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We study of millions of scientific, technological, and artistic innovations and find
that the innovation gap faced by women is far from universal. No gap exists for
conventional innovations. Rather, the gap is pervasively rooted in innovations that
combine ideas in unexpected ways – innovations most critical to scientific break-
throughs. Further, at the USPTO we find that female examiners reject up to 33
percent more unconventional innovations by women inventors than do male exam-
iners, suggesting that gender discrimination weakly explains this innovation gap.
Instead, new data indicate that a configuration of institutional practices explains the
innovation gap. These practices compromise the expertise women examiners need
to accurately assess unconventional innovations and then “over-assign” women ex-
aminers to women innovators, undermining women’s innovations. These institu-
tional impediments negatively impact innovation rates in science but have the virtue
of being more amenable to actionable policy changes than does culturally ingrained
gender discrimination.

Introduction
Breakthrough innovations often require unexpected thinking (1–10), an observation summa-
rized in Einstein’s declaration, “we cannot solve our problems with the same thinking we used
when we created them.” Yet, despite the breakthrough potential of innovations that employ new
thinking, their nature presents a contradiction in capturing their value. By turning away from
past ideas, innovations that push against the boundaries of convention seem dubious, raising
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rather than reducing their rejection rate (3, 10–12). Consider the laser - the U.S. Patent office
repeatedly rejected the laser’s application for more than three years because its rare combina-
tion of ideas from optics and electromagnetism impeded patent examiners ability to recognize
its value (13,14). Notwithstanding the laser’s eventual patenting and foundational contributions
to other breakthroughs, science policy analysts are raising concerns that the drop in science’s
innovativeness may reflect a host of “lost breakthrough innovations” that could address chronic
problems and other grand challenges (1–3, 5–7, 10, 15, 16).

One policy approach to boost breakthrough rates is to increase the number of women in-
novators involved in innovation (2, 17–20). Women are a major and growing proportion of
scientifically trained talent, making up about 60% of college graduates, but their proportional
representation among innovators is low, for example making up just 21% of patented inven-
tors (18, 20–24). Women would also add new and diverse perspectives into the creative pro-
cess (6, 19), as well as the review process as referees, editors, and examiners, which could be
more inclusive to unconventional innovations that combine ideas in new or atypical ways (17).

Nevertheless, scarce data inhibits the study and policy analysis of women-created inno-
vations that push the boundaries of conventional thought (25). As such, the espoused ben-
efits of increasing women’s participation in science could be misguided. On the one hand,
gender stereotypes could conceivably over-penalize unconventional thinking by new groups
of women innovators (20, 21, 25, 26), inadvertently lowering innovation rates. On the other
hand, more women reviewers could mitigate gender stereotypes, thereby increasing innovation
rates (27–29). However, few studies simultaneously examine the production and evaluation
sides of the innovation process (25), and no studies do so in connection with innovations that
break with conventional thinking.

Here, we use data on 6.6 million patent applications, as well as information on Patent Office
policies obtained via the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) to study for the first-time links
between the gender of innovators and evaluators with respect to high-impact, unconventional
innovations. These data allow an in-depth analysis of the size and extent of the gender gap for
conventional and unconventional innovations, and new research designs for examining how the
gender of who invents and who reviews innovations underlie the gender innovation gap.

We find that segregating innovations into those building on conventional as opposed to un-
conventional thinking reveals that the well-documented gender innovation gap is nearly nonex-
istent for conventional innovations and largest for unconventional innovations. Further, these
new data and analyses point to institutional discrimination, not gender discrimination, as a key
and actionable explanation for removing barriers to innovation.

Data
Our empirical materials include diverse data sources. The three datasets concern scientific
and technology patent applications. Patent dataset one includes 6,185,556 patent applications
from the U.S. (USPTO) filed from 2001 to 2018. In addition to information about inventors,
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inventions, and patent application success, we have information about the examiners’ identities
and experiences. Patent datasets two and three use Canadian and U.K. patents that contain
comparable data to the UPSTO data but fewer applications, 280,128 and 224,365, respectively
(see SI S2 for a list of variables).

Across these data we quantify the likelihood of being awarded or denied a patent as a func-
tion of the invention’s innovativeness and the innovator’s gender. Following prior work, we
define an invention’s level of “unconventionality” depending on how much it incorporates new
thinking (1–4, 19, 30, 31). At one end of the continuum, conventional innovations combine past
ideas in familiar ways that have been done before. Unconventional innovations combine past
ideas in unexpected ways that have never or only rarely been observed before, thereby pushing
the boundaries of accepted thinking (1, 3, 8, 32).

The degree to which an innovation incorporates new thinking can be quantified using patent
CPC codes (8, 9), which categorically group related ideas into separate technology domains.
Methodologically, our unconventionality measure aggregates all pairs of CPC codes over all
previous patent applications for each year to compute an observed frequency of CPC code
pairings. The measure is annually updated and cumulative to capture changes in activity and re-
lationships among CPC codes, allowing us to compare the unconventionality of inventions from
different years. To determine whether the observed frequency of a patent’s CPC code combi-
nations represents conventional or unconventional thinking, we compare a patent application’s
observed frequency of each CPC code pair to the frequency expected by random pairing, which
gives us a z-score statistic for each pair (8). Pairs of CPC codes that occur together less often
than expected by chance reflect unexpected combinations of prior ideas. By contrast, pairs of
CPC codes that occur together more often than expected by chance reflect conventional combi-
nations of ideas. To get an overall score for an application, we aggregate the z-score pairs (SI
S3-4 provide computational details and robustness checks using different methods of aggrega-
tion of z-score pairs).

Our measure has been shown to have face validity (8, 12, 19, 33), and in our data we con-
firmed that it correlates appropriately with other measures of unconventionality (1, 9) and im-
pact (30, 34). For example, an unconventional patent is 52.1% more likely than a conventional
patent to be in the top one percentile of cited patents (p < 0.001) controlling for grant year, team
size, and CPC code. Unconventional patents are economically more impactful too as indicated
by their inventors being more likely to pay patent maintenance fees (p < 0.001) (see SI S12 for
computational details). Women’s applications are just as unconventional as men’s in a majority
of CPC codes — 69.1% of CPC codes (Binomial test, p < 0.0001) and have statistically similar
overall distributions (KS test, p < 0.05 on each CPC code).

Figure 1 provides examples of conventional and unconventional innovations for innovations
with similar intended purposes and capabilities to illustrate how the same type of innovation can
be approached from the perspective of conventionality or unconventionality. Both innovations
were granted patent protection in 2007 and relate to innovations from the same technological do-
main, “Medical Procedures” (CPC code A61B), and combine the focal technology area (A61B)
with three other technological areas (depicted in separate boxes). Figure 1 lists the unconven-
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Figure 1: Illustrative example of how the same type of innovation can be approached from the perspective
of conventional and unconventional thinking. This example illustrates a comparison between unconventional
(top, Pat. App. No. 11/156177) and conventional (bottom, Pat. App. No. 11/367461) inventions, both having
the same focal CPC code. It highlights the combined CPC codes and summarizes the invention titles and code
description. Network diagrams in the center display combinations of categories in each invention, with proximity
indicating commonality and distance indicating rarity. The top network depicts the highly cited unconventional
invention “Method and apparatus for health and disease management combining patient data monitoring with
wireless internet connectivity,” linking rare pairwise combinations of CPC codes H04N, G08B, and H04Q with
focal code A61B. The bottom network depicts the conventional invention “X-ray computed tomographic apparatus,
image processing apparatus, and image processing method,” using frequent pairwise combinations of CPC codes
G21K, G01N, and H05G with focal code A61B. The table quantifies unconventionality, showing relationships
ranging from highly unconventional (positive, green) to conventional (negative, red).

tionality score between each pair of CPC code categories and the focal category. The length of
the arrow between categories is proportional to the level of unconventionality. The unconven-
tional invention combines CPC codes A61B (focal) with H04N, G08B, and H04Q, which are
all atypical pairwise combinations with the most uncommon link being between the pair A61B
and H04N, combining areas related to medical procedures with information technology, with
an unconventionality score of 25.9. The conventional innovation combines CPC codes A61B
(focal) with G21K, G01N, and H05G, which are all frequently co-occurring CPC codes pairings
that are conventional. The unconventional invention is much more highly cited (citation count
of 107) compared to the conventional invention (citation count of 2), exemplifying the higher
impact of unconventional innovation.

We followed prior research and used Genderize on names to algorithmically estimate a
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creator’s gender as man, woman, or undetermined (e.g., only the inventor’s initials are recorded)
(19). The USPTO has estimated that 20.3% of inventors are women, and we find our gender
estimation in agreement with this, as Genderize estimated that 20.7% are women (24) (SI S1-4
contain computational details and examples).

