As humans we form judgements every day, particularly within our social settings and according to evolutionary psychology, it is essential for our survival (Kite, & Whiteley, 2016). Humans make mental shortcuts in order to process the vast amounts of information that we receive and have to evaluate. Therefore, there are many demographic traits which are assessed and placed into categories via this cognitive function, things such as race, age, and gender, this is known as stereotyping (Kite, & Whiteley, 2016). However, this process can lead to prejudices (Allport, 1954) the use of stereotypes can be a form of control (Fiske, 1993) and is seen cross culturally (Williams & Best, 1990). The number of women in the workforce has increased dramatically since the end of World War II, however gender diversity continues to be a concern within the workplace and causes new challenges (Kiser, 2015).

Eagly’s (1987) social role theory states that gender stereotyping and sex-differences within society portrays that men and women have different sets of skills, behaviours, and personalities. Even though these have varied a lot within the last 50 years, gender stereotypes are still present (Kehn & Ruthig, 2013). Implicit memory phenomena suggest that past experiences influence later recall, even though previous interactions are not remembered and are unavailable to introspective examination (Banaji, & Greenwald, 1995). However, they may influence judgement and actions of an individual and be the possible disassociation of conscious and unconscious components of stereotyping. Gender is known as a strong and widely shared stereotype (Williams & Best, 1990).

A contradictory view lies within social cognition research, this demonstrated that stereotyping involves cognitive processes, and multiple errors in frequency estimation of behaviours displayed by members of different social groups. Instead of stereotyping being an intentional act to discriminate against a selected group, it is more of a routine operation of a cognitive process (Banaji, & Greenwald, 1995). 

Cognitive psychologists have differentiated between descriptive gender traits and prescriptive, this stems from the high interaction of men and women and their interdependence upon one another. Descriptive stereotypes are the beliefs held about that gender, prescriptive stereotypes are the beliefs held about how that gender should behave (Burgess & Borgida, 1999). This affects how men and women think and behave, as it encourages people to create estimates of how genders should behave, and actually act. This may lead to discrimination, as violations of these estimates cause incongruency’s (Stamarski & Son Hing, 2015). This has been recorded in many forms such as hiring decisions, promotions, wages, and performance evaluations as well as sexual harassment. 

Gender prejudice is particularly prevalent within job roles and employment selection (Cristofaro, 2017; Hakan, & Yilmaz,  2017; Heilman, Manzi, & Braun, 2015), this bias is also seen cross-culturally (Ruffle & Shtudiner, 2015). The perception of inadequacy to meet gender norms can create a prejudice, for example, women displaying more agentic characteristics may been seen as highly qualified, however may still experience discrimination due to being deviant and unlikeable due to exhibiting more traditional masculine traits, placing women in a predicament. 

Within this present study the aim is to add to existing research within the higher education sector, to investigate whether prejudice is still prevalent towards women, more so than men. This research will examine how more hostile gender sexism and benevolent gender sexism affect hiring decisions within higher education positions, in the field of psychology, as there seems to be a lack of research into this area. 

Furthermore, undergraduate psychology students are trained to be more objective and fair, so this may impact results. Given the gender based inequalities discussed within this literature review, the current study provides critical insights into factors that may affect hiring decisions which may be affecting opportunities of women within higher education sectors. The first hypothesis is that males will be selected more so than females for the head of department position, and the female applicants will be selected more than the male for the lecturer position. The second hypothesis is that those with greater hostile sexism will have stronger preference to maintain traditional gender norms than those with benevolent sexism. This sought to explore the biases, perceptions, and assignment of equally qualified men and women pursuing a career in science.

Men and women experience the work place differently, wage disparities, gender differences in authority, and workplace segregation are well documented (Bishu & Alkadry, 2017). Recruitment decisions can affect a company greatly, especially the performance of that organisation. Therefore, hiring decisions requires individuals making those selections to be objective and rational. However, evidence provided by Aharon, et al, (2001), Ariely (2008), and Caplan (2000) suggest that under certain circumstances humans can be biased and irrational, particularly in their decision-making process. 

