chapter, that more successful playwrights have literary agents.

1. Perhaps more successful playwrights see less reason to put their works on Doollee as they already
have high visibility in the theter community.

2. In addition, it seems intuitive that older playwrights would be more successful than younger
playwrights on average as older playwrights have had more time to build their playwriting human
capital and have, among other attributes, moreeapce. To the extent that older individuals are
less likely to use the Internet for purposes such as this, more successful playwrights will be less
likely to post on Doollee. Because these more successful playwrights are more likely to have
literary agets, playwrights with literary agents will be less likely to post on Doollee.
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Table 4.2: Summary Statistics for American Sample
American Sample (3)
Level Variable Obs. Mean S.D
Play Produced 10,471 0.578 0.494
# of Parts 4,572 6.253 4.549
% Parts Female (F) 4,558 0.456 0.148
Majority Parts F 4,558 0.222 0.416
Playwrighf# Pl ays Prodluceds4®1 0.847 0.36(
Ave # of Parts 989 6.535 3.364
Ave % Parts F 988 0.453 0.11§
% with Majority F Parts 988 0.247 0.43]
Literary Agent 1,540 0.240 0.427%
Notes: This table presents summary statistics for the sample of American playwrights on
Doollee.com, identified by merging the Doollee database with the membership list for the
Dramatists Guild of America.

4.2METHODOLOGY AND RESUTS

| begin by investigating the data withramary statistics and cressbulations; |
then explore the relationship between production, playwright gender, number of parts,
percentagef parts that are femaland the presence of a literary agenth OLS. Since
the dependent variable in the modeslsconsistently a binary random variable, such as
whether or not the script was produced, or whether or not the playwright had at least one
script produced], also estimate with Probit modedsid report marginal effectsperform
these analyses first abe script level, clustering by playwright so as to obtain robust
standard errors. | then perforadditionalanalyses at the playwright leva@lhe former

case is a study of who is writing the works in production; the latter case is a study of who
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is breakimg into the profession. Although the two levels of analysis are linked,| and

expect to find sintar results at the two levels, the interpretations will be distinct.

4.2.1WORLDWIDE SAMPLE

4.2.1.1SUMMARY STATISTICS AND CROSSTABULATIONS

In the full sample with identifiable gendeonly 26 percent of thescripts
registered on Doollearewritten by female playwrightf playwrights moreoveronly
32 percent are womem.his provides evidence of occupational differences between the
genders

As for any ermployment differences between male and female playwrights
guestion remainsAre the scriptswritten by female playwrights less likely to reach
productior? Summary statistics for the full sample with identifiable playwright gender
separaed by gender are listed in Table 4.3. The final column lists tvalyes
correspondindo the null hypothesis that any given medrthe male sample eqsathe
corresponding meaof the female sampléd. find that scripts on Doolleewritten by
women are egplly likely as those written by men to be producEdere are however,
some importantifferences between the malgitten and femalavritten scripts in the
sample.

First, femalewritten scriptsare much more likely to have majority female parts.
While 33 percenbf femalewritten plays havenajority female parts, only 19 percesit
malewritten plays have majority female par@rosstabulation ofmajority female parts
and production outcomes reveal tlatiptswith majority female partsare6 percentge

points less likely to reach production.
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Second, femalavritten scripts tend to have fewer parts. While the average-male
written scripthas 7.7 parts, the average femaleitten scripthasonly 6.8 parts. As
expected, scriptaith fewer parts are more likely to reach production, perhaps because
they are more easily cast and less expensive to produce, and therefore are more accessible
to the numerous smaller theaters.

Finally, femalewritten scripts ar@ percentage points lekely to be represented
by a literary agentThough numerically small, this represents a differesfceearly 10
percentof the total mean, asnly 29 percent of all scripts are written by playwrightghw
literary agents. Importantly, scriptsritten by playwrights with literary agents arkl
percentage points more likely to reach production.

The regression analysis in the next section will examine whether there are gender
differences in attaining production controlling for these differences betweenamten

and femalewritten scripts.

Table 4.3: Comparison of Summary Statistics, Sample with Identifiable Playwright Gender (2) by Gender
Male Sample (4) Female Sample (5) Mean4=Mean5
Level Variable Obs. Mean S.D. Obs. Mean S.D. p-value
Play Produced 50,714 0.636 0.481 17,403 0.633 0.484 0.401
# of Parts 19,910 7.749 5.849 6,395 6.753 4.664 0.00q
% Parts Fem (F) 19,865 0.428 0.149 6,383 0.496 0.153 0.00q
Majority Parts F 19,865 0.186 0.389 6,383 0.328 0.469 0.00q
Playwright |# Pl ays Pr|lodutrea OD.807 0.399 5,345 0.794 0.404 0.049
Ave # of Parts 5,709 7.546 4.620 2,327 6.761 4.317 0.00q
Ave % Parts F 5,706 0.421 0.125 2,323 0.493 0.130 0.00q
% with Maj F 5,706 0.178 0.383 2,323 0.369 0.483 0.00q
Literary Agent 11,620 0.121 0.324 5,345 0.114 0.319 0.203
Notes: This table compares summary statistics for the male subsample and the female subsample of the sample with identifiable gender on Doollee.com.T|
column lists the p-value corresponding to the null hypothesis that the means of the two subsamples are equal.
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4.2.1.20LS AND PROBIT ANALYSES

| estimate the relationship between production and playwright gender, the number
of parts, whether the majority of parts are female, and whether the playwright is
represented by atéirary agent with both OLS and Probit regressions. Ultimately, |
estimate
NoweE 4.1:
01 £€DGENG= | o+ | 1 QB XD D) | "W | 0 @1 QDG & "Ah B+ | 306 di
+| JU@DAEOGH —q
wherei indexesscripts 0i £baf0qequals 1 if scripi had been produced by the last
time the record was updaté@ XD x| "Wdf the playwright is female according
to the previously discussedmethodology derived from the US e@sus
0 @1 "aDd d "Ah GXequals 1 if the number of female parts in script exceeds the
number of male partand0’@ (X% 6equals 1 if the playwright had a literary agent by
the last time the record was updated. FinalBj, di -contains the sum of theumber of
male parts and thaumber offemale parts in the scripBuilding up the model one
regressor at a time provides insights into the drivers behind the rates atsatiptbby
female playwrights reach production relatito scriptsby male playwrights. Throughout,
| cluster by playwright name in order to generate robust standard errors. Results are
displayed in Table 4.4.
With the simple regression of whether or not the play reached production on the
gender of the playright in the full sample of plays written by playwrights of identifiable
genderl find that, ©nsistent with the crogsbulation resultsmalewritten and female

written scripts are equally likely to reach productidefore including additional
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regressors in the modéiowever, | estimatéhis basic modelvith the restricted sample
that will be used when the additional regressors are incluiad reduces the sample
sizefrom 68,117 plays to 26,248 plays. Within the restricted sample, | firde¢hzale
written scripts are slightly more likely to reach production.

Adding whether the majority of a scrip
regressor, | find that scripts with majority female parts are less likely to reach production.
This provices some evidence thabmen do better than expected, especially given that
they write playsthat have seemingly less desirable characterist@sntrolling for
whether or not the script has majority female parts, femvalten scripts are slightly
more lkely still to reach production as compared to nvaligten scripts.

It has been hypothesized that, in order to get their works produced, female
playwrights feel compelled to write plays with fewer total paktiding the total number
of parts in the scripas yet another regressor reveals that playsmitreparts arendeed
lesslikely to be producedp-value 0.000). Specifically, oredditionalrole reduceshe
likelihood of production by about 0.7 percentage points. Although the effect of one
additioral role is relatively smallwhen extrapolatingthe effect of larger differences i
the number of parts, even if ndinearly, the effect becomes notable.

The fact that femalavritten scripts have fewer total parts provides indirect
evidence ofwage differencesbetween the gender3he playwriting contracts strongly
encouraged by thBG have fees determined by the size and location of the theater. To
the extent that women write plays with fewer papesrhapsn orderto achieve parity in
production,and to the extent that plays with fewer parts are relegated to smaller or

regional theaters, female playwrigitsyreceive lower compensation for their works.
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Finally, including whether or not the playwright has a literary agent as an
additional regress has little effect on the estimates of the coefficients on the other
regressors. It does, however, reveal tlepresentatiooy a literary agent increases the
likelihood of a script being produced by ab@uercentage points (OLS 95% CI: [3.66%,
9.85%], Probit 95% CI: [3.62%, 10.34%]f the positive correlation between having a
literary agent and havingny givenwork producedarises from a causal relationship, the
causality could run irither or both otwo directions. It could be that agents are good at
picking writerslikely to be producedand/orthat writers are good at picking agents

helpful in obtaining production. In all likelihood, the causal relationship runs in both

directions.
Table 4.4: Play-Level Results of Sample with Identifiable Gender, Equation 4.1
OoLS Probit oLS |Probit oLsS |Pr0bit oLsS |Pr0bit oLS Probit
Observations 68,117 26,248 26,248 26,248 26,248
Female Playwright 0.0033 0.0034 0.0246* 0.0247* 0.0295** 0.0297** 0.0233* 0.0236* 0.0237* 0.0240*
(0.0076) (0.0076) (0.0134) (0.0136) (0.0136) (0.0138) (0.0136) (0.0138) (0.0136) (0.0138)
Majority Parts Female -0.0361* -0.0357* -0.0356** -0.0355** -0.0352** -0.0350**
(0.0155) (0.0151) (0.0154) (0.0152) (0.0154) (0.0152)
Total # of Parts -0.0073**  [-0.0070*** |-0.0071*** |-0.0068***
(0.0013) (0.0012) (0.0013) (0.0012)
Literary Agent 0.0676*** 0.0698***
(0.0158) (0.0172)
Notes This table presents the results of OLS and Probit estimations of Eqdatiaregressions of the probability that a scipt reaches production on the independent variables in the firs®oaibitmn
parameters represent the marginal effect of a change in the independent variable on a change in the dependent variable where coéfiigigiSeanaard errorsalculated clustering by Playwriglatre
reported in parentheses **, and** indicate significance at tHE)%, 5%, and1% levels respectively

Recall that ys over 15 percent of script®n Doolleeare written by playwrights
whose gender wasnidentifiable on the basis of theethodology derived from the US
Census therefore, | reestimate the above models on the full sample, including a
binomial variable not mly for whetherthe playwrightis female, but also for whethéne
playwr i g ht 0 sis idgreifralllee The results,displayedin Table 4.5, reveal that
expanding the sample does little to alter thénedes ofthe previously discussed

relationships althagh, as expected, statisticagjnificance increases slightly in the larger
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sample.Moreover, while scriptsvritten by playwrights with unidentifiable gender are
equally likely to reach production in the full sample, in the sample of scripts with records

on the number of parts, scripts by playwrights with unidentifiable gendérpeentage

points more likely to reach production

Table 4.5: Play-Level Results ofFull Sample, Equation 4.1
oLs Probit oLs Probit oLs Probit oLs Probit oLs Probit
Observations 68,117 26,248 26,248 26,248 26,248
Female Playwright 0.0033 0.0034 0.0246* 0.0245* 0.0294**  (0.0293**  |0.0230* 0.0231* 0.0233* 0.0233*
(0.0076)  |(0.0076)  |(0.0134)  |(0.0136)  [(0.0135) [(0.0136) [(0.0135) [(0.0137) |(0.0135) |(0.0137)
Playwright Gender Unknown (0.0134 0.0135 0.0534*** 10.0545*** 10.0545*** 10.0556*** ]0.0519*** |0.0535*** [0.0543*** ]0.0556***
(0.0088) |(0.0089) |(0.0156) |(0.0163) [(0.0156) [(0.0164) [(0.0156) |(0.0164() |(0.0156) |(0.0164)
Majority Parts Female -0.0354* |-0.0350** |-0.0351** |-0.0350** |-0.0348** [-0.0346**
(0.0142) [(0.0138) |(0.0141) [(0.0138) [(0.0141) |(0.0138)
Total # of Parts -0.0075*** 1-0.0072*** |-0.0074*** [-0.0070***
(0.0012)  [(0.0011) |(0.0012) |(0.0013)
Literary Agent 0.0547***  [0.0557***
(0.0148)  (0.0159)
Notes This table presents the results of OLS and Probit estimations of Eqddtiaregressions of the probability that a scipt reaches production on the independent variables in the first columi
Whereast.4 represented results restricted to the sample with identifiable geéhidemble presents results of the full dataisetuding scripts by playwrights without identifiable gend@robit
parameters represent the marginal effect of a change in the independent variable on a change in the dependent variable where coéfiigigiSeanddrd errorsalculated clustering by
Playwright are reported in parenthes&s** , and*** indicate significance at tHED%, 5%, and1% levels respectively

Although | adjust my script el standard errors by clusterifay playwright |
next perform analyses at th@aywright levé. It could be the case that the gender
differences in whether any given play is produced are distinct inasigformagnitude
from the gender differences in ether any given playwright has at least one work
produced. These distinctions could occur if, for example, men and women write different
numbers of plays. Overall, | expect to obtain similar results, but, as distinguished from
the previous play level anaig, analysis at the playwright level will illuminate any
differences in the rates at which men and women break infddieriting profession.