Results

Figure 2: The gender gap exists primarily for innovations that incorporate unconventional thinking. A)
This plot shows the relationship between the type of innovation and grant rate by team gender composition in
the USPTO data. It depicts a binned scatterplot, showing averages within bins, with regression lines by team
gender composition over the full range of data with controls for heterogeneity in CPC codes and team size along
with standard errors clustered by year to account for intra-correlation. Women’s success rates decrease as their
innovations become increasingly unconventional. B) The residual margins plot (with 95% CIs) shows the estimated
patent grant rate on the interaction of team gender majority and unconventionality from a logit model that includes
controls for team size, year, CPC class, examiner gender, examiner and inventor experience, and applicant entity
size in the USPTO data. The plot indicates that the innovation gap for women scales with the level of innovation
unconventionality. The gender gap appears and widens the more that innovations from women inventors push the
boundaries of convention. Innovations that stay within the confines of conventional thinking show less difference
in grant rate for women and men innovators. Regression fit and cross validation statistics are reported in the SI and
generalizations of the gender gap-unconventionality scaling relationship are reported for international patents.

Men and women innovators have starkly divergent patenting experiences regarding conven-
tional and unconventional innovations. Figure 2A depicts the relationship between patenting
grant rate and an invention’s unconventionality using the USPTO data, which is binned into 85
quantiles represented by a scatter point of the average grant rate of that bin. The regression line
is fit to the scatter points, controlling for team size and 141 separate technological domains as
determined by their primary CPC codes with clustered standard errors by year to further control
for heterogeneity in the data. The plot shows that when innovations are conventional in nature
(indicated by negative z-scores), the difference in the grant rate for men and women innovators
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is small. Conversely, for unconventional innovations (positive z-scores), the gender innovation
gap steadily widens up to over 14.9 percentage points.

To further understand the link between grant rate, an innovator’s gender, and unconven-
tional innovations, we regressed an application’s probability of being granted on an interaction
between the inventor’s gender and the patent’s level of unconventionality along with controls
for an inventor’s previous number of patent applications and affiliation (whether part of a cor-
poration), the examiner’s gender and number of previous reviewed patents, and fixed effects for
inventor team size, 141 CPC codes, and application year (see SI Table S2 for regression details
and SI S5 for robustness to several gender composition operationalizations). Figure 2B is a
margins plot summarizing the regression’s estimates. The y-axis measures women’s average
probability of patenting success rate minus the men’s rate, with the dashed line showing the
point of no gender difference. Values below the line show the women’s innovation gap.

Contrary to prior work, we find that for highly conventional applications, the well-documented
gender gap disappears. Rather, the gender innovation gap appears and enlarges in proportion
to the innovation’s unconventionality (p < 0.001). In the U.S. alone, we estimate the value
of unconventional “lost patents” that would have been granted to women at over $234 million
(1992 USD) by inferring that 2,238 more unconventional patents would be granted if women
and men had the same grant rate (see SI S13). Robustness checks using the U.K. and Canadian
datasets indicate that the unconventionality penalty for women innovators is a pervasive phe-
nomenon. U.K. and Canadian women inventors (p < 0.001) experience a significant drop in
their probability of success when their creations push against conventional thinking (see SI S11
and Table S15 for details).

A key explanation for the gender gap has been gender stereotypes (22, 25, 27, 35). Our
evidence, however, is weakly consistent with the gender discrimination claim that men patent
examiners are likely to underrate women innovators relative to how women examiners rate
women innovators (22). The USPTO data demonstrates that the opposite is true: women in-
novators have their highest patenting rates with men examiners and their lowest patenting rates
with woman examiners; women examiners are 8.1% less likely than men examiners to grant
patents to women innovators.

In contrast, our data supports the observation that institutional discrimination, which is
rooted in institutional practices, better explains the gender gap. We find that a confluence of
institutional factors compromises the expertise women examiners need to accurately assess un-
conventional innovations, and there is an “over-assignment” of women innovators to women
examiners, who are uniformly less likely to grant a patent, especially unconventional patents
that require greater expertise to accurately assess.

Examiner expertise is critical for accurate decisions, especially for unconventional inno-
vations that rely on expert judgement to recognize their potential (36). Our data shows that
expertise is positively related to accurate patent decisions. Our first evidence comes from data
on appeals of rejected patents, which result in a new panel of expert judges conducting a formal
reassessment of the original decision. Figure 3A shows that examiner experience and accu-
rate assessments are positively correlated. In appeals, inexperienced examiners are overturned
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Figure 3: Examiner experience and assignment impacts grant rates and decision accuracy, and examiner
gender is not a factor in evaluation decisions. (A) In appeals of patenting decisions, experienced examiners’
decisions are reversed less frequently than inexperienced examiners, suggesting experienced examiners’ decisions
are more accurate. For each level of examination experience, the global reversal rate within appealed patent
applications for unconventional and conventional innovations is shown. (B) Depicts a binned scatterplot of the
proportion of women and men innovators on a patent application and examiner experience (measured in patent
application disposals) with regression lines included that control for year, team size, entity, examiner gender, and
CPC class. The more women on an application, the less experience their patent examiners have; the more men on
an application, the more experience their examiners have. (C) Heatmap of acceptance rate for men examiners by
examiner experience quantile and unconventionality quantile (ten quantiles each) on USPTO data. (D) Heatmap of
acceptance rate for women examiners by examiner experience quantile and unconventionality quantile (ten quan-
tiles each) on USPTO data. Experience drives openness to unconventionality for both men and women examiners,
with similar acceptance rates across experience and unconventionality quantiles.

significantly more than experienced examiners – a relationship that is especially pronounced
when they evaluate unconventional innovations. Moreover, Figures 3C and 3D show that across
the board, more experienced examiners, irrespective of their gender, have higher grant rates,
especially for unconventional inventions (p < 0.001, SI Table S9).

Figure 3B shows that men inventors are assigned significantly more experienced exam-
iners than women inventors, which suggests that women’s unconventional innovations are at
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higher risk of mistaken rejection because they are assigned to less experienced examiners. Fur-
thermore, Figures 3C and 3D present heatmaps indicating that men and women examiners of
equivalent experience accept unconventional patents at the same rate (Pearson correlation coef-
ficient between heatmaps is 0.98, p < 0.0001), and that higher examiner experience and higher
unconventionality are associated with higher grant rates.

Figure 4: Institutional factors disadvantage women inventors with less review time for women’s unconven-
tional innovations. Analysis of data on patent examination hour crediting by the USPTO shows that the areas
women invent in get less time for examination, a relationship that intensifies when women innovators engage in
unconventional work. This depicts a residual margins plot (with 95% CIs) of the estimates of the gender difference
in credited examination hours on the interaction of the gender majority of an inventor team and unconventionality
from a linear regression model that includes controls for team size, year, CPC class, examiner gender, examiner
and inventor experience, and applicant entity size in the USPTO data.

The data indicate that institutional arrangements systematically compromise the expertise of
women examiners in two ways. First, women examiners on average have less experience than
men examiners (T-test p < 0.0001) because they drop out of the USPTO workforce earlier than
men examiners (SI S10). Second, women examiners receive fewer credit hours than men for
their review work, a gap that is especially pronounced when women examine unconventional
innovations (SI Table S14). This results in examiners spending less time on applications that
are allocated fewer credit hours. New FOIA data reveals that women inventors’ applications
typically receive fewer credit hours than male inventors’ applications — a gap that widens for
women’s unconventional innovations (Figure 4, see S9 for details).

Furthermore, other evidence indicates that USPTO practices assign women innovators to
the least experienced examiners on average, especially when they engage in unconventional
innovation (SI Table S10). The data indicate that women examiners are 16.9% “over-assigned”
to women innovators relative to what is expected by chance (see SI S8 for details). This practice
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effectively means that on average, women inventors are reviewed more often by less experienced
women examiners, who are given less review time than men examiners, accounting for the
gender innovation gap for unconventional innovations.

The combined impact of these institutional practices results in fewer breakthrough inno-
vation patent grants from women innovators. Applications from women innovators are over-
assigned to women examiners who have lower experience and fewer credit hours to review
applications, lowering women inventors’ unconventional innovation grant rates relative to men
inventors. Specifically, an all-women inventor team assigned to a woman examiner of low
experience has a 37.1% chance of being granted a patent built on unconventional thinking.
Conversely, an all-male inventor team assigned to a male examiner of high experience has an
81.8% chance of being granted an unconventional patent, representing a stark 44.7 percentage
point gender gap in success. Given the relationships in the data, if only half of the uncon-
ventional patent applications from women majority teams that were originally assigned to low
experienced, women examiners were reassigned to women examiners with high experience, this
could conceivably result in 13% more potentially high impact innovations (SI S13.1).

