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Introduction & Research Questions

(disadvantage in absolute terms).

H1b: ...that female applicants are disadvantaged in being perceived as competent and being
Invited in Math/Physics because here male/female ratings do not differ, while female
applicants are rated higher than male applicants in other disciplinary groups

(disadvantage in relative terms).

(2) Examining actual use of female preferential selection in Math/Natural
Sciences as because it is here, where it's use is still necessary

(along Signaling Theory (Henningsen, Horvath, Jonas 2021; Spence 1973))
- We expect ...

H2a: ...a female advantage in being perceived as qualified and being invited in Math/Physics
but no female advantage in other disciplinary groups.

H2b: ...that the female advantage in being invited in Math/Physics cannot be fully explained
by an advantage in being perceived as competent.

H2c: ...that the female advantage in being invited in Math/Physics becomes explicitly evident
for the women who are perceived as highly competent.

Data and Method

® Math/Physics
® German Studies

® Social Sciences

- No female disadvantage in Math/Physics
(in absolute or relative terms)

- Rejection of Hla, H1b

- Female advantage in being perceived as competent and
being invited in Math/Physics
but also in Social Sciences and German Studies

- Rejection of H2a

- Female advantage in being invited in Math/Physics
goes beyond and above advantage in being perceived as competent
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