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Professor Maryann Feldman
Editor 
Research Policy 

Subject: Response to Reviewers’feree Report on MS. Ref. No.: RESPOL-D-20-00402R2
Title: Accelerators as a Tool for Enhancing Female Entrepreneurship

Dear Maryann,	Comment by Susan: Should this read Maryann or Professor Feldman?
I hereby submit our revised manuscript, entitled “Accelerators as a Tool for Enhancing Female Entrepreneurship,” authored by Eyal Rechter and myself, following the reviewers’ comments on our last draft. 
We have made some further changesimprovements to the last version. We are again thankful to the reviewers for their valuable and constructive comments, that helped us further improve the manuscript. Addressing their comments required some further revisions in the manuscript. Below, we briefly summarize the main changes. 
Attached to this letter are:
1. A point-by-point response letter to the reviewers’ comments.
2. An Appendix with additional analyses that are not (or only partially) reported in the manuscript. 
3. The revised manuscript.
We also want to thank you again for recognizing the potential of the paper and giving us the opportunity to improve the manuscript. It has beenwas a challenging process for us, resulting in a much-improved paper. We have foundfind the experience very beneficialpositive and are truly thankful.   

Sincerely, 
Gil Avnimelech, PhD


An Ooverall Rreview of the Cchanges in the Ccurrent Vversion of the manuscript: “Accelerators as a Tool for Enhancing Female Entrepreneurship”
Introduction and Literature Review
 Following reviewers’ #1 and #2 comments, we reduced the use of abbreviations throughout the manuscript.
Following reviewers’ #2 and #3 comments, we extended our rationale for H5a and H5b, regarding the fundraising, to clarify why we expect these measures to be lower for women than for men (while still allowing for their importance tothem to be important for women as well). 
Following reviewer’s #3 comments, we now explicitly state our underlying assumption that women whothat seek accelerators’ support are conscious of their needs (e.g., gaining entrepreneurial knowledge or expanding their network). We, and then explain the rationale for building our hypotheses (that program participants are aware of their needs; that differences in needs should be expressed in differences in goals; and that differences in goals should lead to differences in aspects of progress since they determine the focus of participants during the program). 
Materials and Method 
[bookmark: _GoBack] 	Following reviewer’s #1 comments, we clarified the arguments that mean comparisons are the optimalproper way to test our hypothesis, and better explain the complementary role of the regression analyses. We also omitted some of the regressions, retaining onlykeeping the ones that best demonstrate the relationships between gender and background variables effects (also in line with reviewer’s #2 comments), and the interaction analyses. Lastly, we added mediation analyses to test our arguments that lack of basic knowledge and having startups at more initial stages (i.e., ideation) mediate the gender effects on the fundraising indicators (as a pre-entry goal and as an aspect for progress; also following reviewer’s #3 comments). 
	Following reviewer’s #3 comment, we emphasized our choice not to collect a multi-item measure of ESE as a pre-entry goal. 
Results
 	According to the changes described above, we revised the report of the regression analyses and omitted the discussion of the interactions. 

Discussion
	Following reviewer’s #3 comment, we added a note regarding the finding that women tend to join accelerators with earlier stage startups than men, and its potential implications. 