To examine the relationshigetweerbreaking inb the playwriting profession and
playwright gender, among othecript and playwrightcharacteristics, |1 estimate the

following:
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female parts andU G & -gs the average total number of parts in the scripts written by
playwrighti. Results from building up the modelagiually are displayed in Table 4.6.

In the full sample with identifiable gender, female playwrights lapercentage
point less likely to have at least one work produced. Women, then, are slightly less likely
to break into the playwriting profession. Restricting the sample to those playwrights with
recorded numberof male and female parts, however, vyieldatistically insignificant
differences in the rates at which male and female playwrights have at least one work
reach production. Turning to script characteristics, playwrights most of whose works
have majority female parts are slightly less likely to hatvkeast one work produced, as
are playwrights whose works have more parts on average. Finally, playwrights without

literary agents are about5 percentage points less likely to have at least one work

produced.
Table 4.6: Playwright-level Results of Sample with Identifiable Gender, Equation 4.2
OLS |Probit oLs Probit oLs |Probit OLS |Pr0bit OLS Probit
Observations 16,965 8,036 8,036 8,036 8,036

Female Playwright -0.0130** ]-0.0129** (-0.0026 -0.0026 -0.0066 -0.0066 -0.0066 -0.0063 -0.0068 -0.0062

(0.0066) |(0.0065) [(0.0092) [(0.0092) [(0.0066) [(0.0066) [(0.0094) [(0.0094) [(0.0093) [(0.0092)
Maj Maj Parts Female -0.0489%* |-0.0489%* |-0.0158  |-0.0156  |-0.014 -0.0128

(0.0064) [(0.0064) [(0.0100) [(0.0099) |(0.0099) |(0.0098)
Ave # of Parts -0.0087** [-0.0076** |-0.0084*** [-0.0070%+

(0.0009) [(0.0008) [(0.0009) [(0.0008)

Literary Agent 0.1260*** |0.1536***

(0.0103) (0.0076)
Notes This table presents the results of OLS and Probit estimations of Eqd&iaegressions of the probability that the playwright had at least one play produced on the independent
in the first columnDuplicate observations by playwright were droppEhis table presents results from the sample of playwrights with identifiable gémdkit parameters represent the
marginal effect of a change in the independent variable on a change in the dependent variable where coefficienisygtiaberWhite standard errors are reported in parenthésés, and
*** indicate significance at tHE%, 5%, and1% levels respectively
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Remaining at the playwright level, but expling the sample to include all
records on Doollee, not merely those with identifiable playwrggrider, yields similar

results. These results atsplayedn Table 4.7.

Table 4.7: Playwright-level Results of Full Sample, Equation 4.2

OLS |Probit OLS |Probit OLS Probit OoLS Probit

Observations 20,447 9,484 9,484 9,484
Female Playwright -0.0130**  |-0.0129**  (-0.0061 -0.0060 -0.0064 -0.0061 -0.0066 -0.0059

(0.0066)  |(0.0065)  |(0.0066)  |(0.0066)  |(0.0093)  [(0.0093)  |(0.0092)  |(0.0091)

Playwright Gender Unknown |-0.0043 -0.0043 -0.0003 -0.0001 0.0134 0.0145 0.0192* 0.0193*

(0.0077)  |(0.0077)  |0.0776)  [(0.0077)  |(0.0109) [(0.0111)  |(0.0108)  [(0.0109)

Maj Maj Parts Female -0.0531*** |-0.0544** |-0.0175* -0.0175* -0.0159* -0.0147*

(0.0058)  |(0.0060)  [(0.0092)  |(0.0090)  [(0.0091)  |(0.0090)

Ave # of Parts -0.0089*** [-0.0078*** [-0.0086*** [-0.0072***

(0.0008)  |(0.0008)  [(0.0008)  |(0.0008)

Literary Agent 0.1200%*  |0.1451%*
(0.0096)  |(0.0072)

Notes This table presents the results of OLS and Probit estimations of Eqd&iaregressions of the probability that the playwright had at least one play produced on the

independent variables in the first colunBruplicate observations by playwright were droppathereas Tablé.6 presented results from the sample of playwrights with identifiabl
genderthis table represents results from the full samiptebit parameters represent the marginal effect of a change in the independent variable on a change in the dependq
where coefficients equaly- ¥pHuberWhite standard errors are reported in parenthésss, and** indicate significance at thE%, 5%, and1% levels respectively

4.2.2AMERICAN SAMPLE

4.2.2.1SUMMARY STATISTICS AND CROSSTABULATIONS

The American sampl e, created by mergi ni
Doollee database, contains a slightly larger proportion of female playwrights and-female
written scripts than the full sample. Twerdight percent ofscripts in the American
sampleare written by female playwrights, as compare@@percent of scripts in the full
sample. Moreover, of allDG members on Doollee34 percent are womenThe
percentage of American playwrights on Doollee who are female (34 percent), then,
closely mirrorstie percentage of DG members who are female (39 percent).

Summary statistics for theample of American playseparated bylaywright

gender are listed in Table 4.3; tieal column lists the ywalues correspondirig the null
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hypothesis that any given @reof the male sample eqsathe corresponding meafthe
female sampleFemalewritten scripts in the American sam@eeapproximatelyequally

likely to be producedNonethelessfemak-written scripts again diffesystematically

from malewritten scriptsin important ways. First, femaleritten scriptsare more than

twice as likely to have majority female parts. Interestingly, whereas scripts with majority
female partsreless likely to be produced the full sample, they amquallylikely to be
producedn the American sampl&econd, femalevritten scripts in the American sample
have fewer parts on avge yet, in the American samplscripts with fewer parts are
actually slightly mordikely to reach production. Finally, femateritten scripts in the
American sample are aboudi3 percentage points less likely to haee playwright
represented bw literary agent; this is markedly higher than theercentage point
difference in the full sample. Hower, whereas in the full sampsderipts by playwrights

with literary agentarell percentage points more likely to be produced, in the American
sample scriptdy playwrights withliterary agents are onlg percenage points more
likely to reachproduction. Therefore, while there is a fpar difference between the rates

at which male and female playwrights are represented by literary agents in the American
sample, representation by literary agents is less highly correlated with script production

thanit is in the full sample.
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Table 4.8: Comparison of Summary Statistics, American Sample (3) by Gender

Male Sample (6) Female Sample (7) Mean6=Mean?7
Level Variable Obs. Mean S.D. Obs. Mean S.D. p-value
Play Produced 7,527 0.582 0.493 2,944 0.567 0.499 0.174
# of Parts 3,353 6.347 4.683 1,205 5.992 4.145 0.024
% Parts Fem (F) 3,353 0.436 0.143 1,205 0.512 0.144 0.004
Majority Parts F 3,353 0.175 0.38( 1,205 0.352 0.479 0.004
Playwright |# Pl ays ProPduges @0 0.144 521 0.821  0.389 0.049
Ave # of Parts 684 6.661 3.326 304 3.252 3.439 0.071
Ave % Parts F 684 0.428 0.119 304 0.507 0.113 0.00d
% with Maj F 684 0.161 0.364 304 0.441 0.497 0.00d
Literary Agent 1,019 0.248 0.433 521 0.223 0.414 0.269

Notes: This table compares summary statistics for the male subsample and the female subsample of the American sample created by m¢]
from Doollee.com with the mem,bership list of the American Dramatists Guild.The final column lists the p-value corresponding to the null
that the means of the two subsamples are equal.

4.2.2.20LS AND PROBIT ANALYSES

| estimate precisely the same mod#ds the American sample as for the full

sample with identifiable gender. dbof the estimated coefficientsr the American

sampleare statistically insignificantlikely in part because the Amean sample is

markedly smaller than the full sample with identifiable gend®ithin the American

sample, playwright gender, the presence or absence of majority female parts, and the

presence or absence of a literary agent do not appear to bergoatbrs of whether or

not ascript reaches productionOnly the number of parts is statistically significantly

correlated with whether the script reaches produ@iahin contrast to the full sample in

which eachadditional part reduced the probability giroduction by0.7 percentage

points, in the American sample each part increases theapility of production by about

onehalf of a percentage point.
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Table 4.9: Play-Level Results of American Sample Equation, 4.1

oLs Probit OLS |Probit oLs Probit oLs |Pr0bit OLS Probit

Observations 10,471 4,558 4,558 4,558 4,558
Female Playwright -0.0145 -0.0144 0.0071 0.0071 0.0061 0.0061 -0.0043 -0.0043 -0.0024 -0.0025

(0.0293) [(0.0282) |(0.0381) |(0.0360) |(0.0366) [(0.0364) |(0.0364) |(0.0363) |(0.0360) [(0.0359)
Majority Parts Female -0.0059  |-0.0059  [-0.0068  |-0.0069  |-0.0063  |-0.0063
(0.0210) [(0.0209) [(0.0209) |(0.0208) [(0.0211) [(0.0210)

Total # of Parts 0.0047* |0.0049* [0.0046* |0.0048%
(0.0020) |(0.0022) [(0.0020) [(0.0022)

Literary Agent 0.0124 0.0125

(0.0366) (0.0366)
Notes This table presents the results of OLS and Probit estimations of Eqdatiaregressions of the probability that a scipt reaches production on the independent variables in the firg|
Probit parameters represent the marginal effect of a change in the independent variable on a change in the dependent variable where coéfiitightSemaird errorsalculated
clustering by Playwrightare reported in parenthes&s** , and*** indicate significance at tH0%, 5%, and1% levels respectively

At the playwright level, results oEquation 4.2within the American sample
reveal that female playwrights are abdupercentage points less likely to have at least
one script produced. Thsuggestghat female playwrights in America are less likely to
break into the profession. Restricting the sample to those playwrights with at least one
script with recorded number of parts, however, female playwrights are equally likely as
their male counterparte have at least one script produced. American female playwrights
who have never been produced, then, are less likely than their male counterparts to
complete full records for their scriptsn Doollee.comTurning to script characteristics,
playwrights wok hasmostly majority female parts or whose work averages more parts
are slightly, but not statistically significantly, less likely to have at least one work
produced. Finally, American playwrights with literary agents are abBopércentage
points more kely to have at least one work reach production. Recall that the magnitude
of this estimate in the full sample wHgeetimes as large; literary agents, then, appear
again to be lessrucial in achieving production among playwrights in the American

sample
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Table 4.10: Playwright-level Results of American Sample, Equation 4.2

oLS |Probit OLS |Probit OLS |Probit OLS |Probit OLS Probit

Observations 1,540 989 989 989 989
Female Playwright -0.0382** |-0.0372** 0.0008 0.0008 -0.0279 -0.0270 0.0004 0.0009 0.0020 0.0017