Discussion
Unconventional innovations are especially important to scientific advancement and cultural ex-
pression (1,3,10). By pushing against the boundaries of convention, these innovations are more
likely to generate scientific and technical breakthroughs, providing new solutions to intractable
problems and introducing unforeseen product categories. In science and technology, we found
a common denominator that explains the differences in the success of men and women innova-
tors. When innovation respects the boundaries of convention, building on known and taken-for-
granted combinations of existing innovations and ideas, men and women innovators have equal
chances of the successful adoption of their ideas and inventions. Conversely, when innovation
pushes against the boundaries of convention, combining pre-existing innovations and ideas in
ways that are never or rarely seen before, men are increasingly rewarded while women are in-
creasingly penalized. This is true even though women and men are equally likely to attempt
unconventional innovation.

Contrary to prior work that has explained patenting differences with an emphasis on gen-
der stereotypes (22, 37), the data indicate that women innovators have their highest patenting
rates when assigned to a man examiner. Evidence suggests that the difference in successfully
patenting unconventional innovations is explained by a confluence of institutional practices that
lower women examiners’ expertise and over-assign them to women inventors, not by gender
stereotypes. The higher rejection rate for women’s unconventional innovations is explained
by the systematic assignment of less experienced examiners who are given relatively less time
to review women’s applications. The examiner experience gap means patent applications by
men inventors are more likely to be examined by experienced examiners who grant applications
more often and are more likely to make accurate decisions.
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Future study could expand beyond the context of science and technology studied here to
assess the universality of this phenomenon.

Our work has theoretical and policy implications for the gender innovation gap. The un-
conventionality penalty that women innovators experience defines who is allowed to reach for
the stars, and it has broad implications for innovation policy. Many proposals aimed at ame-
liorating the more general gender innovation gap focus on increasing the number of women
creators (24, 38) with reason, but our work focuses points of policy on unconventional innova-
tors who are more likely to address chronic, impactful problems.

First, by identifying institutional practices that worsen outcomes for women innovators of
innovations that break with conventions, our findings help move the innovation gender gap
discussion beyond difficult-to-address challenges, such as culturally ingrained stereotyping and
bias, to more concrete policy responses that may help close the gap. While gender stereotypes
affect gender inequality (25, 27), intrapsychic biases are difficult to address. They can arise
well before women become innovators, by factors outside the control of organizations, and are
apt to change slowly. A focus on institutional arrangements complements work on stereotypes
with interventions that allow for measurable and potentially immediate changes in outcomes.
This draws attention not only to raising innovation rates by understanding the conditions that
help inventors innovate successfully, but also to helping evaluators of innovation recognize the
merits of innovations that break with conventional ideas (12, 39).

Second, the findings also raise the policy speculation that institutional practices employed
to decrease gender discrimination, such as gender matching of innovators and examiners, may
ironically result in unintended consequences, negating the practice’s potential benefits. The
USPTO and other analogous assessment bodies could address this issue by striving not just for
diverse gender representation amongst assessors, but also by trying to ensure that assessors ac-
quire equivalent experience and are distributed across groups of applicants in ways that address
multiple assignment biases.

Third, other institutions that play a vital role as gatekeepers of innovative success should
ensure gender parity in resources allocated to making those decisions, such as the hours that
examiners are credited for their work. They could also provide more resources for innovations
that push against the boundaries of convention. In conjunction, new administrative policies may
help ameliorate the gender innovation gap by helping facilitate longer careers for women, both
on the side of creators and evaluators. Moreover, systematic efforts to expose junior evaluators
to unconventional creations and train them in how to assess unconventional innovations, which
have a sparse historical record from which to extrapolate, may help reduce the grant rate gap
associated with experience and consequently reduce the gender innovation gap. Relatedly, in
conjunction with experience, the degree to which patent examiners receive sufficient time to
assess the merits of unconventional applications may affect grant rates. Providing additional
review time and training resources could partly make up for a deficit of adequate expertise.
Broadly, future research that focuses on gender should strive to better understand how gen-
der correlates with an array of factors; otherwise, a focus on overcoming one issue may only
exacerbate other issues.
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A limitation of our research is that the gender–experience difference and innovator–assessor
gender matching mechanisms we identify here were pervasive and global but necessarily lim-
ited to the context where we had the richest data—the Patent Office. In this context, the cen-
tralized organization of the system may prove more amenable to reform than other creative
domains. While the USPTO Director can institute reforms to address biases in the patent ex-
amination system, successfully reforming the less bureaucratic assessment systems may prove
more elusive. However, it remains a potentially informative line of future research that could
help develop policy aimed at closing the gender innovation gap and reducing barriers to recog-
nizing the merits of innovations that break with convention, both of which can aid in increasing
innovation and breakthroughs.
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Data and Methods
S1 Data Description
This work makes use of three sources of data spanning multiple diverse innovation contexts.
This includes international patent data from three different countries: the USA, the UK, and
Canada.

S1.1 International Patent Application Data
Three datasets focus on science and technology and include the available universe of over 6.6
million U.S., U.K, and Canadian patent applications. The patent data from the US consists of
6,185,556 patents filed from the years 2001 to 2018. The patent data from the UK consists of
224,365 patents filed from the years 1985 to 2018. The patent data from Canada consists of
280,128 patents filed from the years 1990 to 2020.

The patent data from the USPTO is the richest and includes diverse features regarding in-
ventors on each application, the examiner, whether or not a large entity is the assignee, the CPC
codes (technical classification) of the invention, the status of the patent application, the set of
patent applications that are appealed and their revised decisions, credit hours assigned to each
CPC code, and transactions between patent inventors and examiners amongst other features.
The patent application data from the UK and Canada are similar in that they have features such
as CPC codes, application status, inventors, and filing year, but are less feature-rich compared
to the USPTO data.

In this study, a network-based measure of unconventionality was developed to quantify the
extent of boundary-spanning among technical areas (CPC codes) combined in a patent. To
calculate this measure, a patent must have at least two technical areas listed. Moreover, a
baseline network of technical areas was constructed using the first year of patent data from
2001. In subsequent analyses, we focused on a subset of patents that had at least two CPC
codes from the year 2002 onwards, which comprised a total of 392,791 patent applications
from the US.

To be consistent with the US patent data, which comprises our most extensive and valuable
collection of data, we focus on a subset of the patent application data from the UK and Canada
by limiting the filing year range to the years 2002 to 2018 and the number of CPC codes to
having at least two CPC codes listed at the subclass level of the CPC hierarchy. We also focus
on this subset based on filing year and number of CPC codes regarding patent applications
for the US for analysis involving the degree of unconventionality of an invention. For patent
applications filed in the years 2002 to 2018 with at least two CPC codes, Canada comprised
82,896 applications and the UK comprised 66,709 applications.

18



S2 Operationalization of Variables
We use three different datasets. Across them, we compute metrics for unconventionality, gender
composition, and outcome variables relating to acceptance.

S2.1 Gender
We use a gender classification algorithm called genderize (from genderize.io) to predict the
gender of a person given their first name. Each name is classified a gender with an associated
probability that quantifies the certainty of the assigned gender (40). The three classes are male,
female, and unknown gender.

This automated approach has several advantages. It allows us to impute gender to a much
larger number of inventors than would be possible manually. It also corresponds to methods
used both in the scientific literature (19, 37), and by the USPTO itself to describe and analyze
the patenting gender gap (24,57). Our estimated gender ratios largely agree with those published
by the USPTO in its studies of the patenting gender gap. For instance, as of 2016 the USPTO
estimated that 20.7% of US-based granted patents had at least one woman inventor (57). By
comparison, our method estimates of this share of patents was 20.3%, within 0.37 percentage
points of the reported gender statistics. Name-to-gender inference algorithms are capable of
high precision (51, 56), but they are not without limitations—both because of ambiguity in
relation to some names and because gender is a non-binary and subjective state. To address
the possible impact of misclassification, we perform analyses with inventor gender measured
in three distinct ways—as inferred either women or men majority teams, with inferred single-
gender majority teams and 50% Men-50% Women teams, and all women or men teams.

S2.2 Different Metrics for Gender Composition
To be consistent with the literature in this area (19, 22), we utilize the measures regarding
majority female (nfemale/ntotal ≥ 0.5) and majority male (nmale/ntotal > 0.5), mixed teams
(nfemale/ntotal = nmale/ntotal = 0.5), as well as single-gender teams (ngender/ntotal = 1),
where n refers to the count of a particular gender. We also utilize the gender of the first listed
inventor in several analyses.

