Does Feedback Enhance What Happens When We Learn What Fraction of Our Last % Wharton

Diversity in Selection Decisions?

- [T Few Selectees Were Women or Racial Minorities? » ASPREDICTED

Jose Cervantez Jose Cervantez, Sophia Pink, Linda Chang, Aneesh Rai, Katy Milkman All studies were pre-registered.

Abstract

We explore why certain descriptive feedback summarizing past choices prompts decision makers to change their behavior, while other feedback does not. For example, learning that only 5% of your last 20 hires were women
might prompt immediate action. However, discovering that just 5% of your recent hires held advanced degrees might be less likely to provoke change. Why? We theorize and show that descriptive feedback highlighting low
selection rates of women or under-represented minorities (URMSs) triggers an impression management-driven motivation to respond without prejudice, resulting in increased selection of members of these groups.
Conversely, descriptive feedback about low selection rates of members of other groups (e.g., those with specific job titles) doesn’t evoke impression management concerns and has a smaller impact on future selections.

Study 1: What is the impact of descriptive feedback about Study 2: Does the motivation to respond without prejudice mediate descriptive feedback? Study 4: Does this extend to the field?
past choices on future choices? Yes! This effect was mediated by participants’ motivation to respond without prejudice (Plant & * Participants (N=302) were recruited for this incentive-
+ Participants (N=1,000) were incentivized to choose six films Devine, 1998). We also extend our work to a new choice context and show that when people compatible field experiment on a central thoroughfare at a
to be featured in a Facebook advertisement promoting receive feedback about how many URMs they selected for past opportunities, it boosts URM university (left) and solicited to vote for a set of biographies
nspiring biographical films of broad interest. selection for future opportunities. to recommend in a prominent public display on campus

(right).
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* After selecting six films, participants were randomly
assigned to one of two conditions (no gender feedback or
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