(0.0194) [(0.0190) [(0.0231) [(0.0230) |(0.0199) [(0.0194) [(0.0242) [(0.0240) [(0.0241) |(0.0238)

Maj Maj Parts Female -0.0435** [-0.0439** ]-0.0055 -0.0056 -0.0040 -0.0022

(0.0188) [(0.0188) [(0.0259) |(0.0240) (0.0258) |(0.0255)

Ave # of Parts -0.0047 -0.0041 -0.0052 -0.0046

(0.0032)  [(0.0029) [(0.0032) |(0.0029)

Literary Agent 0.0542**  |0.0568**

(0.0226)  |(0.0234)

Notes This table presents the results of OLS and Probit estimations of Eqd&jimegressions of the probability that the playwright had at least one play produced on the independent
in the first columnDuplicate observations by playwright were droppEhis table presents results from the sample of American playwrahes which have identifiable gendé?robit
parameters represent the marginal effect of a change in the independent variable on a change in the dependent variable where coéfitigitiHetealVhite standard errors are reportel
in parentheses, **, and** indicate significance at th0%, 5%, and1% levels respectively

4.3CONCLUSION

The results of this study indicate that women are less likely than men to enter the
playwriting profession. Among playwrights, however, women are about equally likely as
men to have their scripts reach production in the full samplepalydslightly less likely
to have their scripts reach production in the American sample. Nonetheless, scripts
written by female playwrights differ in three important ways from those written by male
playwrights. First, femalevritten scripts are more likglto have majority female parts;
scripts with majority female parts are, in turn, less likely to be producdte full
sample Second, femalaritten scripts tend to have fewer parts; scripts with fewer parts
are, at least in the full sample, more likébybe produced. Finally, female playwrights
are less likely to have literary agents; scripts represented by literary agents are more
likely to reach production.

Usingthe Doollee data, then, | find ample occupational differences between men
and women, but no evidence of employment differences between male and female

playwrights. These results must, however, be considered with an eye to the
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incomprehensive nature andckdly sample selection problems of the daPassible
explanations fothe occupational differencesbserved not only in the Doollee sample,
but also in the more comprehensive DG membership list, are numermesplanation

is gender discrimination in thecriptselection processDue to unavoidable omitted
variable bias in this approach, | did not test for discriminationthe following two
chapters| testfor discriminationdirectly with two methods, the first experimental and

the secon@bservational
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CHAPTER 5

AN AUDIT STUDY ADAPTED

This audit studyattempts to identify gender discrimination for the set of theaters
sampled by approximating theeteris paribuscondition in which playwright gender is
varied, but all else is kept constdhtl distributed fourscripts to artistic directors around
the country varying only the gender of the pemameon each scriptl then asked
respondents to rate each sciafinga variety ofcriteria including measures of overall
guality, economic prospecta,udi ence appeal, ease of <casti
theaters. Some measures targeted audience discrimination, difoemmination bycast
and crew, and otherstill discrimination by artistic director. Additional measures
examined the predicteduman capital of the playwright, thereby targeting statistical
discrimination?

In this chapterl compare the ratings garnered by a script bearing a femaie pen
nameto the ratings garnered by arherwise identicascript bearing a male perame.
Comparisons of ratings within scripts and between purported playwright genders provide
tests of statistical and tadv@sed discrimination by artistic directors, and of perceived
tastebased discrimination by audience memsbecast, and crewl make these
comparisons first within the full sample céspondentsl then separateespondents by
gender totest for any differences in levels of discrimination between male and female

artistic directors In addition, | compare theffect of playwright gender on the scripts

D This chapter uses data collected between January 5, 2008 and February 5, 2009 through an online audit
study funded by Princeton Uni v er sproveg dys Princetahu st r i al
Universityés Institutional Review Board for Human
Sands, was the principal investigator on the study, advised by Professor Cecilia Rouse.

% The onlihe survey is reproduced in haogy inAppendix A.
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with female protagonists to the effect of playwright gender on the scripts with male

protagonists.

5.1 EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

5.1.1SELECTING SCRIPTS

The first step of the experimental design was to select four scripts for the study.
The scripts must ngtreviouslyhave been read by survey recipients nor have had their
content discussed in any public forum that might include artistic directors, literary
managers, or producers. The novelty of the scwgiscrucial to ensure that respondents
believal the plays to have been written by the fictitious playwrights whose names they
wore. Lynn Nottage, Tanya Barfield, Deb Laufer, and Julia Jordan gankrously

wrote anddonated one script for the purpose of this sttfdy.

5.1.2IDENTIFYING RECIPIENTS

With the scripts secured, the second step of the experimental design was to select
survey recipients. To obtain a comprehensive list of theaters in tied8tates, turned
to The Dramatists Sourcebook, ®4dition and 2008 Dramatists Guild Resource

Directory. Produced bythe Theatre Communications Grougne national organization

2 Lynn graduated from Brown University and the Yale School of Drama, received a Guggenheim
Fellowship in 2005, and was awarded a MacArthur Genius Grant in 2007. Tanya graduated from the
Juilliard School 6s Pl ay arMetrili Emgrging PlaygriglstssAward, and bas v e d t
had her works presented nationally and internationally, including at The Royal Court Theatre, the New

York Theatre Workshop, and the Guthrie Lab. Deb al

Progam, where she was later a PlaywrighfResidence. Deb is a twiome recipient of the LeCompte du
Nouy grant from The LindaCenter Foundation, and her pl&nd Dayswas recently awarded The
American Theatre Critics Association Steinberg citation. Finallylia Jordanis an awardvinning
playwright and television writera Juilliard Playwright Fellovand a Lucille Lortel Fellow, Julia whas on
the Kleban Award andhe Francesca Primus Prize am eternally grateful to all four accomplished
playwrights fortheir generous donations of their works.
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for the American theateflhe Dramatists Sourceboak widely regarded athe annual
book of opportunities for American playwrigtftSMeanwhile, The Dramatists Guild
Resource Directorys the official annual reference for playwrightsiblishedby the
Dramatists Guild, the professional association of Acam paywrights. From
discussions witmumerous playwrights, gather thatmerging the two lists of theaters
provides a comprehensive listing of submission opportunities.

After merging the two booksdo | ists of t
list of approximately 600 theaters to the 455 theaters with an email address published in
eitheror both of the source®©f the 455 email addresses published in Bwamatists
Sourcebook and the Dramatists Guild Resource Directory203 emails were
undeliverabt. In all, then,surveyrecipientsnumbered 252. Perhaps the theaters that list
valid email addresses are fundamentally different in soms fk@y those that do npif
so this studyos onyw®théaters tha publishbvalid emailbagdpsl | e d

for electronic submissions

5.1.3CREATING PENNAMES

The third step of the experimental design was to create fictitious playwright
names. | generated one fictitious mhaitet-name and one fictitious femalgst-name as
well as onesharedlast namepy which to identiy the playwright of each of the four
scripts The choice of names was important to the experiment.

Generic last names were selected and held fixed for each play in order to

minimize noise. Spxfically, 1 chose the last names with the twefifth to twenty

% As Paula Vogel, Pulitzer Prizewinning authoHmiw | Learnedto Drivp ut s i t Alf a playw
up on a desert island, one of her ten books must lertimaatists SourcebookVith the Sourceboolone
could even publish from thereo (Amazon, 2008).
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eighth highest frequencies in the 1990 US Census data. These names are Walker, Hall,
Allen, and Young® | did not choose even more generic names for fear that the
respondents might becomeegkical of the authenticity of the names; four John Smith
like namesmight havebeen a red flag that the names do not correspond to actual
playwrights.

| then selected eight first names, four male and four female. To determine which
first names are distctively and exclusively male and which are distinctively and
exclusively female, | tabulated names by gender using frequency data from the 1990 US
Census. Distinctive names are those that have high frequency in one gender; exclusive
names are those tha\re a zero frequency in the other gender.

| then matched each distinctive and exclusive male name with a similarly
distinctive and exclusive female name. Names are matched not only for having similar
frequencies, but also for having similar sounds. Theehea pairs are Mary and Michael,
Jennifer and George, Susan and Steven, and Lisa and Larry. The frequencies of the

selected first and last names in the 1990 US Census are listed in Table 5.1.

24 Because only the first names of the purported playwright vary in this audit study, any biases resulting
from last names will be accounted for in the play feedficts and so will not influence results prae4

that the effect of any bias arising from the last name exists regardless of whether the purported playwright
is male or female.
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Table 5.1: First and Last Names Used in Audit Study

Last Name Overall Frequency (%) Rank
Walker 0.219 25
Hall 0.200 26
Allen 0.199 27
Young 0.199 28
First Name Male Frequency (%) Female Frequency (%
Michael 2.629 0.00d
Mary 0.000 2.629
George 0.927 0.00d
Jennifer 0.000 0.932
Steven 0.780 0.00d
Susan 0.000 0.794
Larry 0.598 0.00d
Lisa 0.000 0.510
Notes: This data was extracted from a comprehensive list of high frequenc
and last names in the 1990 U.S. Census as published by the U.S. Census
at http://www.census.gov/genealogy/names/names_files.html

5.1.4RANDOMIZING SURVEY VERSIONS

The fourth step of thexperimental design was to determine the versions of the
survey andio randomly assign these versionsrézipient theatersl have four scripts,
which | refer to asScript A, Scipt B, Script C, and Script Din assigning playwrigt s 0
names, | gave a mafest-name and a female firstame to each scrigholding last name

constantas follows

Table 5.2: Script-Playwright Matching
Script  Male Name Female Name
Script A Michael Walker Mary Walker
Script B George Hall ~ Jennifer Hall
Script C Steven Allen  Susan Allen
Script D Larry Young Lisa Young

Randomi zi ng over yelisasixteen isagighantng sclgemesd e r

That is, each of the four scriptgsassigned one of two namés a total of 2*2*2*2 =
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16 options® The script naming schemes are laid out explicitly in Table BiBen
randomly assigned theaters to each of these naming schemes. Specifically, with the list of
theaters imported, | use Stata to randogdygerate onaumber foreach of the 458&8mail
addressesl then sorted heat er s 0 ebytheirlrandordlyhssigred rusber

The first twentyeight theaters ordered by randondgsigned number received Naming
Scheme 1, the next twengyght theaters received Méng Scheme 2, and so on through
Naming Scheme 9. Starting with Naming Scheme 10, tweinky theaters receive each
scheme. With theaters ordered thgir randomly assigned numbéhne naming schemes

were sent to thaters as described in Table.5.3

Table 5.3: Script Naming Schemes

Naming Scheme  Theater Recipients Script A Script B Script C Script D
1 1-28 Michael Walker  George Hall Steven Allen Larry Young
2 29-56 Mary Walker George Hall Steven Allen Larry Young
3 27-84 Michael Walker  Jennifer Hall Steven Allen Larry Young
4 85-112 Michael Walker  George Hall Susan Allen Larry Young
5 113-140 Michael Walker ~ George Hall Steven Allen Lisa Young
6 141-168 Mary Walker Jennifer Hall Susan Allen Lisa Young
7 169-196 Michael Walker  Jennifer Hall Susan Allen Lisa Young
8 197-224 Mary Walker George Hall Susan Allen Lisa Young
9 225-252 Mary Walker Jennifer Hall Steven Allen Lisa Young
10 253-281 Mary Walker Jennifer Hall Susan Allen Larry Young
11 281-310 Mary Walker Jennifer Hall Steven Allen Larry Young
12 311-339 Mary Walker George Hall Susan Allen Larry Young
13 340-368 Mary Walker George Hall Steven Allen Lisa Young
14 369-397 Michael Walker  Jennifer Hall Susan Allen Larry Young
15 398-426 Michael Walker  Jennifer Hall Steven Allen Lisa Young
16 427-455 Michael Walker  George Hall Susan Allen Lisa Young

Notes: Each theater's recipient number was randomly assigned within Stata.