As a robustness check, we also measure inventor team gender composition in two additional
ways. We use a gender operationalization indicating whether a team is majority female, majority
male, or 50% female and 50% male, as well as a gender operationalization indicating whether
the inventor team is all female or not. These variables are used in regressions as depicted in
Tables S4 and S5.
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S2.3 Patent Data
We utilize several salient features in logistic regression models to predict patent acceptance.
These are broadly depicted in Table S1.

Table S1: Patent Data Variable Operationalization

Variable Operationalization
Patent Acceptance Granted = 1, Abandoned = 0
Proportion Female Inventors nfemale/ntotal

Female Majority Inventor Team 1 if nfemale/ntotal >= 0.5, else 0 if nmale/ntotal > 0.5
Team Gender Composition Men Majority = 0, Women Majority = 1, 50% Men-50%

Women = 2
All-Female Inventor Team 1 if nfemale/ntotal = 1, else 0
All-Male Inventor Team 1 if nmale/ntotal = 1, else 0
Unconventionality Level Z-Score metric: > 0 unconventional, < 0 conventional
Big Entity 1 if entity is big, else 0
Female Examiner Female = 1, else 0
Average Inventor Experience Average number of patent applications submitted by the

inventors on team
Examiner Experience Number of previous patent applications examined
Examiner Experience Level Low, Mid, and High Level of Examiner Experience cut

into three quantiles
Team Size Number of inventors, right-capped
Year Patent applications from the years 2001-2018 for the

USPTO, focus on years 2002-2018 for
unconventionality analysis internationally

CPC Code Patent technical area at class level
nGrant Number of granted independent claims
nApp Number of applied independent claims
∆Absolute nApp − nGrant

∆Relative ∆Absolute/nApp

Tgrant − Tfiling Time (in days) of grant date from filing date
Citation Count Number of citations a granted patent has garnered in 8

years
Any Maintenance Fee Paid 1 if at least one of a 4, 8, or 12 Year Maintenance Fee

has been paid for a granted patent, else 0
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S2.4 Additional Patent-Specific Measures
Team size denoted as |(Inv)| is calculated according to Equation (S1), where ntotal is the num-
ber of members on an inventor team. Because team size is highly skewed, we transform it into a
categorical variable to capture single-member team, small team, medium team, and large team
dynamics.

|(Inv)| = min(ntotal, 5) (S1)

Patent applications can come from big or small entities (corporations), which is coded as a
categorical variable where e(p) = 1 if a patent is from a big entity and 0 otherwise. Inventor and
examiner experience is calculated as described below. Examiner gender is coded as a binary
variable, where exam(p) = 1 if it is a female examiner and 0 otherwise. We include fixed
effects for year and CPC code at the class level. For the multiple country regression model, we
have an additional categorical variable for country, as depicted in Table S15.

Field-level variation in terms of gender differences in participation rates, thresholds to
what is considered patentable or innovative, and differences in success rates could contribute to
gender differences in success in innovation more broadly.

These depict field-level gender differences in different parts of the patenting process from
inventors to examiners, specifically, at the broader section level of CPC code for presentation
ease, and variation was found to exist throughout several levels of the CPC hierarchy, for in-
stance, persisting at the class level. In order to more adequately capture the effects of gender as
opposed to effects stemming from field-level differences, we control for field as measured by
focal CPC code at the class level.

In order to better isolate the effects of gender, we construct and include several salient
features in our regression models. The experience of the inventor teams and examiners involved
could presumably affect the likelihood of a patent application being accepted (46, 47).

We measure the average experience of the inventor team to be the mean of the experience
of all the inventor members. Experience is measured by number of patent applications a mem-
ber has been on at the application date considered. Examiner experience is measured by the
number of applications an examiner has evaluated to date of the patent application in question.

We validate our measure for inventor experience on a dataset consisting of granted USPTO
patent applications from 1976 to present where inventor names are disambiguated. We construct
a second measure, for granted applications, which consists of the average number of granted
patents previous to the grant date of the focal application for the inventors on the team. We
can only construct this second measure for inventors on granted patent applications due to only
having access to disambiguated inventor data for granted patents. As a robustness check, we
find that our measure of inventor experience as measured through average number of previous
applications correlates highly with this second measure from disambiguated data where we
measure the average number of previous granted applications, and this correlation is 0.841
using the Pearson correlation coefficient, lending validity to our measure used over the set of all
applications.
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S3 Unconventionality Computation
We follow the literature in measuring novelty (8, 30) to calculate a measure to capture the level
of unconventionality of a combination of categories. Each patent is assigned to a variety of
technical areas that it pertains to, according to the “cooperative patent classification” (CPC)
system. We utilize the tendency that inventions are categorized into multiple categories to create
a CPC co-classification network in order to assess the unconventionality of a combination of
categories.

This is done by first creating a CPC co-occurrence network called At. At is created cumu-
latively, covering the set of patents in the years at and below t. At(i, j) = n, where n is the
number of times categories i and j co-occur on a patent across all patents in the subset of time
(of year at or below t) we are analyzing.

To normalize for field-level variation in the tendencies of certain categories to be combined
in particular ways by field, we adopt an approach developed in (30) to calculate the standard
scores (z-scores) of CPC code pairs across the space of patents.

zαβ =
oαβ − µαβ

σαβ

(S2)

Equation (S2) represents the z-score of a pair of CPC codes α and β. The variable oαβ is the
observed number of co-occurrences of α and β within a patent in the data. Variables µαβ and
σαβ are the expected co-occurrences of the pair of CPC codes and its standard deviation, which
is derived from a null model of the data in which CPC code arrangement is randomized while
preserving CPC code usage and the number of patents in the subset of the data of years at or
below year t.

A positive z-score would be associated with two CPC codes co-occurring more than ex-
pected, and a negative z-score would correspond with two CPC codes that are rarely combined
relative to their expected co-occurrence (30).

In order to compute the expected co-occurrences of pairs of CPC codes, the baseline null
model randomized the arrangement of CPC codes as in (30) to calculate the values of the vari-
ables in Equation (S2).

We compute in a temporally evolving manner At and zαβ where α, β ∈ Φ, where Φ represent
the set of all CPC codes in the set of patents we analyze.

This is done by cumulatively taking the set of all patents P , where P (y) <= t, where y
represents the year of the patent application. We look at applications in the range 2002 to 2018
to construct these z-score metrics, and the data spans years 2001 to 2018. We calculate these
measures based on the subclass level of the CPC code hierarchy.

S3.1 Patent-level Unconventionality Construction
We have established how to compute the unconventionality of pairs of CPC codes being com-
bined; however, we still need to compute a measure for unconventionality for a single patent.
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From Eq. (S2) we can compute the z-score measure for each pair of CPC codes across all CPC
codes through time. This measure represents how the empirical combinations of areas differ
from their expected combinations and gives a measure to represent whether a combination of
CPC codes is unconventional or conventional. A negative z-score corresponds to an uncon-
ventional combination, while a positive z-score corresponds to a conventional combination. A
z-score of 0 would represent a neutral combination, neither unconventional nor conventional.

For a given patent application p, say it combines three technological areas, or CPC codes
a, b, and c, with a being the focal, most relevant CPC code. We take all pairs of links with
the focal code a, which in this example would be links a, b and a, c, and take the minimum of
their associated pairwise z-scores as representative of the most atypical, unconventional link:
min(za,b, za,c). In more general terms, this can be written as follows:

Latypical = min
i∈(1...n)

zxf ,xi
(S3)

In Eq. (S3), xf represents the first, focal CPC code of a patent application, and xi where
i ∈ (1 . . . n) represents the n other CPC codes in an application other than the focal CPC code.
Latypical thus represents the minimum pairwise distance between the focal CPC code and all
other area codes in a particular patent application. A positive Latypical corresponds to a high
minimum z-score, representing a conventional combination of CPC codes, while a negative
Latypical corresponds to a low minimum z-score, representing an atypical combination of CPC
codes and thus an atypical, unconventional patent application.

We can then negate Latypical as in Eq. (S4).

patypical = (−1) · Latypical (S4)

Thus, patypical represents the level of unconventionality of patent p, and the scale is inverted:
a positive value for patypical represents an unconventional patent (the more positive, the more
atypical and unconventional), and a negative value for patypical represents a conventional patent
(and larger negative values correspond to more deeply conventional patents).

Findings
S4 Robustness with Several Measures of Unconventionality

Innovation
The main measure for unconventionality we use is Latypical from Eq. (S3). As described previ-
ously, Latypical is the minimum pairwise distance between the focal CPC code and all other area
codes in a particular patent application. Additional measures of unconventionality include the
mean and median of the pairwise distances from the focal CPC code to all other codes in an
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application (30), and the measure based on the mean is depicted in Eq. (S5) and the measure
based on the median is depicted in Eq. (S6).

