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Most founders who end up with pay equity problems did not set out to create them. The 
gaps that surface later, the ones that are expensive to fix, legally exposed, and damaging to trust, 
rarely come from a single bad decision. They come from a series of small, rushed, well-
intentioned ones. 

This is the pay equity trap, and startups fall into it all the time. 

How the Gaps Get Created 

Negotiation Bias 
When compensation is set through individual negotiation, the outcome has less to do with 

the value of the role and more to do with who is sitting across the table. Employees who 
negotiate assertively are not distributed evenly across gender, race, or background. Some come 
in with salary data and confidence that asking for more is expected. Others accept the first 
number offered because they don’t know they can push back, or because experience has taught 
them that pushing back carries social risk.  

The result: two people hired into the same role, with comparable experience, can end up 
with meaningfully different salaries. Not because one is more valuable than the other, but 
because the hiring process rewarded negotiation style over qualifications. Left unexamined, that 
gap compounds with every raise cycle, bonus decision, and promotion that follows. 

Rushed Offers 
Early-stage hiring is often reactive. A critical role opens, the team is stretched thin, and 

the pressure to fill the seat quickly overrides the slower work of thinking carefully about 
compensation. Offers get made based on what the candidate is currently earning, what a founder 
remembers paying someone at a previous company, or simply what it takes to close quickly. 

These are not compensation decisions. They are improvised responses to urgency, and 
they create starting points that were never designed to be fair or consistent, just fast. Anchoring 
offers to a candidate’s prior salary rather than market ranges creates disparities that compound 
over time. 

Exception Hires 
Perhaps the most common source of early pay inequity is the exception hire: the 

candidate who is so compelling, or so difficult to recruit, that the organization makes a “one-
time” exception to bring them in above the normal range. Leadership tells itself it won’t set a 
precedent. But exceptions have a way of quietly becoming the rule. The person hired above 
range then sets an informal ceiling for what is possible. Future offers get anchored to that 
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number, and employees hired before the exception, equally qualified and equally valuable, fall 
further behind without ever understanding why. 

Exception hires are not inherently wrong. Sometimes a role genuinely demands above-
market compensation. The problem is when exceptions are made inconsistently, without 
documentation, and without a plan to address the ripple effects on existing employees. 

Why Gaps Harden Fast 
In most organizations, compensation increases are applied as percentages. A 4% raise on 

$90,000 produces a different dollar outcome than a 4% raise on $80,000, and that difference 
widens every year. Two employees who started with a $10,000 gap will not maintain that gap 
over time. They will drift further apart, often without either of them or their manager noticing. 

This is why early gaps are so consequential. The inequity doesn’t stay where it started; it 
compounds quietly through every merit increase, promotion, and market adjustment that follows. 
By the time an organization is large enough to conduct a formal pay equity analysis, what began 
as a modest discrepancy at hire may have grown into something far harder and more expensive 
to correct. 

The national data reflects the same logic: women working full-time now earn 81 cents for 
every dollar earned by men, down from 83 cents a year prior, marking the first back-to-back 
widening of the wage gap since the 1960s. Gaps that are not actively corrected do not hold 
steady. They widen. 

There is also a cultural dimension to how gaps harden. When employees suspect or 
discover unexplained pay disparities, engagement drops, intent to stay declines, and the narrative 
shifts from performance to perceived favoritism. Once informal compensation norms are 
established, they become the invisible baseline against which future decisions are made. The gap 
stops feeling like a problem and starts feeling like the way things are until pay transparency 
arrives and makes the invisible undeniable. 

Recognizing the Warning Signs 
Pay equity gaps rarely announce themselves, but some patterns signal their presence. Watch for: 

• Wide compensation variation within the same role among people with similar titles, 
tenure, and performance 

• Starting salary still driving total compensation years after hire 
• Exception hires that were never revisited or documented 
• Negotiation playing a significant role in final offer decisions 

That last one is perhaps the clearest signal of all: if negotiation drives final offers, the 
compensation process is not measuring value. It’s measuring negotiation behavior. 

What Prevention Actually Looks Like 
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Preventing pay equity gaps is far simpler than correcting them, but it requires deliberate choices 
before urgency takes over. 

• Build compensation bands before you need them. Even a basic framework that defines 
pay ranges by role and level creates a structure that resists improvisation. 

• Anchor offers to the role, not the candidate’s history. Basing pay on prior earnings carries 
forward whatever inequities existed in their last organization. 

• Document the rationale for every offer. Decisions should be reviewable and defensible, 
not reconstructed from memory after the fact. 

• Conduct regular equity reviews. Pay equity is not a one-time check; it’s an ongoing 
practice that keeps small gaps from becoming entrenched ones. 

Equity Is Not Self-Correcting 
Pay equity gaps do not resolve on their own. Organizations do not grow their way out of 

them. Without deliberate intervention, gaps compound, harden, and eventually surface in ways 
far more disruptive than an early correction would have been. 

The founders who build the most equitable organizations are simply the ones who 
decided, early on, that compensation would be driven by structure rather than circumstance. 

 

Pay equity is not a problem to solve later. It’s a foundation to build now. 
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