% Note that randomization of the order in which plays were presentedotaecessary a#i comparisons
will be made acrss respondents within the same script, not within respondents across different scripts.
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5.1.50BTAINING A HIGH RESPONSE RATE

In my discussions wht people in the theater industitybecame aparent that
artistic directorshad little time to spard was asking for approximately forty minutes of
their time. In an attempt to encourage responsdaberefore offeredto enter each
respondentds theater into a lottery to win
Most research indicates that monetary incentives paid directly to respondents are
more effective than nemonetary incentives in eliciting resposseven controlling for
the value of the incentive (Singer et al, 1999). Interviews with artistic directors in New
Yor k, however, revealed that they and t hei
accepting monetary incentives. Most theaters arepngiit entities and the thought of a
Akibcakc k 6 for responding to a survey on beh
Afabrasiveo.
Therefore, mstead of monetaryncentives to the respondents, offered a
charitable donation to their theater. Therhtere on the effectiveness charitable
donations in eliciting responsés mixed (see, for exampl&obertson and Bellenger,
1978; Warriner et al., 1996; and Tzamourrani, 2000)he case of this study, however, |
benefitted from alose connection Iveen the charity to which the donation is made and
the respondent ; speci fi c alployer,andtimraostcdses,yr i t y
the respondernis therefore highlyinvested in the success of the charlfya charitable
donationwere to be mde to each theatehe cost of the study would become highly
variable with the response rate and the individual donations would need to be quite small;

therefore, | chose instead to hold a drawing dach of four larger donations. The
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literature finds thilotteries are effective at improving response rates (see, for example,
Warriner et al 199@4arkness and Mohlet,998.

Importantly, f some survey recipientsere more apt to respond to the donation
incentive thanwere others, the lottery mayave biaeed the sample. For example,
respondents are more likely to be those recipients who é#uex high volume of spare
time or whohada high valuation of the potential donation. In the latter case, these may
be artistic diectors from smaller, less finandig successful establishments. This

potential selection bias must be considered in the interpretation of results.

5.1.6 TARGETING GENDER DIERIMINATION

Are plays written by women less wetceived by the theater communjtyst
because thepeara w o mmamey? By sending half of theaters a script purportedly
written by a woman and the other half of theaters the identical scriptrfedjyowritten
by a manl control for any differencesn content and fornbetweenplays written by
women and those written logen. Moreover, because tbleoserpennamesare fictitious
playwright reputatiorwill have no impact on the resultg o test the hypothesis that there
is discrimination against female playghis in the theater community at largasked
respondentsthe very people who make the decision of which plays to produce at their
theater, for their evaluation afach of the fourscrips. Some gestions targeted the
perceived ovell quality of the scriptieconomic pospects of the script, anguman
capital d the playwright. Other questions targeted perceived audience discrimination,
perceived discrimination by cast and crew, and actual discrimination by respondents

themselves.
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Within the questionson the perceivedjuality of the script | asked respondentso
rate the extent to which trseriptis an example of artistic exceptionalism, the likability
of the characters, and tisec r ilikelth@d of winning a prizeOnly one of these, the
extent to which the piece is an example of artistic exceptionalisimhie r es ponden
own subjective rating of the script. The remaining two, how likable the characters are and
how | i kely the script is to win a prize,
how positively the theater community more broadly wousposd to the script.

To test ifa scriptbearinga femalepennameis deemed to have poorer economic
prospects| askedfor thes c r ilikeltha@od of being produced, the venue size of best fit
if produced the projected quality of reviews, and how supportive s pondent sd t h
marketing directa would be of the scriptlf respondentsare awareé consciously or
subconsciously of discrimination against female playigihts in the theater community
at lage,| expect that the ratings of projected economic prospeétitde lower for scripts
bearing female penames. Foexample, do artistic directorsotice that some plays are
relegated to smaller venues purely because they are written by women? Adbdyiiabir
in additioni do artistic directors expe&ome playdo garner poorer reviewsist because
theybear a wo Mahe dikal qoeatiore on economic prospeatsiating to
respondent mabketing hdieeatds; ecoukl instead havebeen classified as a
measure ofvorker discrimination Snce, however marketing directors, as distinguished
from cast and crewdo not have direct interaction with playwright$ classify this
variableas a measure of perceived economic prospgastead After all, a marketing

di r e primaryjab $s to maximizeevenus athis/hertheater
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Moving away from potential discrimination in the theater community at large and
into more direct measws®f potential ascrimination in the respondedtheates, | asked
respondentsor the likelihood of production in theown theates. Any preference for the
otherwiseequivalent works bearing male peamesarise fromstatistical discrimination
or tastebased discrimination.

Statisticaldiscriminationoccuis amid imperfect information. In the case of the
actual scripi which is read in full by the artistic director or producer in selecting the
play for productiori there isnearperfect informatiorf® It is largely with regards to the

playwright, then, that there iofential forimperfect information. Artistic directors and

producers have noted that there are certain attributes of the playwright that are important

in deciding whetheor not to producdis/herwork. As one artistic director noted at the
Town HallMe et i ng of October 27-makih@@oBess [bWelra r t
play production] revolves around whether or not there is a hdinand the playwright

will be easy to work withFor example, you need to know if the playwright is able to
makerewr i t es . ltdés way more iIimportant wha

From the script aloneplaywright characteristics are not easily observable. Perhaps

of

t 6s

female playwrights have a reputation for being harder to work with or for being less

capalte of rewrites. Then, to the extent that gender is a good signal of one or more of

these characteristics, statistical discrimination could arise. If there is statistical

®To conserve respondentsd time, | did not ask
asked for their evaluation of approximately-fgage excaats which are reproduced in Appendix & the
real world theateindustry excerpts of this length are traditionalybmittedto artistic drectors These
decisionmakers can then request a full script from the playwright if they are preliminarilgsteer in
producing the work. If artistic directors are quicker to pass up on reading femitié: scripts in their
entirety, statistical discrimination could also arise wébards to the script.
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discriminaton in favor of male playwrights would expect that, even for preciselyeth
same script, female playwrights would receive lower ratings along these measures.

In addition, statistical discrimination could arise framt heat er 6 s unce|
about the pl aywri ght 0I§theaterkderive utiltyoat onlydm f ut ur
the playwright s phloauys et,h abtu tt haelys op rfordounc et hier
trajectory, and if female playwrights tend to have less successfutera than male
playwrights,then theaters would haaincentive to select a maleritten scrpt over an
identical femalewritten script. Potential reasons for a less successful future trajectory
among female playwrights include careers interrupted for child bearing or child rearing,
or future gender discrimination byther artistic directoré’ | therefore asid artistic
directors to rate the |ikelihood of the pl

Statistical discrimination aside, | alsgked questions targeting the thrggesof
tastebased discrimination as identified by Beckeustomer worker, and employer
discrimination To test for customer discrimination, | askeach respondent hoeager
hisslhert heat er 6s potenti al audi ence members wo
play would resonate witthis/hert heat er 6s audi e @are @d dreetmber s .
measwes of customer discriminationyather both are measuresof customer
discriminationas perceived by respondent® test for worker discriminatigragain as
perceived by respondentsasked both how easy it would be to cast the play aogv
eager crew and theater administratersuld be to work on the playFnally, to test for
employer discrimination within a given theater, | edkow easy it would bdor the

respondenthimself or herself to relate to the playwrightor somewhat subtler

?"This kind of statistical discrimination could createseif-enforcing equilibrium in which women who
write the same quality plays would have poorer outcomes even if their careers were interrupted no more
than those of their male counterparts.
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indicationsof employerdiscrimination, | also agld each respondentd rate how well the
script fits with his/hert heat er 6s mi ssi on statement and
his/her theater hgzroduced.

Finally, to study variation in the levels obfential discriminatiori or awareness
of discriminationi among different types of respondents, | codctlata on the
respondents and their theaters. In particular, e@s&r the number of stages in the
theater and the capacity of the largest stalgesd two attributes provide proxies for
theater size and revenue. | alsoeabk or t he t heater 6s couldssi on
shed some I ight on the respondentds motiva
reveal if his/hert h e at e r 6 sde cprmecting with playwrights with whom they
have historically worked, or advancing minority playwrights, or producing female
playwrights?® In my final questions, tollect data on the respondent. | askedhis/her

gender, role in the theater, yearbarth, ethnicity, and selflescribed political views.

5.2 DATA

5.2.1RESPONDENT CHARACTERITICS

In the Bweek period during which the survey was open, 82 of the 252 recipients
responded to the survey fota@al response rate of 33%0f the 170nonrespondents, 2
kindly responded via email witteasos the survey did not apply well to them. The most
frequenly reportedreasons for nomesporses came from comedy clubs specializmgll
original work that do not accept outside submissions, thealt production companies

that work on the development and production of new scriptsdbuiot have a hme

ZAlthough interesting in its own righttemenawaki ng r e
included largely as one of madgcoysto cover my true motivations of testing for gender discrimination.
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base, summer theaters that dat have the staff on hand fill out the survey given the

time of yeay and dinner theatespecializing in a vaety of niche productions.Online

investigation into each of the remaining 146 mespondents revealed that 13 others

were summer theaters, 9 had gone out of business, 9 were still in business but were

closed for the season for reasons other than beswraner theater, 9 were companies

without their own | ocation, 8 were childre

Shakespeare festivals. The number of eligible-m@pondents, or nerespondents for

which additional information could not be acas$sthus totaled 89 for an adjusted

response rate of 48%.a bl e 5. 4 di spl ays sumgeaderyyest ati s

of birth, and role in theater in addition to summary statisticsonthe t heat er sé nu

stages and theeating capacity othe largest stagef their theaterFor the purpose of

summary statistics, | transform all of these variables into indicagosept for

r e s p o ryeheoh birtbadd thenumber of stagesn r espondent sé6 theat e
The majority of respondentt66 percent)were artistic directors, the primary

decision makers of which play to produce. @& remaining respondents, most were

literary managers, the gdteepers deciding/hat will be passed on to the artistic directors

making the final production decision®@f all respondents, approximatelyalf were

female and half were maf@ The meanage of respondents at thine of survey

completion was 4&° In addition, respondentame from a broad range of theaters. The

average respondent worked at a theater with two stagéhen asked for the number of

?The equal number of male and female respondergsmewnhat surprising as it is frequently noted that
both the artistic director profession and the literary manager professe malelominated. Perhaps this is
an false perception, or perhafemale survey recipients were more likely to respond thtmeir male
counterparts

30 do not iinclude a b rdesaribedl poltical viefvs as eearly allrespomdentss ®@f s e | f
both genders (over 85% in both cases) described themselves as liberal or very liberal.
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seat s

windows provided: @9 seats, 16099 seats, 20099 seats, 30899 seats, and 46409

in th

ei r t he adfifth ofGesporidents getestdd eaxxch i thee |,

seats’
Table 5.4: Summary Statistics on Respondents and Their Theaters
Full Sample (1) Female Respondents (2) Male Respondents(3) Mean2=Mean3

Variable Sub-Variable Obs. Mean| Obs. Mean Obs| Mean p-value
Female Respondent 79 0.494 39 1.00( 404 0.00( 0.00(
Year of Birth 79 1959 39 1967 39 1957 0.379
Role in Theater Artistic Director 82 0.56] 39 0.564 40 0.60( 0.744
Literary Manager 82 0.28( 39 0.309 404 0.250 0.567
Producer 82 0.11d 39 0.07% 404 0.150 0.307
Other 82) 0.183 39 0.179 404 0.204 0.814
Theater's # of Stages 79 1.557 36 1.417 404 1.700 0.189
0-99 80) 0.269 39 0.309 404 0.17§ 0.164
# of Seats in Largest Stage |100-199 80 0.20( 39 0.154 408 0.250 0.289
200-299 80) 0.20( 39 0.179 404 0.225 0.615
300-399 80) 0.15( 39 0.12§ 404 0.175 0.564
400-499 80) 0.189 39 0.309 404 0.175 0.164

Notes: This table contains summary statistics on respondents and their theaters. The final column lists the p-value corresponding to the test of the null that the mean of the subsample wif

respondents equals the mean of the subsample with male respondents. All variables have been transformed into indicators except Year of Birth and Theater's # of Stages.