LatypicalMean = zxf ,xi
where i ∈ (1 . . . n) (S5)

LatypicalMedian = med(zxf ,xi
) where i ∈ (1 . . . n) (S6)

We construct patent level unconventionality in the same fashion as Eq. (S4) for the measures
based on the mean and median. We can negate LatypicalMean and LatypicalMedian as in Equations (S7)
and (S8) to create these additional measures for unconventionality.

patypicalMean = (−1) · LatypicalMean (S7)

patypicalMedian = (−1) · LatypicalMedian (S8)

S5 Gender Penalty and Robustness to Several Gender Com-
position Operationalizations

One metric for inventor team gender composition we use is majority women or men inventors,
as described previously. The regression results using this metric are depicted in Table S2 in the
column depicting patypical. We find that not only is there a negative coefficient for women major-
ity inventors, but that the interaction between women majority inventors and unconventionality
is negative.

To evaluate model robustness, we build the logistic regression model up iteratively and see
that adding the features in the full model results in the lowest AIC score, as depicted in Table
S3.

As further robustness checks, we also use alternate measures of inventor team gender com-
position. These include a gender operationalization indicating whether a team is majority fe-
male, majority male, or 50% Women and 50% Men, as well as a gender operationalization
indicating whether the inventor team is all female or not. The regression results for both of
these additional gender metrics are depicted in Tables S4 and S5.

For the team gender composition of male or female majority, or 50% Men-50% Women
teams regressions results in Table S4, we see patent applications with women majority teams
face a penalty in terms of patent grant probability as compared to the men majority base rate.
Teams of 50% Men-50% Women also face a penalty compared to men majority teams, and less
of a penalty than women majority teams, suggesting having more men reduces this penalty. We
observe that unconventionality has a positive relationship with grant probability, while the inter-
action between women majority and 50% Men-50% Women teams is negative, more strongly
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Table S2: Patent acceptance drops for women and rise for men at all levels of unconven-
tionality. Regressions results for all unconventionality measures: patypical (as denoted by ‘Mea-
sure 1’), patypicalMean (as denoted by ‘Measure 2’), and patypicalMedian (as denoted by ‘Measure
3’). There are fixed effects for year, team size, and CPC Code. Model 1 is in the main text, mod-
els 2 and 3 are confirmatory models. This table corresponds to the interaction effect depicted in
Figure 1B (main text). The operationalization of the measures is described in Section S4. The
penalty for unconventional innovation for women increases with the percentage of women on
the team at any level of unconventionality.

DV = Patent Acceptance Measure 1 Measure 2 Measure 3

Women Majority
Inventors -0.211∗∗∗ -0.222∗∗∗ -0.221∗∗∗

(7.66e-3) (8.03e-3) (7.98e-3)

Unconventionality 3.08e-4∗∗∗ 3.27e-4∗∗∗ 3.29e-4∗∗∗

(1.29e-5) (1.28e-5) (1.28e-5)

Women Majority
Inventors × Unconven-
tionality

-1.42e-4∗∗∗ -1.89-4∗∗∗ -1.83e-4∗∗∗

(2.82e-5) (2.68e-5) (2.69e-5)

Big Entity 0.682∗∗∗ 0.681∗∗∗ 0.682∗∗∗

(4.58e-3) (4.58e-3) (4.58e-3)

Female Examiner -0.123∗∗∗ -0.123∗∗∗ -0.123∗∗∗

(4.50e-3) (4.50e-3) (4.50e-3)

Average Inventor
Experience -3.27e-4∗∗∗ -3.23e-4∗∗∗ -3.20e-4∗∗∗

(3.10e-5) (3.10e-5) (3.10e-5)

Average Examiner
Experience 1.29e-3∗∗∗ 1.29e-3∗∗∗ 1.29e-3∗∗∗

(7.37e-6) (7.37e-6) (7.37e-6)

Year FE Y Y Y

Team Size FE Y Y Y

CPC Code FE Y Y Y

Observations 1,299,721 1,299,721 1,299,721
Pseudo R2 0.0898 0.0898 0.0898
The base case for the indicator of Women Majority Inventors is Men Majority Inventors.
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table S3: Model robust to iterative building. Regression results for iteratively built logistic
regression models. Including fixed effects for year, team size, and primary CPC Code. From left
to right column-wise, each logistic regression model in the table builds to include the features
in the columns to the left of it - Model 1: Controls Only, Model 2: With Examiner Features,
Model 3: With Inventor Features (no gender), Model 4: With Inventor Gender Feature, Model
5: With Unconventionality, Model 6: With Gender/Unconventionality Interaction

DV = Patent
Acceptance

Controls
Only

Examiner
Features

Inventor
Features
(no gender)

Inventor
Gender
Feature

Unconv.1 Gender ×
Unconv.

Women
Majority
Inventors — — — -0.196∗∗∗ -0.191∗∗∗ -0.211∗∗∗

(6.59e-3) (6.60e-3) (7.66e-3)

Unconv. — — — — 2.85e-4∗∗∗ 3.08e-4∗∗∗
(1.21e-5) (1.29e-5)

Women
Majority
Inventors ×
Unconv. — — — — — -1.42e-4∗∗∗

(2.82e-5)

Big Entity — — 0.682∗∗∗ 0.680∗∗∗ 0.682∗∗∗ 0.682∗∗∗
(4.49e-3) (4.57e-3) (4.58e-3) (4.58e-3)

Female
Examiner — -0.132∗∗∗ -0.127∗∗∗ -0.127∗∗∗ -0.123∗∗∗ -0.123∗∗∗

(4.38e-3) (4.42e-3) (4.49e-3) (4.50e-3) (4.50e-3)

Average
Inventor
Experience — — -3.24e-4∗∗∗ -3.37e-4∗∗∗ -3.30e-4∗∗∗ -3.27e-4∗∗∗

(3.07e-5) (3.11e-5) (3.10e-5) (3.10e-5)

Average
Examiner
Experience — 1.27e-3∗∗∗ 1.28e-3∗∗∗ 1.28e-3∗∗∗ 1.29e-3∗∗∗ 1.29e-3∗∗∗

(7.17e-6) (7.23e-6) (7.35e-6) (7.37e-6) (7.37e-6)

Year FE Y Y Y Y Y Y

Team
Size FE Y Y Y Y Y Y

CPC
Code FE Y Y Y Y Y Y

Observations 1,340,366 1,338,831 1,338,824 1,299,721 1,299,721 1,299,721
Pseudo R2 0.0533 0.0751 0.0888 0.0894 0.0897 0.0898
AIC 1593954 1554075 1531093 1484396 1483845 1483821
The base case for the indicator of Women Majority Inventors is Men Majority Inventors.
1 Unconv. stands for unconventionality.
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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so when it is a women majority team. Note here that the base case is for male majority teams
for both the inventor gender main effect as well as the interaction terms.

Similarly, for the all-women inventor team regressions results in Table S5, we see all-women
teams face a penalty in terms of predicting patent acceptance. We observe unconventionality
with a positive effect as well as the effect of all-women teams interacted with unconventionality
is negative. These robustness checks yield results very similar to the gender metric of the
women versus male majority inventor teams discussed in the main text.

We also observe for the continuous variable of the proportion of women inventors gender
operationalization regressions results in Table S6, we see that teams with a greater proportion of
women inventors face a penalty in terms of predicting patent acceptance. We observe unconven-
tionality with a positive effect and that the effect of proportion of women inventors interacted
with unconventionality is negative. These robustness checks also yield confirmatory results
with the gender metric discussed in the main text.

Figure S5 shows that in our data, we observe the well-documented finding that women are
significantly less likely to be awarded a patent than men.

Figure S5 indicates that the relatively lower success rate for women has been essentially
constant over the last two decades despite the increase in women’s participation in patenting,
and the near 1-to-1 ratio in college majors including chemistry, biology, math, and other fields
relevant to patenting (44). In 2018, women were 7.4 percentage points less likely than men to
be granted a patent (chi-squared test p < 0.001), which equates to men having about 9.1% better
odds of being granted a patent.

S6 Reinforcing Confirmatory Regression Analysis on Reduc-
tion of Claims and Time Delays for Women Innovators

A critical part of the patent review process focuses on a patent’s legal claims. Claims give
the owner the exclusive legal right to use the patented innovation or license its use to others.
Thus, the more claims denied, the less control an innovator has over their innovation’s use and
future financial returns. Nevertheless, claims rely on the examiner’s subjective standards about
patent-eligibility (54).

Each patent must have at least one independent claim delineating the legal rights to the
intellectual property claimed by the applicant. Ultimately, these claims are the enforceable
elements of a granted patent.