5.2.20UTCOME VARIABLES

This studyincludeseighteen outcome variables. @fe eighteen outcome variahles

t hree

ar e h

prospect s,

ol i st

and

c

measur es

t hree

ar

e

me a s scripeaside.olr

of

pl ay

ak

guali

t

addition, of theremaining outcome variablegneis a general measure of how likely the

respondent would be to select the script for productiorhigiher theater,two are

measures of tasteased customer discrimination, two are measures oftiasedworker

discrimination, one is direct measure of tastkased employer discriminatipandtwo

are indirect measures of employer discrimination, which medstres

p | wathytibes

f

responde nRranseach df the &2 eespondgrthave four observations for each

31| select these windows because they are the windows used in the determinataywating contracts

and therefore determine the fee paid to the playwright.
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of the outcome variables one observation corresponding to each of the four scripts; |
therefore have 328 observations for each outcome variablbut one of the outcome
variables fall on a 1 to 7 scakherel is the least favorable rating and 7 is the most
favorable rating; the final variable, label®@nuefalls ona scale of 1 to 5, similarly
ranging from the least favorable rating of 1 to the most favorable rating of 5. Table 5.5
contains definitions of each ohé& outcome variabledisted within their respective

groupings and eagahith its corresponding summary statistics.
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Table 5.5: Summary Statistics of Outcomes Variables

Outcome Category |Outcome Variable k]Definition Mean|S.D.
"On a scale of 1 to 7, to what extent
Play Quality Exceptional Yartistic exceptionalism?" 3.059 1.447
Likable 2" On a scale of 1 to 7, how | ikabl e ar g 3558 1694
"On a scale of 1 to 7, what is the 1|iK
Prize 3laward for this script?” 3.113 1.539
Aggregated Play
Quality 1, 2, J(Exceptional + Likable + Prize) / 3 3.220] 1.304
Play's Economic "On a scale of 1 to 7, what is the 1i§Q
Prospects Produced 4produced somewhere?" 4.024 1.510
"If produced, what would be the venue size of best fit for [Playwright's Name}'s play?'
Venue 5]99seats=1, 100-199seats=2, 200-299seats=3, 300-399seats=4, 400-499seats=5) 1.814 0.894
"If produced, on a scale of 1 to 7, how positive would you expect the reviews of
Reviews 6 Pl aywrightos First Name}'s play to be 3689 1.334
Alf you have a marketing director, on
Marketing Director 7di rector be of producing {Playwright6s| 3479 2.17d
Aggregated
Economic Prospects 4,5, 6, J(Produced + (7/5)Venue + Reviews + Marketing Director)/4 3.253] 1.112
Production in AOn a scale of 1 to 7, how eager woul d
Respondent's Theate|You Produce 8|script?" 2.473 1.66(
Playwright's Human "On the basis of the excerpt alone, acknowledging that you have incomplete informat}
Capital Re-writes 9ghow capable do you think {Playwright 6s| 4149 1.40d
"On the basis of the excerpt alone, acknowledging that you have incomplete informat
Work With 10how easy would it be to work with {Pl & 4204 1.247
"“"Based exclusively on this excerpt, on
Future 11JFirst Name}'s potential for future success?" 4,054 1.509
Aggregated Human
Capital 9, 10, 1}(Re-writes + Work With + Future) / 3 4,127 1.192]
Customer "On a scale of 1 to 7, how eager would your potential audience members be to see
Discrimination Audience 12{Playwright's Name]'s play?" 2.954 1.571
"On a scale of 1 to 7, to what extent
Resonate Audience 13resonate with your audience members?" 3.064 1.709
Aggregated Customd]
Discrimination 12, 13 (Audience + Resonate Audience) / 2 3.006] 1.58(
Employee "On a scale of 1 to 7, how easy would it |be
Discrimination Cast 14play?" 5.29] 1.749
"On a scale of 1 to 7, how eager would the crew and theater administrators be to wor|
Crew 19{ Pl aywrightos First Name}'s play?" 3.331 1.727
Aggregated Employe|
Discrimination 14, 19(Cast + Crew) / 2 4.304] 1.368]
Employer "On the basis of the excerpt alone, acknowledging that you have incomplete informat}
Discrimination Relate lghow easy would it be to relate to {Pl g 4281 1.334
"On a scale of 1 to 7, to what extent
Fit with Theater Mission Statement 17theater's mission statement?" 3.001 1.924
"On a scale of 1 to 7, how similar is
Similar 1ghave produced?" 2.719 1.699
Aggregated Fit with
Theater 16, 17, 14(Mission Statement + Similar) / 2 2.870| 1.67q

Notes: This table presents each of the outcome variables tested in the audit study, each along with its definition, mean, and standard deviation in the full sample of. The number of observat|

368 as each of the 82 respondents rated each of the four scripts along each metric.
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5.2.3REVEALED IMPORTANCEOF VARIABLES

While it will be informative to know of any statistical discrimination or of any of
the three forms of tasteased discrimination, these results will be most meaningful when
considered with an eye to how responsive the actual decision of whether or not to
produce a script is to these forwfsdiscrimination. Thereifre, | first analyze theevealed
importance ofeach of theoutcome variableso whether or not a script is predicted to
reach productionl analyze the revealed importance of each outcome varoabh to
whether or not the script is predicted to reach produdtioespondentstheaters and to
whether or not the script is predicted to reach productioientheater community at
large.

Results of regressinyouProduce which measures how eager the respondent
would be to produce the script lims/hertheater,on the set of other measuiasluded in
the survey indicatéhatthe questions addressed in the audit study comprehensively cover
the primary factors considered/ bespondents in their decision of whether or not to
produce a scriptOver 83% of the variation in how eager the respondent would be to
produce any given script is explained by variation in the sixteen other outcome variables
(R’= 0.8320)* Results are displayed in Tatbs6.Re spondent sd rsefport ed
producing the scrippre mo s t highly <correlated with the
audience appeal, artistic exceptionalisaind fit with theirtheates. Any evidence of
lower ratng for scripts bearing female p@@ames along these measures may provide
meaningful explanations for the small number of fervaléten scripts that reach

production.

32 Of the eighteen total outcome variables, in this model one is a dependent variable, sigteen ar
independent variables, and the final variaBl@duced,s exempted as it is a measure of whether the script
is predicted to be produced by the theater community at.large
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A regression ofProduced,which measurs how likely respondents believe the
script is to be produced at some theater, on the set of other measures included in the
surveyreveas that nearly 70% of the variation in how likely respondents believe other
theaters are to produce any given script is explained by variatidourteen of the
outcame variables. Resulre displayed in Table 5%The perceived likelihood of a
script being producelly the theater community at large most highly correlatedith
t he spmgerceivpd edaomic prospects and likelihoodvaining a prize or award
While artistic directors claino select scripts for production basen their audiencesn
artistic quality, andn the quality ofit with their theaterthey perceive artistic directors
in other theatert select scripts for production based largatyeconomic prospects and

on theexternal validation of prizes and awards.

% 0Of the eighteen total outcome variables, in this model Breguced,is a depadent variable, fourteen
are indepndent variables, and thespondenspecific measuresyouProduce, MissionStatemerstnd
Smilar, are exempted.
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Table 5.6: Revealed Importance of Outcome Variable

Outcome Categon Outcome Variable K (YouProduce, |(Produced;
0.147*** 0.097°
Play Quality Exceptione 1 (0.048 (0.057
0.093* 0.02i
Likable 2 (0.050 (0.058
-0.00¢ 0.270***
Prize 3 |©0.050 (0.062
-0.118* 0.122°
Play's Economic Prospe Venue 5 (0.061 (0.071
0.04¢ 0.277***
Review: 6 l©.052 (0.070
0.05: -0.03-
Marketing Directo 7 (0.039 (0.039
0.08: 0.0z
Playwright's Human Capi Rewrites 9 (0.060 (0.069
-0.07¢ -0.10z
Work With 10 |(0.088 (0.100
-0.01< 0.164**
Future 11 |(0.057 (0.067
0.129° 0.06¢
Customer Discriminatic Audienct 12 |(0.076 (0.087
0.205*** -0.02¢
Resonate Audien 13 |(0.066 (0.074
0.071* 0.03¢
Employee Discriminatic Cas 14  [(0.031 (0.036
0.05¢ 0.108°
Crew 15 (0.056 (0.065
0.172** -0.021
Employer Discriminatio Relatt 16  [(0.084 (0.095
0.305***
Fit with Theate Mission Stateme 17  ](0.045 N/A
0.094**
Similar 18  |(0.045 N/A
R-squarec 0.832( 0.690¢

Notes: This table contains results of the regression ¢

respondent reports being to produce the script in his / her theater , a
likely the respondent believes it is that the script will be produced by the theater community at larc
remaining relevant outcome variables. Each regression had 328 observations, one observation for
four scripts for each of the 82 respondents. HWhite standard errors are reported in parentheses. *, *

*** indicate significance athe 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respecti\

YouProduce which measures how likely t
Producec which measures hc
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5.3 METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

5.3.1GENERAL ANALYSIS

For the full sampld study whether respondent so
playwrightdepend on the | a y w rpurgphedg@rgler. To that end, | perform an OLS
regression of each of the eighteamtomme variables on playwrigigiender, controlling
for the script. That is, | estimate

O0¢0€E 5.1:

6= | &+ 1 P D ED | Wb+ | G 0r | I Bt | Q00+ -
wherek denotes the outcome variablg@= 1,2,8 ,18), i denotes respondentandj
denotes scripts@h ¢ & | Whais a dummy variable equal tb if the pername
attached to scrigjtsent to respondemtwas female;Yd ‘Qdis a dimmy variable equal
to 1 if scriptj was purportedly written by George or Jennifer Hafb, 05-4s a dummy
variable equal to 1 if the scriptwas purportedly written by Steven or Susan Allen, and
"Yd "Q80qis a dummy variable equal to 1 if the scijiptas purportedly written by Larry
or Lisa Young®® Results are displayed in Table5.

To study differences in eaatf the previouslydefined g r o u presaltg ari@ing
from differencesin playwright gender| employ the seemingly unrelated regression
model developed by Arnold Zellner (1962). In geneiak | | teehnidue is used to
analyze a system of multiple equations with cregsation parameter restrictions and
correlated error terms. The reported results are the averages across the coefficients on

FemalePlaywright within each grouping, with their associhtestandard errors.

3 In order to avoid perfect multolinearity, | do not include a dummy variable to identify the script
purpatedly written by George or Jennifer Hall.
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Specifically, | estimate| ;Q: ﬁB‘}?d 19 where g indexes groupings and Q=

TG 1,8 &, where("JG 1,8 ¢ are the outcome variabl@s groupirg "Q* Results are
displayed in Tabl®.7.

As reportedn Table 5.7, lheratings garnered by female paames along all three
holistic measures of play quality are lower than those garnered by matempesfor
precisely the same scrgpin the case oLikable the estimate of the coefficient48.803
(95% CI: F1.280,-0.32%5]) and thenegativeresult is statistically significanthat the 1%
significance levelOn a 1 to 7 scale, then, the exact same charactepe@eived to be
about fourfifths of a point less likable when the peame is femaleAggregatingthe
three halstic measures of play qualitiye. creating an average of their coefficiemtgh
the corresponding standard erroeveals thatscripts bearing a female peame are
deemed to be of lower quality than precisely the same scripts bearing a malgngen
Specifically, female pemames garner a rating about 0.30 points lower on a 1 to 7 scale
(95% CI: [0.582,-0.02]).

Overall, | find not only lower perceived quality, but also poorer perceived
economic prospects when a script bears a femalengee(95% Qd: [-0.501,-0.033]).
Nonetheless, responderdppear to beequally eager to produce scripts irrespective of
playwright genderln addition, whilerespondentperceive someavorker discrimination,
especially by crew members, they perceive insignificant customer discrimination and do
not appear todiscriminate themselved-inally, since the coefficients oriRewrites,
WorkWith,and Future are indistinguishable from zero, | find no eswmte of statistical

discrimination.

% When aggregating, | scale upnuethe one variable not already on a 1 to 7 scale, by (7/5).
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Table 5.7: Results of Equation 5.1, Coefficient c FemalePlaywright

- 3
Outcome Categor) Outcome Variable k U
Exceptione 1 -0.20¢
Play Quality (0.167
Likable 2 -0.568***
(0.169
Prize 3 -0.132
(0.172
Aggregated Play Quali 1,2, -0.303*
(0.142
Produce 4 -0.18¢
Play's Economic Prospe (0.162
Venue 5 -0.14:
(0.010
Review: 6 -0.19¢
(-0.149
Marketing Directo 7 -0.484**
(0.244
Aggregated Economic Prospe 4,5, 6, -0.267*
(0.120
Production inrRespondent's Thea You Produc 8 -0.050
(0.182
Playwright's Human Capi Rewrites 9 0.010
(0.157
Work With 10 0.00¢
(0.139
Future 11 -0.05;
(0.171
Aggregated Human Capi 8,9,10,1 0.01¢
(0.131
Customer Discriminatic Audience 12 -0.080
0.170
Resonate Audien 13 -0.12¢
(0.186
Aggregated Customer Discriminat 12, 1¢ -0.10z
(0.169
Employee Discriminatic Cas 14 -0.22%
(0.185
Crew 15 -0.405**
(0.190
Aggregated Employee Discriminati 14, 1t -0.314**
(0.144
Employer Discriminatio Relate 16 0.011
(0.148
Fit with Theate Mission Stateme 17 -0.092
(0.227
Similar 18 -0.12:
(0.189
Aggregated Fit with Theat 16, 17, 1 -0.10¢
(0.187
Overal Total 1-18 -0.15¢
(0.115

Notes: This table reports the results of a regression of each outcome variable on the gender of the playwright, camtinell&ogify

HuberWhite standard errors are reported in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and :

respectively
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5.3.2 EXTENSION COMPARISON OF RESUL® BY RESPONDENT GENBR

Ideally, in order to compare male respondents and feragf@ndentsresponses
to scriptsbearingmale and femalpennames| would have randomized over the gender
of recipients. Since, however,most of the contact information obtained frofie
Dramatists Sourcebook, 94 dition and 2008 Dramatists Guild Resource Directatid
not contain the name of the recipieand sincethe email addresses were often of a
generic form such as i nfo@ t heat eeveds n
specul ation of the corresponding recipie
versions over the gender of the recipient, it is nonetheless informative to separate the
male respondents from the female respondents and compare results.

Inspectionof the summary statistics previously presentetflable 5.4 revealthat
male respondentsand female respondentsave similar characteristicsThere are no
statistically significant differences iroles between the gendgm@pproximately equal
proportiors of respondent®f each gendeare artistic directors, literary managers, and
producers. In addition, there is no statistically significant difference in the size of the
theaters at which maland female respondents workemmand women in this sample
work at theaters with approximately equal nunsbef stages and at theaters with an
approximately equal numkseof seats in theilargeststages?®

| re-estimate Equation 5.1 separately for male respondents and female
respondents. Results alesplayedin Table5.8. On aygregate, male respondeatssign

nearly identical ratings to a script irrespective of the gender of thagoee Female

% Female respondents askghtly, though not statistically significantly, more likely to work either at a very
smadl theater with less than 99 seats in its largest stage, or at a very large theater, with more than 400 seats
in its largest stage.
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respondents, howeveassign markedly lower ratings to a script wileat script bears a
female pemame The lowerratings assigned by female respondents to purportedly
femalewritten scripts may be attributable to Ightened awareness among female
respondentsf the barriers faced by female playwrights.

Female respondentbelieve a script purportedly written by womerwill be
perceivedby the theater communitp be oflower overall quality, aggregation of the
coefficients onExceptional, Likableand Prizebased on Zel |l ner6s (1
unrelated regressions model yields a statistically significantly negativiiceosg.
However, émale respondents do niport personally believing that script with a
female pemame is of lower quality. Specifically, female respondents assign lower
ratingsfor Likable and Prize when a script has a female peame;these questions ask
generally if the characters are likable and how likely it is that the playwright will win a
prize. In the more personal rating measuring the extent to which the respondent herself
deems the play tde an example of artistic exceptionalisnm contrast female
respondentassign a given script the same ratimgspective of playwrilgt gender

Female respondents also deem purportedly femateen works to have poorer
economic prospects and to face both customer and worker discriminatibough
female respondents report being approximately equally likely to produce a script in their
own theaters irrespective of playwright gendbeyperceive a script to be less likely to
be producedvy the theater community at large and to be less @tgg by their own
marketing directors when the peame is female. Moreover, female respondents believe
thata femalewritten scriptwill have less audience appeal dnatcrew membersvill be

less eager to work on the scripinally, perhaps as a resudf the perceived customer and
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worker discrimination, female respondents deem a script bearing a femalarpeto fit

less well with their theater
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Table 5.8: Results of Equation 5.1, Coefficient oRemalePlaywrightby Respondent Gender

Male Respondents

Female Respondents

Chi-Squared Test

Outcome
Category Outcome Variable |k 0k 0K p-value
-0.069 -0.348
Play Quality Exceptional 1 (0.244) (0.234) 0.464
-0.266 -0.803***
Likable 2 (0.241) (0.242) 0.147
0.149 -0.500**
Prize 3 (0.263) (0.229) 0.058*
Aggregated Play -0.0162 -0.550***
Quality 1,2,3 (0.206) (0.201) 0.254
Play's Economic -0.049 -0.443**
Prospects Produced 4 (0.242) (0.220) 0.202
-0.041 -0.246
Venue 5 (0.126) (0.153) 0.269
-0.228 -0.262
Reviews 6 (0.230) (0.200) 0.862
-0.242 -0.745%*
Marketing Director 7 (0.361) (0.333) 0.328
Aggregated Economid -0.144 -0.449%**
Prospects 4,5,6,7 [(0.1722) (0.171) 0.581
Production in 0.076 -0.319
Respondent's You Produce 8 (0.271) (0.252) 0.297
Playwright's 0.145 0.027
Human Capital |Re-writes 9 (0.235) (0.222) 0.713
0.062 -0.044
Work With 10 (0.214) (0.191) 0.751
0.020 -0.217
Future 11 (0.252) (0.245) 0.448
Aggregated Human 0.076 -0.078
Capital 9,10,11 |(0.193) (0.186) 0.430
Customer 0.237 -0.427*
Discrimination  [Audience 12 (0.250) (0.241) 0.061*
0.069 -0.472*
Resonate Audience (13 (0.269) (0.262) 0.171
Aggregated Customer 0.153 -0.449*
Discrimination (0.246) (0.243) 0.258
Employee -0.143 -0.365
Discrimination  [Cast 14 (0.272) (0.257) 0.527
-0.125 -0.721%*
Crew 15 (0.287) (0.264) 0.127
Aggregated Employes -0.134 -0.543**
Discrimination 14, 15, (0.209) (0.205) 0.135
Employer 0.104 -0.114
Discrimination  [Relate 16 (0.225) (0.206) 0.513
0.173 -0.586**
Fit with Theater |Mission Statement |17 (0.341) (0.294) 0.122
0.103 -0.524*
Similar 18 (0.264) (0.275) 0.116
Aggregated Fit with 0.138 -0.555**
Theater 16, 17,18 |(0.263) (0.262) 0.065*
0.009 -0.387**
Overall Total 1-18 (0.164) (0.167) 0.166

Notes: This table reports the results of a regression of each of the outcome variables on playwright gender, controlling for the script. Huber-Wh
errors are reported in parentheses. Results presented in this table arise from separating the full sample into one subsample with the 39 female
and one subsample with the 40 male respondents. In the sample of female respondents, there is one observation for each of the four scripts fo
female respondents for a total of 156 observations; in the subsample of male respondents, moreover, there are 160 observations. The final col
the p-value corresponding to the test of the null hypothesis that the coefficieamatePlaywrightis the same in the female subsample as in the malq

subsample. *, **, and *** indicates significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
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5.3.3 EXTENSION COMPARISON OF RESUL® BY PROTAGONIST GENDER

In addition to my primary analysis of how wti@ns to all four of the scriptgary
with playwright gender, | also examine howreactions tothe two scripts with male
protagonists vary with playwright gender as compared toreastions tdhe two scripts
with female protagonists vary with playwright gender.

Importantly, the design of thistudycontrok experimentally only for the gender
of the playwrightnot alsofor the gender of thprotagonistAn experimental design that
variesprotagonist genden addtion to playwright gendewould be feasible, in particular
if scripts with otherwise gendereutral protagonist@re chosen. lIdo not, however,
employ such an experimental design in this study becaarseprimarily interested the
relationship between playvgfit gender and play productidh.

While not part of the experimental design, examinimayv the gendeof the
protagonist influences reactions to playwright gender provides some interesting insights
into the relationshipamongproduction, playwright gender, and protagonist gendhis
is not as noteda perfect test of the relationshiygcauseScripts A and C differ from
Scripts B and D nobnly in protagonist gendeAny results of the effect of protagonist
gendermay thereforebe confounded with other attributes that differ between the scripts
with male protagonists arttle scriptswith female protagonists.