We analyze changes to the number of independent claims from the time of application to
granted versions of the patent text. Let nApp = |Independent Claims at Application Stage|.
Let nGrant = |Independent Claims at Granted Stage|. The features we focus on are denoted
in Equations (S9) and (S10) representing the difference in number of independent claims at
application stage minus grant stage as well as the relative difference in number of claims as
compared to the application stage respectively. This reflects the changes to the number of
independent claims requested by the applicant and those granted by the patent office.

27



Table S4: Gender penalty results robust to different gender operationalization of team
gender composition. Regressions results for gender composition of inventor team variable op-
erationalization with women majority, men majority, and 50% Men-50% Women teams. There
are controls and fixed effects for year, team size, and CPC Code.

DV = Patent Acceptance (US Patent Applications)

Women Majority Team -0.257∗∗∗

(1.06e-2)

50% Men-50% Women Team -0.166∗∗∗

(1.06e-2)

Unconventionality 3.08e-4∗∗∗

(1.29e-5)

Women Majority Team × Unconventionality -2.38e-4∗∗∗

(3.87e-5)

50% Men-50% Women Team × Unconventionality -5.28e-5
(3.78e-5)

Big Entity 0.682∗∗∗

(4.58e-3)

Female Examiner -0.123∗∗∗

(4.50e-3)

Average Inventor Experience -3.29e-4∗∗∗

(3.11e-5)

Average Examiner Experience 1.29e-3∗∗∗

(7.37e-6)

Year FE Y

Team Size FE Y

CPC Code FE Y

Observations 1,299,721
Pseudo R2 0.0898
The base case for inventor team gender is men majority team.
The base case for big entity is small entity.
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table S5: Gender penalty results robust to different gender operationalization of all-
women inventor teams. Regressions results for all-women inventor team indicator variable
operationalization. There are controls and fixed effects for year, team size, and CPC Code.

DV = Patent Acceptance (US Patent Applications)

All-Women Inventor Team -0.278∗∗∗

(1.33e-2)

Unconventionality 2.94e-4∗∗∗

(1.21e-5)

All-Women Inventor Team × Unconventionality -2.79e-4∗∗∗

(5.28e-5)

Big Entity 0.683∗∗∗

(4.50e-3)

Female Examiner -0.123∗∗∗

(4.43e-3)

Average Inventor Experience -3.14e-4∗∗∗

(3.08e-5)

Average Examiner Experience 1.29e-3∗∗∗

(7.25-6)

Year FE Y

Team Size FE Y

CPC Code FE Y

Observations 1,338,824
Pseudo R2 0.0894
The base case for big entity is small entity.
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

29



Table S6: Gender penalty results robust to different gender operationalization of all-
women inventor teams. Regressions results for proportion of women inventors variable op-
erationalization. There are controls and fixed effects for year, team size, and CPC Code.

DV = Patent Acceptance (US Patent Applications)

Proportion of Women Inventors -0.309∗∗∗

(1.01e-2)

Unconventionality 2.90e-4∗∗∗

(1.37e-5)

Proportion of Women Inventors × Unconventionality -1.09e-4∗∗

(3.99e-5)

Big Entity 0.681∗∗∗

(4.50e-3)

Female Examiner -0.121∗∗∗

(4.43e-3)

Average Inventor Experience -3.04e-4∗∗∗

(3.08e-5)

Average Examiner Experience 1.29e-3∗∗∗

(7.25-6)

Year FE Y

Team Size FE Y

CPC Code FE Y

Observations 1,338,824
Pseudo R2 0.0898
The base case for big entity is small entity.
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Figure S5: Women are less likely to be awarded a patent than are men through time. The
data represents 4,754,198 patents submitted to the U.S. Patent Office (USTPO) between 2002
and 2018. The gender difference (between single-gender teams) in success in being awarded a
patent is persistent across time despite significant increases in the number of women innovators
seeking patents and the nearly 1-to-1 ratio of women to men in STEM college majors responsi-
ble for patenting including chemistry, biology, math, and other fields (44).

∆Absolute = nApp − nGrant (S9)

∆Relative =
nApp − nGrant

nApp

=
∆Absolute

nApp

(S10)

Regressions on granted patents to predict the quantities regarding the absolute and relative
claims at time of filing versus at time are grant, namely metrics ∆Absolute and ∆Relative
respectively, are denoted in first two columns of Table S7. We see that being a women majority
team increases ∆Absolute and ∆Relative. This suggests women inventors face a reduction
in the number of claims they are granted from those they request on their patent applications,
suggesting increased claim denials than male inventors.

We also find that when predicting the number of granted independent claims ngrant, being a
women majority inventor team negatively predicts the number of granted independent claims,
while a higher unconventionality level positively predicts this measure ngrant. This is depicted
in the last column of Table S7.

We measure “patent review latency” or the time between the patent application filing date
and the final patentability decision. The greater the latancy, the more the innovation’s diffusion
in the marketplace and the innovator’s financial returns are delayed (41). Regression results on
granted patent applications to predict the quantity Tgrant − Tfiling, which represents the time
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Table S7: Women experience higher denials in claims than men innovators. ∆Absolute,
∆Relative, and ngrant regression results depicted. There are controls for entity size, examiner
gender, inventor experience, examiner experience, and fixed effects for year, team size, and
CPC code.

DV ∆Absolute ∆Relative ngrant

Women Majority Inventors 0.108∗∗∗ 3.26e-2∗∗∗ -7.54e-2∗∗∗

(1.37e-2) (4.70e-3) (1.04e-2)

Unconventionality 4.32e-4∗∗∗ 8.49e-5∗∗∗ 6.87e-5∗∗∗

(2.55e-5) (8.71e-6) (1.92e-5)

Big Entity -0.320∗∗∗ -9.66e-2∗∗∗ 0.156∗∗∗

(9.68e-3) (3.31e-3) (7.30e-3)

Female Examiner 3.27e-2∗∗∗ 7.30e-3∗ -3.49e-2∗∗∗

(8.97e-3) (3.07e-3) (6.76e-3)

Average Inventor Experience 1.97e-3∗∗∗ 2.43e-4∗∗∗ -3.62e-4∗∗∗

(6.79e-5) (2.32e-5) (5.12e-5)

Examiner Experience -1.48e-4∗∗∗ -5.29e-5∗∗∗ 5.90e-5∗∗∗

(1.19e-5) (4.06e-6) (8.96e-6)

Year FE Y Y Y

Team Size FE Y Y Y

CPC Code FE Y Y Y

Observations 830,567 830,567 830,567
R2 0.0497 0.0749 0.1348
The base case for the indicator of Women Majority Inventors is Men Majority Inventors.
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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(in days) of grant date from filing date, are denoted in Table S8. We see that being a women
majority inventor team increases Tgrant − Tfiling. This suggests that women inventors have to
wait longer for patent protection than their male counterparts. We also observe that increased
unconventionality increases Tgrant − Tfiling. This indicates that unconventional applications are
more likely to take longer to be granted.

Table S8: Women face more delays than men in grant time for patent applications. Re-
gression Results for time (in days) of grant date from filing date, including controls for inventor
experience and fixed effects for year, team size, and CPC code.

DV = Tgrant − Tfiling (USA Granted Patents)

Women Majority Inventors 18.180∗∗∗

(1.966)

Unconventionality 0.209∗∗∗

(3.645e-3)

Big Entity 4.586∗∗∗

(1.385)

Female Examiner 18.236∗∗∗

(1.283)

Average Inventor Experience -0.295∗∗∗

(9.719e-3)

Examiner Experience -0.279∗∗∗

(1.701e-3)

Year FE Y

Team Size FE Y

CPC Code FE Y

Observations 830,553
R2 0.3315
The base case for the indicator of Women Majority Inventors is Men Majority Inventors.
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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S7 Examination Experience and the Gender Innovation Penalty
We observe a gender penalty for women when they engage in unconventional innovation. One
possible explanation is that examiners have difficulty assessing the quality of truly unconven-
tional inventions if they do not have as much exposure to unconventional innovations. The
tendency to penalize unconventionality might be particularly strong for less experienced ex-
aminers and this tendency to penalize unconventional innovations might go down with more
examination experience. We observe that the unconventionality grant rate goes up as examin-
ers gain more experience as depicted in the regression results of Table S9. This is specifically
observed in the interaction effect between examiner experience level and the level of unconven-
tionality of the innovation, even while the main effect for unconventionality is not significant
in this regression the interaction is significant. This suggests that perhaps more experienced
examiners are more open to highly unusual, unconventional inventions.

Furthermore, we find that for unconventional patent applications, being a women major-
ity inventor team is negatively predictive of examiner experience. This is depicted in the linear
regression results of Table S10. This negative coefficient suggests that women inventors are get-
ting less experienced examiners evaluating their patent applications for unconventional work,
exacerbating the potential for penalizing that less experienced examiners may rely on in evalu-
ating unconventional inventions and thus contributing to the lower grant rates women inventors
experience when engaging in unconventional work.

S8 Homophily Between Women Inventors and Woman Ex-
aminers Exacerbates Gender Penalty

We observe gender homophily between women inventors and women examiners in the USPTO
patent applications.

Women inventors are over-represented in some areas of inventing, and likewise, women
examiners are over-represented in some areas of patent examination. We find that being an
all-female inventor team is positively predictive of assignment to a female examiner, as de-
picted in the regression results of Table S11. This regression is done between all-women and
all-men inventor teams on applications with either men or women examiners. We find that
all-women inventor team patent applications are 16.9% more likely to be matched to a female
examiner, converting the logistic regression coefficient for an all-female team to a percentage
change from Table S11. Furthermore, we find that women examiners are more likely to have
less examination experience, as depicted in Table S12. The regression results show that inferred
examiner gender significantly correlates with examiner experience. Furthermore, in a two sam-
ple Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, we find that the examination experience of men and women
examiners are significantly different (p < 0.001). Gender homophily is one possible explana-
tion for why women inventors are likely to be assigned patent examiners with less experience
and thus be confronted with the potential biases and penalties associated with this that manifest
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Table S9: Higher examiner experience reduces tendency to penalize unconventional inno-
vations. Logistic regressions results with controls and fixed effects for year, team size, and
CPC Code.

DV = Patent Acceptance (US Patent Applications)

Women Majority Inventors -0.211∗∗∗

(7.67e-3)

Unconventionality -3.47e-5
(2.66e-5)

Examiner Experience Level Mid 0.532∗∗∗

(5.90e-3)

Examiner Experience Level High 1.08∗∗∗

(6.39e-3)

Women Majority Inventors × Unconventionality -1.28e-4∗∗∗

(2.80e-5)

Examiner Experience Level Mid × Unconventionality 3.09e-4∗∗∗

(3.05e-5)

Examiner Experience Level High × Unconventionality 5.35e-4∗∗∗

(2.93e-5)

Big Entity 0.685∗∗∗

(4.58e-3)

Female Examiner -0.141∗∗∗

(4.50e-3)

Average Inventor Experience -3.68e-4∗∗∗

(3.11e-5)

Year FE Y

Team Size FE Y

CPC Code FE Y

Observations 1,299,721
Pseudo R2 0.0892
The base case for the indicator of Women Majority Inventors is Men Majority Inventors.
The base case for examiner experience level is low-level experience.
The base case for big entity is small entity.
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001 35



Table S10: Women inventors that are unconventional are assigned less experienced exam-
iners than men on average. Linear regression results with fixed effects for year, team size, and
CPC code done on the set of patent applications that are unconventional.

DV = Examiner Experience (Unconventional US Patent Applications)

Women Majority Inventors -5.76∗∗

(1.82)

Year FE Y

Team Size FE Y

CPC Code FE Y

Observations 405,391
R2 0.2862
The base case for the indicator of Women Majority Inventors is Men Majority Inventors.
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

in a gendered manner.

S9 Fields where Women More Likely to Invent Given Less
Time for Examination

Through a Freedom of Information Act data request, we obtained data from the USPTO on how
many credit hours each CPC code is assigned for patent examiners. This represents the amount
of credited time a patent examiner gets for an application in a particular CPC code. We find
that technical areas where women inventor’s propensity to patent is high receive on average
significantly lower credit hours than areas men patent in by comparing patent applications by
women and men majority teams and the credit hours assigned to these applications in those
areas (T = -11.37, p < 0.0001). We find that for unconventional applications, the average
grant rate increases with a higher number of credit hours for both men and women inventors, as
depicted in Figure S6, which is a binned scatterplot for unconventional applications of average
credit hours and grant rate by gender with regression lines for each group depicted. However,
women innovators have an overall lower grant rates across all levels of credit hours than men.

We also find that the areas where women are more likely to invent are given less time for
examination, as depicted in Table S13. Here, we see that being a women majority inventor team
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Table S11: Women homophily between examiners and inventors exacerbates systemic gen-
der inequalities. Logistic regression results with fixed effects for year, team size, and CPC
code. This regression supports the bivariate data presented in Figure 2C in the main text.

DV = Female Examiner (US Patent Applications)

All-Female Inventor Team 0.156∗∗∗

(1.22e-2)

Year FE Y

Team Size FE Y

CPC Code FE Y

Observations 940,751
Psuedo R2 0.0437
On the subset of applications that have either a man or woman examiner and
either an all-men or all-women inventor team.
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

has a negative relationship with the average number of credit hours while controlling for year
and team size. An innovation being unconventional has a positive coefficient, and the interaction
between gender and unconventionality has a negative coefficient, suggesting that when women
invent in ways that push the boundaries of convention, their innovations are given even less
time for examination. This suggests that the fields or technical areas women are innovating in
are given less time for patent examination. Furthermore, we find that being a women examiner
negatively predicts receiving higher credit hours for examination, as depicted in Table S14, and
the gender difference is especially pronounced when examining unconventional innovations.
This may exacerbate the tendency of patent examiners to make inaccurate assessments.

These findings suggest a possible mechanism for how the gender penalty in patent exami-
nation manifests and another policy intervention to combat lower grant rates for women inno-
vators, who might be innovating in fields given fewer credit hours for examination and experi-
encing lower grant rates, especially when they engage in unconventional innovation. A policy
intervention would be to assign these fields higher credit hours at the USPTO to possibly combat
lower grant rates that manifest in a gendered manner.

37



Table S12: Women examiners have less experience overall. Linear regression results with
fixed effects for year, team size, and CPC code.

DV = Examiner Experience (US Patent Applications)

Female Examiner -30.222∗∗∗

(0.623)

Year FE Y

Team Size FE Y

CPC Code FE Y

Observations 1,338,832
R2 0.3052
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

S10 Gender Disparities in Examiner Survivorship across Fields
We calculate a metric to understand the field-level variation between CPC codes of gender dif-
ferences, namely how many examiners of a particular gender are in a field weighted by their
average experience in that field. This is an index of examiner survivorship, where we calculate
the quantity of the average examiner experience of men multiplied by the proportion of men
examiners in a particular CPC code minus the same quantity but for women examiners. When
this index is above zero, men have higher survivorship in a particular CPC code than women,
and when the index is below zero, women have higher survivorship than men in a particular
CPC code. Figure S7 shows that in most CPC codes (all but two), men examiners have higher
survivorship than women examiners, and only in two fields do women have higher survivorship
than men, namely A41 and A23 (very small difference in survivorship for A23). This demon-
strates a pervasive gender gap in examiner survivorship. These two fields of A41 and A23 are
“wearing apparel”, and “ foods or foodstuffs” respectively, which some may consider stereo-
typically “feminine” fields, further exacerbating that where women do have higher survivorship
is only in fields where they are stereotyped to be more feminine.
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Table S13: Areas where women are more likely to invent are given less time for exami-
nation, and this exacerbates the tendency to make inaccurate assessments. Credit hours
assigned to CPC codes. There are fixed effects for year and team size.

DV = Average Credit Hours (US Patent Applications)

Women Majority Inventors -5.25e-2∗∗∗

(9.62e-3)

Unconventionality 1.84e-3∗∗∗

(1.44e-5)

Women Majority Inventors × Unconventionality -4.30e-4∗∗∗

(3.67e-5)

Year FE Y

Team Size FE Y

Observations 1,301,227
R2 0.0302
The base case for the indicator of Women Majority Inventors is Men Majority Inventors.
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table S14: Women examiners are given less time for examination, especially pronounced
for unconventional innovations, and this exacerbates the tendency to make inaccurate
assessments. Credit hours assigned to CPC codes. There are fixed effects for year and team
size.

DV = Average Credit Hours (US Patent Applications)

Female Examiner -3.88e-1∗∗∗

(6.19e-3)
Unconventionality 1.87e-3∗∗∗

(1.66e-5)
Female Examiner x Unconventionality -4.79e-4∗∗∗

(2.68e-5)

Year FE Y

Team Size FE Y

Observations 1,340,367
R2 0.0331
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Figure S6: Average grant rate increases for unconventional patent applications with in-
creased credited examination time provided. This depicts a binned scatterplot (85 quantiles)
of the average credit hours given to examine unconventional patent applications and grant rate
by innovator gender with regression lines included that have controls for year, team size, ex-
aminer gender, and examiner experience quantile. There is a higher grant rate with more time
given for patent examination for both men and women innovators, but women innovators have
lower grant rates overall for the same number of credit hours.