As abroackr generalization, Scripts A and €e a | with menbds worl
tells the stoarny elfddrhley EAfpreirccan man with a

his interactions with hisa sgefebentifial ppost

37 Any additional variation in, for example, protagonist gender would reduce the probability of finding
statistically signifcant results holding the sample size constant. Therefore, in this study, each of the scripts
is a unique script and only playwright gender is randomly assigned.
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C, meanwhile, provides window into the lives of two teenage boys playing video

games; one of the boysjd an, i s a foster child in the o
Scripts B and D, I n ¢ o nS$cripaBrevplvesiazoarld wi t h
Luanne, i t h earmed| ntothem avtio econtfois ewverytusition and everyone

aroundhep and Carl elemve fdmud niedcrie@masi ngly bitt
meanwhié, tells the story of fortgix-yearold Hizabethand her best frientae with
whosenineteeryearold sonElizabeth is having an affair
To examine any differences arising from protagonist gerat, more generally,
from the gender slant of the conteimt,the relationship between playwright gender and
outoome variables estimate
MoweE 5.2:
QR =1 &+ 1 PAH D8 Dlgot T 2K DD it T 220 Qo+ T 2 Qb

+1 R0+ G,
" OEQH Oi-gois a dummy variable equal to 1 réspondent was assigned a female
penname for scrip} and if scriptj has a female protagoni&fii 0 mf)lm meanwhile,
is a dummy variable equal to 1rdspondent was assigned a female peame for script
j and if scriptj has a male protagonisto test thenull hypothesis that ratings vary only
with playwright gender and the individual scripand not wih the interaction of
playwright gender and protagonist gendértest thenull hypothesis that ;Q:T 29
Results displayedin Table 5.9 indicate thatthe effect of playwright genderis
approximately the same for the scripts with female protagonists as for the scripts with

male protagonists. There are, however, three notable exceptions.
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First, female playwrights are more penalized for their genideratings of
character likability vimen the characters are female than when the characters are male
Recall that, aggregating across the four scripts, precisely the same chasaeters
perceived as less likable when the script bears a fepemlename. In factiowever,the
gender otthe pernamedoesnot statistically significantly alter the results lakable for
the scripts with male protagonistsis only for the scripts with female protagonidtsat
the presence of a female peamelowersratings in the femaleprotagonist scripts, the
presence of a female p@ame lowers ratings bgne full pointon a 1 to 7 scaleThe
difference in the effect of a female ppame on likability of characters between the
scripts with male protagonists and the scripts with female protagonists is sighétdle
5% level®

Second, forthe key outcome variablBroduced the penalization fora female
penname isalso greatefor the scripts with female protagonists than for the scrijis w
male protagonists. Fdhe scripts with male protagonists, theesene of a female pen
nameactuallyincreaseslightly the perceived likelihood of being producedthough the
effect is not statistically significanEor the scripts with female protagonistscontrast
the presece of a female pename reducethe perceived likelihood of being produced by
about 0.5 point®on a scale of 1 to 7.

The thirddifference in the effecdbf a female peimame between the scripts with
female protagonists and the scripts with male protagomkttes to the tcome variable
Rewrites. Here, my results indicate that the difference between the ratings garnered by

male and female pemames works in the verse direction, in favor of women writing

% Recall that, because | did not randomize over gender of the protagonist holding cmmgitint, there
could be confounding variables in play.
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about women Female playwrights are deemed tde more capable of performing-re
writes on the scripts with female protagonitan their male counterparésd equally
capableof performing rewrites on the scripts with malerotagonists. This result may
arise from a beliefthat afemale playwrightis be t e r able to under s
experiences and, therefothataf e ma |l e p lwatyngyprocegsis maresfluid than
that of amale playwrightwhen the subject matter is women.

Finally, | reestimateEquation 5.%eparating the sample by respondent gefider.
On aggregate, male respondents do not penalize female playvioigtitsir gender,
irrespective of protagonist gend&emale respondents, however, penalize female
playwrights more for scripts with female pagbnists than for scripts with male
protagonists. While female respondents deem {piad&agonist scripts to be equally
likely to reach production regardless of the gender of the playwright, they deem-female
protagonist scripts to be less likely to reacbduction when the playwright is female.
This may be driven in part by the perception among female respondents that, while
characters in malprotagonist scripts are equally likable irrespective of playwright
gender, characters in femaleotagonist scriptare significantly less likable when the

playwright is female.

% Results are available upon request.
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Table 5.9: Results of Equation 5.2, Coefficients orRemPIFemPr and FemPIMalPr

Outcome Category Outcome Category k b, le* p-value for Hy: 16 B*
Play Quality Exceptional 1 -0.212 -0.205
(0.234) (0.238) 0.983
Likable 2 -0.953*** -0.212
(0.238) (0.239) 0.035%
Prize 3 -0.247 -0.016
(0.242) (0.245) 0.502
Aggregated Play Quality 1,2,3 -0.461** -0.144
(0.218) (0.181) 0.264
Play's Economic Prospects JProduced 4 -0.502** 0.133
(0.227) (0.228) 0.049%*
Venue 5 -0.182 -0.102
(0.135) (0.137) 0.675
Reviews 6 -0.285 -0.112
(0.210) (0.212) 0.563
Marketing Director 7 -0.113 -0.862**
(0.342) (0.342) 0.125
Aggregated Economic 4,5,6,7 -0.289 -0.246
Prospects (0.178) (0.158) 0.858
Production in Respondent'sfYou Produce 8 -0.309 0.213
Playwright's Human CapitaljRe-writes 9 0.348* -0.185
(0.220) (0.221) 0.074*
Work With 10 0.208 -0.193
(0.196) (0.197) 0.149
Future 11 -0.225 0.097
(0.248) (0.237) 0.350
Aggregated Human Capital 8, 9, 10, 11 ]0.119 -0.094
(0.191) (0.180) 0.418
Customer Discrimination  JAudience 12 -0.327 0.172
(0.238) (0.241) 0.141
Resonate Audience 13 -0.241 -0.006
(0.263) (0.264) 0.529
Aggregated Customer 12,13 -0.284 0.084
Discrimination (0.257) (0.217) 0.275
Employee Discrimination [Cast 14 -0.199 -0.248
(0.262) (0.263) 0.597
Crew 15 -0.459* 0.350
(0.269) (0.208) 0.776
Aggregated Employee 14, 15 0.329* -0.299
Discrimination (0.196) (0.210) 0.917
Employer Discrimination Relate 16 0.175 -0.155
(0.208) (0.210) 0.264
Fit with Theater Mission Statement 17 -0.034 -0.158
(0.314) (0.330) 0.785
Similar 18 0.057 -0.309
-0.265 (0.270) 0.335
Aggregated Fit with Theater |16, 17, 18 0.012 -0.234
(0.262) (0.267) 0.513
Overall Total 1-18 -0.195 -0.141
(0.175) (0.151) 0.814
Note: This table reports the results of regressing each of the outcome variables on the interaction between

playwright and a female protagonist as well as the interaction between a female playwright and a male prot
controlling for script. Huber-White standard errors are reported in parentheses. The final column reports thd
corresponding to a test of the null that the coefficients on the two interaction terms are equal. *, **, and *** j
significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively
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5.4 CONCLUSION

While results of this audit study provide no evidence of statistical discrimination,
they do provideevidence oftastebased discrimination in theater. Femualgtten plays
are perceived burtistic directors and literary managéosbe oflower overall quality to
have poorer economic prospectsd to face worker discrimination. These results are
most pronounced ihin the sample of femaleespondents, whalso perceive customer
discrimination against female playwrights and belithata script fits less well with their
theater when that script is purportedly written by a womanaddition, thetheater
community seems to reaptrticularly aversey to women writing about womeirlays
with female protagonists graccording to respondents, less likely to reach produdtion
theybear a female pename this result arises ipart because femaleritten characters
areless well receivetvhen purportedly written by women.

There are several potential limitations to my results. Critiqaivegaudit study,
Heckman (1998)writes i A-designédl audit study could uncover many individual
firms that disaminate, while at the same time the marginal effect of discrimination on
t he wages of empl oyeWhiwloe ke hb s questidhd&re bet z e\
effective in finding discrimination within individuakheaters,discrimination at the
individual level is different from digonination at the group level. As demonstrated in
Be ¢ k €197 )smodel of discriminatiorthe causal effect déeing a playwright who is
femaleis defined by the margindaheaterwith which themarginalfemale playwright
deals. That is, the effect of market discrimination is not determined by the most
discriminatorytheatersin the marketor by the average level of discrimination among

theatersRather, the effect of market discrimination isedsined at the margin.
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In addition,this nature of thisaudit study may suffer from hypothetical bid$e
benefits of a more realistic study, however, are likely outweighed by the benefits of this
hypothetical studyA more realistic studywhich couldbe undertaken in future research,
would consist of sending out script excerpts ammmparingthe rates at which survey
recipientsrequestull versions of the scripts with female paames and with male pen
namesWhile such astudywould test for the existence of gender discriminatiowoitild
not provide insights into the sourcestbé potentiadiscrimination {(.e. decompose any
discrimination intostatistical discriminatiorand/orany of the three types of tadtased
discrimiration).

Since the primary goal of this study was to decompose any potential
discrimination into its sources$,chose instead teend out a hypothetical survey. This
facilitated asking a broad range of more specific questlmidargeted more than juke
final decision of whether or not to produce a scripthéreby illuminateddifferences
arising from playwright gendein reactions toscripts along a variety of metricand
provided tests of both statistical discrimination and each of the three types dfdasste
discrimination. However, sincesurvey questionsasked for example, how eager
respondentsvould be to produce the scripthe results of this study may sufférom
hypothetical bias.

In the next chapten, overcome the potentidlypothetical biasnherent in this
experimental desigihy comparingthe quality of themalewritten and femalavritten

works actually in production.
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CHAPTER 6

CHICAGO PRICE THEORYON BROADWAY

In the preceding chapted took an experimental approach to testing for
discrimination. By includingjuestions targeting each type of potential discriminatios
survey shed light on some of the specific factors driving the smiatlber of fenale
written plays However, lecause the results may suffer from hypothetical bias, the
guestionremains: Is there, in practice, discrimination against female playwrights? In this
chapter | compare the quality ahe femalewritten productions on Broadwawer the
past decad¢o the quality of their malaritten counterpartin the absence ofender
discrimination by the artistic directorselecting scripts for production expect the
marginal femalewritten and malevritten scripts chosen for productionto be of

approximately equal quality (Chapter 3).

6.1 THEORY: TESTING FORDISCRIMINATION VIA PROFITS

The challenge instudying playwriting, as instudying most any art, is that
opi ni ons ab o widelyfaaossapkople, gndl mayanbehighly contentious.
One could put faith in the critics and useneasure of how positive theviewsareas a
measure of the quality of a play. Perhaps, éwav, the critics themselves discriminate
Alternatively, one could rely othe receipt ofplaywriting awardsas a measure of the
quality of theplaywright and then assuntieat this translates directlynto the quality of
any play written by that playwright. Members of awards committees, howevay, also
discriminate. In addition, it seems tenuous ttoapolate the quality of any one play from

the quality of the playwright; even playwriting geses write the occasional flgmd ne
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names write the occasional geniuerk. In relying on either reviews or awards to
determine play quality, moreover, qudictition of observed outcomesdds an additional

di mension of complexity. Do tnlaeeviewsigniys A br i
different levels of quality Andwhich playwright is of higher qualitythe winner of the

OO0 Nei | I Th e aotthewinnBrofahgPO¥ Restval?

Broadwayisa uni que Vv enueoadfaplayalaast framhtee pding u al i t
of view of theBroadway theaters themselyesin be measured by profitabilifjhe term
ABroadwayo refers t oeaterswith 309 orimare spas logated ine s s |
the Theater District of New Yor&ity. What is unique about Broadway as compared to
the many nosprofit, often smaller theateecross Americas that, with the exception of
its three norprofit theater companiesr8adway theaters seek to maximize prdfits.

Whereas a test of the null hypothesis tin&t marginal malsvritten and female
written plays are of equal qualig a testof no discrimination in what follows |
demonstrate thatsing profitability as a proxfor qualityis more specifically a tesff no
employer discriminationExamination of play profitsdoes not providensight into
whether there is customand/orworker discrimination.

As developedn Chapter 2the profitdifferentialbetween a malevritten play and

a femalewritten play can be expressed as
O6c€E 6.1:
"o "o= M fMo.Eoio foio ZMoltotdotdo (B 0p.i@e Golol,deg

('Q+&y R+ do)

% Most nonprofit firms, meanwhile, appear to engage in leasit production (see, for example,
Newhouse, 1970).
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Again assume twmtherwise identicascripts one written by a man and the other written
by a wanan. Because they aotherwise identicalthe plays are of equal quality( =
No. For now, assume also that the plays would be performed on stages of equal size
(iy = i for the same number of wWeeE; = €9, andthatthe fees paid to playwrights
andall otherfixed costsof the two plays are equélQ + ¢ = '@+ ©g.*

Assumethere isboth customer and worker discriminatioaidience members
prefer to see the maleritten play, and cast andrew prefer to work on the maleritten
play.*? Equation 5.1thenbecomes

O6C0EE 6.2:
e e e M (MED). .« . . . a e
o o= Np(N.el) (1+—%) el (o 0p,1,0 Ly (1+Q)1,w)eE
Customerdiscrimination wuld drive down the revenues accrued by fémmalewritten
work. Worker discrimination meanwhile,would drive up the cost®f producingthe
femalewritten work Therefore, bth customer andorker discriminatiorare accounted
for in a comparison gprofits between the two playk

In general terms, employecan discriminate by refusing to hire someone with a

marginal value greater thams/hermarginal cost; in the context of play production,

“1In subsequent empirical analyses, | consideether weeks in production do, in practice, vary with
playwright gender.

2 Since the scrigs are otherwise identical, a preference for the maitten work among audience
membersis overt customer discrimination. A perhaps more prevalent source of eeidieeference for
malewritten works could arise if the scripts were not otherwise identical. In this case, audience members
could prefer the malarritten work because they have a taste for the types of works written by men. This is
not overt discriminatio. In fact, if a key endjoal of theater is connection with the audience, this is a
wholly reasonable measure of play quality. Understandably, the average woman writes a different kind of
play than does the average maminne &b met hque, iypet hes
termed, may have less appeal to audiences and, therefore, lower profitability. However, any such
differences will be accountefdr by the variableg, the quality of the playin the model. If one assumes
approximately egal costs in producing femaleritten and malewritten plays, then, maleritten plays

would be more profitable. This alone could justify the greater number ofwmiten works selected by
artistic directors for production.
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define themarginal value of a play dhatp | a y 6 s itpand the mamgibal dostf a

play as the profitability of the relevant alternative play that could instead be statjed in

the theater. Interms similar to those of Becker, when faced with two plays, a-male
written play with profitabilitya; and a femalevritten play with profitabilityao, a
discriminatoryartistic director selecs the female play only ikg1 dg > Ay wWhere

dqis the discrimination coefficient measuwy the intensity ot h a t e mastedoy er 6 s

discrimination.

6.2 EMPIRICS: TESTING FOR DISCRIMNATION VIA PROFITS

6.2.1METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES

In order to isolate employer discriminatjoh would like to definea playd s
Aqual iit total prafis Total profits in turn, are the difference betweeriotal
revenus andtotal coss. Unfortunately, production costs are unpublished and difficult to
estimate accuratelfsrom the available datanly total revenues are observablénese
total revenues can be separated into avenaggkly revenues and run lengths, where a
p | a yrlengttr isidefined as the number of weeks the play remains in produntion
what follows | present estimates of differences in weekdyenues and run lengths
between femalavritten and malevritten plays on BroadwayUsing either weekly
revenues or rutengths as proxies f@rofits has strengths and weaknesses.

Two issues are important farsing differences inaverage weekly revenuds
estimate differences iprofits between femalsvritten and malevritten productions
First, if plays written bywomen tend to have different production costs than those written

by men my estimates of gender differences in profitability will be biasegarticular, if
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women write plays with lowethigher)production costs than do men, using revenues as a
proxy for profits to measure quality will place a downwafapward) bias on my
estimates of discriminationlf, however, femalavritten plays do not tend to have
different production costs than malgitten plays,using average weeklrevenues as a
measure of profs will provide unbiased estimates @hployerdiscrimination Second,
even ifthe only difference in production costs between the genders would arise from
worker discrimination, rejection of the null hypothesis that the marginalwraken and
femalewritten plays have the same revenues only implies discrimination by employers
and/orby workers; it does not allometo distinguish between employer discrimination
and worker discrimination.

Two issues are important foine analysis of discrimination usirdifferencesin
run-lengthsbetween femalevritten and maleawvritten production First, f | assumethat
the decision ofwhether or not to keep a show on Broadwsygeterminedonly by the
extent to whichthat show advances the goal of nearly all Broadwlagatersi profit
maximizationi a comparison of rutengthsbetter controls for any noise from variation
in production costs between the gend#ran does a comparison of average weekly
revenues Specifically since some of the variation in production costs between the
genders may arise from worker discrimination, this methodolemyld target employer
discrimination more preciselysecondhowever,run-lengthsare only a good proxy for
total profitsif | maintain the assumption that the decision of whethrenotto keep a
show on Broadway is determined solely by the goal of profit maximizdfibrelax this
assumptionand considerthat decisiormakers in Broadway theaters may take into

account their own &ies not onlyin deciding whether or not to accept a play for
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production, but alsen decidinghow long to produce that show, Hengths areno longer
a good proxy for total profitsFor example, téhe extent thaartistic directordrave some
preferencdor keeping malevritten works in production, femaleritten works may have
run lengths equal to the run lengths of rmaléten works, even amidhigher profits
accrued by femalavritten works
Regardless of my measure of qualltgm forced tesubstitute average valuts
mar gi nal values. How womalkwitteo or &emalearittenne t he
play on Broadway? One option would be taexne plays just ofBroadway. Revenue
and run length data faiays just offBroadway are, howevefar more challenging to
obtain. | therefore examine the plays actually on Broadwayrdedmarginal values

from average Broadway values

6.22 DATA

In this chapterl employ weekly revenue datbfom Broadwayleague.conthe
official website & the Broadway Theater Industrigr all plays producedn Broadway
over the decadlng period beginninglanuary 1, 1999 and ending January 1, 2509
This datasetncludesthe 355 productionsproducedon Broadwayin at least onef the
520 weeksn this window** To eliminatesurvivorship bias drop from the sampl¢he 26
productions that began be#odanuary 1, 1999; thyselds a sample of 329 productions.

The Broadway Theater Industry repaittaby shownot only on weekly revenue,

but also @ the number ofitkets sold weeklydividing weekly revenue by the number of

“3 All data used is publicaflavailable at www.broadwayleague.com.

**|n fact, thereare 387 productions ithe full sample. However, thirggwo of these are concerts, staml
comedies, dance shows, poetry, magic, or some other type of production without a clearly identifiable
playwright or book writer. Exempting these productions leaves a sample of 355 sttaightrpusicals,
oneman shows, and other types of productions with a clearly identifiable playwright or book author.
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tickets sold weekly yields the averagekétprice each weeldveraginga pl ay ds we el

ticket price,number of tickets sold, and revenaeross theun lengthof each showl
generate the average ticket price, the average number of tickets sold, and the average
weekly revenudor that play From weekly revenues &lso calculate theun length for

each play, defined as the number of weeks thenglayainedn productionon Broadvay
between January 1, 1999 and January 1, 208Ble 61 displays summary statistics for

these variables.

Table 6.1: Summary Statistics, 1/1/1999-1/1/2009

Variable Obs. Mean S.D. Min Max
Average Ticket Price 329 $55.44 $15.14 $14.12  $112.87
Average Tickets Sold (per week329 5,592 2,340 826 15,376
Average Revenue (per week) |329 $332,196 $213,329 $23,606 $1,305,905
Run Length (in weeks) 329 32.46 48.54 1 378

Notes: This table contains summary statistics for the 329 productions on Broadway with an identifiable plg
or book-writer over the decade-long period starting January 1, 1999, excluding plays that began before Ja
1999. The reported run length for the 30 plays still in production on January 1, 2009 is the lower bound as
plays may have remained in production beyond the end of the chosen window.

As discussed, | am unable to control precisely for production.dakishowever,
control for play typesince there are large variatioims costs across platypes; the
average musicalfor example,is intuitively far more expensive to produce than the
average orenan showas it has a larger daand more ornate sets and costumés
distinguish among four types of playsiusicas, straight plays, oneman show, and

exceptios.*

5| classify as exceptions shows with a clearly identifiable playwright or book writer that do not fit well
into one of theother three ca&gories For example, Cirque Dreams: Jungle Fantasy, which is a production
in the style of Cirque de Solei§ classifiedas an exception.
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From Internet Broadway Database, the official database for Broadway theater
information, | obtain the gendés) of the playwright(spf each productiofi® Musicals
have three writer$ a book writer, a composer, and a lyricist. For the purpose of this
study, | am most interested in the gender of the individual writing the text of the story and
so code musicals based on the gender of the book woitehe 326 productions in the
sample,13 are written by some combination of male and female writecede these
based on the relagvfrequency of female writefé Table 62 contains the frequency of
malewritten, coedwritten, and femalavritten productions irmy sample.In all, only 11

percent of productions in the samplewritten exclusivelyby a woman

Table 6.2: Playwright Gender Frequencies by Play Type, 1/1/1999-1/1/2009
Frequency
(Row Percentage)

Play Type Male Playwright Co-ed Playwright Female Playwright |Total

102 8 11 141
Musical (83.30) (6.61) (9.09) (100.00)

131 0 17 151
Straight (88.51) (0.00) (11.49) (100.00)

20 4 4 28
One-Man (71.43) (14.29) (14.29) (100.00)

28 0 4 32
Exception (87.50) (0.00) (12.50) (100.00)

281 12 36 329
Total (85.41) (3.65) (10.94) (100.00)
Notes: This table identifies the play type and playwright gender of the 329 shows on Broadway during the decade-long period beginn
1, 1999, exempting both productions without an identifiable playwright or book writer and productions that opened before January 1,
frequencies are reported in parentheses.

6.2.3Methodology and Results

6.2.3.1BASIC DECOMPOSITION

“ Data used for gendeoding is publically availablehrough the Internet Broadway Database at
www.ibdb.com

““For exampl e, Br oadway 6 swritter by Rogef Allargnd Iramédr Mecch, | ae@esas ¢ o
half femalewritten. Similarly, the musical 't Ai ndwhomi®t hi
female; | thus code this production as 2féhalewritten.
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| estimate the total revenubfferential between malerritten and femalevritten
plays on Broadwaygdecomposing this differential intdifferences inaverageweekly
revenues andifferences in rumengths.

To derive the methodology, first note that
@i
"EXBYDROQ, = Y
0="0
where' YO ; Is the revenue in week of productionp written by playwright ofsexs;
this productiorp opens in week and remains in production for a run lengthr afeeks.

Multiplying by :— thiscan be decomposed infee product of average weekly revenue and

run length as follows:

Qi
"EXBYDROQ = ‘%0 N Y, 2
= UQ ¢S WIRYD'E 6 2 VO£ VR "FY
A log-transformation of this equation yields theéditive function
IN(MEXBYDEOG) = In(SUQ ALy WIASYWV RO + In(Y0: DR BFQR)
Therefore, the difference between thatural log oftotal revenues o& given female
written play, call it Production 1, andgiven malewritten play, call it Production 2, is
¢ ABYQD'E 6QP HUQ S AWIRSYD'E 6QP Yo£ O "BP

- = — - + In(——————
namvacsd ) - "Goa s aavaaed ) T " Neroaed

)

The percentage difference in total revenues between the femtkn and malevritten
plays, then, is the sum of the percentatjgerences iraveragenveekly revenugplus the
percentage differende run-lengths.

The log transformation simplifies thealculation; it also best fits the data
Histograms of average weekly revenues and run lengths reveal long right tails.
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