S11 UK and Canada Confirmatory Findings and Analysis of
Innovation Glass Ceiling

The USPTO analysis was replicated with the UK and Canada patent application data using
similar measures where they exist. Note that the UK and Canada data is less detailed than the
USPTO data, which is our richest source of data. We find evidence of gender gaps in patent
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Figure S7: Examiner survivorship difference of men minus women examiners by CPC
code. The y-axis represents the difference between men and women for the quantity (Particular
Gender) Examiner Experience * Proportion of (Particular Gender) Examiners in CPC Code.
Values above the gray dashed line at zero represent fields where men have higher survivorship
than women, and values below zero represent fields where women have higher survivorship
than men.

acceptance in the UK and Canada as well.
In a regression model predicting patent acceptance with the US, UK, and Canada patent

application data, we find that not only is being a women majority inventor team negatively
predictive and unconventionality as a main effect is positive, but the interaction term between
unconventionality and women majority inventor team is significant and negative. This can be
seen in the first “All Countries” column of Table S15. This regression has fixed effects for
country, CPC code, team size, and application year.

For the UK and Canada, because we have access to fewer applications, we rely on the
cumulative CPC code z-score network from the US patent application data to compute the
unconventionality of UK and Canadian applications. This is done using Equations (S3) and (S4)
given the CPC codes in the applications from the UK and Canada while using the cumulative
z-score network in the corresponding time subset of the US application data.

We find further evidence of differences in acceptance rates between men and women when
evaluating unconventional applications in all three countries’ data. To isolate applications that
are likeliest to present examiners with both conventional and unconventional combinations of
technical fields, we focus on applications with more than one CPC subclass assignments. This
will include some applications with typical combinations of CPC codes that fit into examin-
ers’ existing understandings of the technologies they specialize in, as well as other less typical
combinations that are harder for examiners to evaluate and take longer to assess (12, 50).

S12 High Potential Innovation Predicted by Unconventional-
ity

Research shows that patent citations are useful measures of an invention’s value (58). They
correspond to the patenting firm’s market value (48), expert assessment of the value of the
underlying invention (42, 49), and objective measures of the effectiveness of the patented tech-
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Table S15: Confirmatory phenomenon of innovation glass ceiling internationally: females
are penalized and especially face penalties when engaging in unconventional work. Inter-
national Patent Application Logistic Regression Results. There are fixed effects for year, team
size, CPC code, and country for the “All Countries” results.

DV = Patent Acceptance (All Countries)

Women Majority Inventors -2.36e-1∗∗∗

(7.18e-3)

Unconventionality 2.08e-4∗∗∗

(1.23e-5)

Women Majority Inventors × Unconventionality -1.54e-4∗∗∗

(2.69e-5)
Year FE Y

Team Size FE Y

CPC Code FE Y

Country FE Y

Observations 1,414,158
Pseudo R2 0.0532
The base case for the indicator of Women Majority Inventors is Men Majority Inventors.
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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nology (55).
There are several ways to assess and estimate the future impact of a patent that has been

granted. One of these measures is through citation count, which we predict the citation count in
regression models, where this citation count represents the number of citations a granted patent
has garnered in 8 years. We find that unconventionality is positively predictive of citation count,
while the proportion of female inventors is negatively predictive. This is depicted in Table S16.
We also find that unconventionality is positively predictive of being a top 5% cited patent in
Table S17.

Table S16: Unconventionality Predictive of Future Citation Impact. Citation count regres-
sion results with fixed effects for grant year, team size, and CPC code.

DV = Citation Count (US Granted Patents)

Women Majority Inventors -1.26∗∗∗

(1.35e-1)

Unconventionality 6.40e-3∗∗∗

(3.24e-4)

Examiner Experience -5.74e-4∗∗

(1.90e-4)

Female Examiner -3.56e-1∗∗∗

(8.53e-2)

Average Inventor Experience 7.25e-4
(4.92e-4)

Big Entity 2.54e-2
(9.75e-2)

Grant Year FE Y

Team Size FE Y

CPC Code FE Y

Observations 182,890
R2 0.0187
This is for granted patents accepted in 2011 and previously.
The base case for the indicator of Women Majority Inventors is Men Majority Inventors.
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table S17: Unconventionality Predictive of Future Top 5% Cited Patents. Logistic regres-
sion results for being a top cited patent with fixed effects for grant year, team size, and CPC
code.

DV = Top 5% Cited Patents (Indicator) (US Granted Patents)

Women Majority Inventors -4.10e-1∗∗∗

(4.75e-2)

Unconventionality 1.71e-3∗∗∗

(1.14e-4)

Examiner Experience -2.66e-4∗∗∗

(5.99e-5)

Female Examiner -8.83e-2∗∗∗

(2.64e-2)

Average Inventor Experience 2.66e-4∗

(1.18e-4)

Big Entity -4.07e-2
(2.96e-2)

Grant Year FE Y

Team Size FE Y

CPC Code FE Y

Observations 182,406
Pseudo R2 0.0400
This is for granted patents accepted in 2011 and previously. A top 5% cited patent has 27 or more citations.
The base case for the indicator of Women Majority Inventors is Men Majority Inventors.
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Another way to quantify impact is by tracking patent owners’ continued investment in their
patents. Granted patents need to pay fees every four years to maintain their patent, deemed a
‘maintenance fee’. We track these event codes for maintenance fees in the data. Presumably,
valuable inventions will be paying maintenance fees to maintain their patents. We find that in
predicting an indicator variable of whether any maintenance fee payment was made at any time
(for granted applications), the proportion of female inventors is a negative coefficient while
unconventionality is positively predictive, as depicted in Table S18.
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Table S18: Unconventionality Predictive of Patent Maintenance. Logistic regression results
for a patent being paid maintenance fees with fixed effects for grant year, team size, and CPC
code.

DV = Any Maintenance Fee Paid (Indicator) (US Granted Patents)

Women Majority Inventors -1.04e-1∗∗∗

(1.49e-2)

Unconventionality 1.49e-4∗∗∗

(2.62e-5)

Examiner Experience 5.35e-5∗∗∗

(1.61e-5)

Female Examiner -3.99e-3
(9.91e-3)

Average Inventor Experience -7.89e-4∗∗∗

(5.83e-5)

Big Entity 2.42e-1∗∗∗

(1.06e-2)

Grant Year FE Y

Team Size FE Y

CPC Code FE Y

Observations 434,348
Pseudo R2 0.0110
This is for patents with grant year at or below 2015 to allow time for accrual of maintenance fees.
The base case for the indicator of Women Majority Inventors is Men Majority Inventors.
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Both our measures of impact suggest unconventional inventions correspond and predict fu-
ture value through both citations garnered and patent maintenance.

S13 Patent Value Estimates and Quantified Lost Value from
Gender Gap in Success Rate

Patent value is difficult to estimate precisely, and highly skewed. We estimate the monetary
value of a patent by averaging values from previous estimates. Previous literature estimates
of value averaged across different technical fields is $101,850 (1992 USD) per patent (45).
Previous estimates of value averaged across US entity types is $107,557 (1992 USD) (43). We
use the average across these as a rough estimate of per patent value: $104,703.5 (1992 USD).

We estimate the number and value of unconventional “lost patents” that would have been
pioneered by women by inferring how many more unconventional patents would be granted
if women and men had the same grant rate (for majority teams). This is done by multiplying
the number of women’s unconventional applications (33,761) by the difference in grant rate
between men and women in this type of innovation (men success rate 70.55%, women success
rate 63.92%, the gender difference is approximately 6.63%), yielding an additional approxi-
mately 2,238 lost patents by women innovators that may have been patented and circulated in
the market. If we assume average patent value from prior estimates in the literature (43, 45),
this equates to women inventors not being granted intellectual property rights valued at over
$234 million (estimated by multiplying the number of lost patents by their average value of
$104,703.5 (1992 USD)).

S13.1 Estimating Effect of Higher Experienced Examiner Assignment when
Evaluating Women’s Unconventional Inventions

We estimate the increase in grant rate for women’s unconventional patents if they were assigned
more high experienced examiners rather than low experience examiners. To do this, we take
the grant rate for high experience women examiners evaluating women majority inventor teams
doing unconventional work (70.4% grant rate). We then subtract the grant rate for low experi-
ence women examiners evaluating women majority inventor teams doing unconventional work
(44.3% grant rate). This difference is a 26.1% difference in grant rate if women inventors in this
category were assigned to women examiners with higher experience. If we take the reassign-
ment of women inventors doing unconventional work from low experience to high experience
women examiners at just 50%, then we multiply the grant rate difference with the reassign-
ment rate to get that there would be 13% increase in granted unconventional work from women
inventors with a moderate change in examiner experience assignment to women.
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