Even though literature indicates the increase of equality between men and women within the work place, within the UK during 2016-2017 the number of individuals employed within an academic contract were 206,870, of those only 94,475 were women. Furthermore, those described as professor level were 20,550, of those only 5,050 were women, moreover, other senior academic staff within contract were 6,050 of those 2,175 were female (Mantle, 2018). Indicating, that women are still not being employed at the higher level of jobs in comparison to men, (Madera, Hebl, & Martin, 2009).

Interestingly, the number of female and male students studying psychology within the UK according to the BBC news in 2014 is more than 100,000 students (Study International news, 2016). Additionally, what is interesting is that female undergraduates have been judged to be less competent and less worthy of being hired than an identical male, women were also offered a smaller salary and less career mentoring (Moss-Racusin, et al, 2012). Would this indicate that gender biases are affecting womens choices and career opportunities. The British Psychological Society (BPS, 2019) results show that on average there is a £13,000 wage gap between men and women, and male psychologists are 9% more likely to hold senior positions and management roles. 

Additionally, male dominated occupations may be particularly prone to discrimination of women (Burgess & Borgida,1999; Bobbit-Zeher, 2011) and vice versa, men being discriminated against for female dominated occupations. This can affect the way individuals feel about themselves greatly, by violating societal stereotypes, this violation is viewed more negatively of men than women. Koenig (2018) found that gender prescriptive stereotypes placed more restriction on what men are not to do, whilst women’s prescriptive stereotypes were more focused on what they were supposed to do. Moss-Racusin, et al, (2012) and Busak, Kulich, Rudan, & Kinahan, (2018) demonstrate the backlash of men violating stereotypes and the social penalties for women. Indicating that this is still occurring at present. However, contradictory to this, within jobs that have no strong gender stereotype or extreme sex imbalances there have been found to be small pro-male and small pro-female biases (Kock, D’Mello, & Sackett, 2015). 

Within our current climate, it is not socially acceptable to display an explicit gender bias. More interestingly, there is legislation in place to prohibit employment discrimination based on non-job-related factors such as age, gender, ethnicity, race and disability. However, there is no legislation in place regarding physical attractiveness (Watkins & Johnson, 2000). Therefore, within occupational settings, when regulators or legislation against discrimination are in place, selectors are more likely to display implicit or covert prejudice, regardless of their age (Koch, D’mello & Sackett, 2015). This indicates that prejudice has changed over time, because it is no longer acceptable to be explicitly prejudice, there are more modern forms of prejudice at work, making it more difficult to prove. 

Bias within evaluations and selection processes in an occupational setting can occur when two candidates are deemed equal. Within Rudolph, wells, Weller & Baltes, (2009) study, evidence suggests that prejudice only generally tends to occur by some stigmatised characteristic or quality outside of their qualifications or job performance. Contradictory to this, Marlowe, Scheider & Nelson, (1996) argue that prejudices may decrease as an individual has repeated exposure to qualifications and performance of candidates, indicating that experienced managers may be less susceptible to prejudices. This shows that even though prejudices can be present, by repeated exposure and awareness of potential prejudices held by the individual, candidates can be judged more equally. 

Ambivolent sexism by Glick and Fiske (1996), puts forward that sexist attitudes incorporate ambivolnence by each sex towards the opposite sex. Hostile sexism (HS) hold the view that women use sexuality to control men and wish to gain mens power, however benivolent sexism (BS) idealises women as pure beings which need to be protected, supported and complete men with their love. But this implies that women are weak at best and to be subserviant to males and are more suited to traditional gender roles. Simialrly, hostile sexism toward men is culturally portrayed by men being deemed the superior sex, the dominant sex, which exsert control in intermate relationships. 

Furthermore, benevolence sexism towards men is rooted in traditional admiration that men are protectors and providers, and that men require women to provide domestic and maternal care at home. Again, this implies that men are controlling at best, and incapable of taking care of themselves needing someone to serve them. And although this research was founded in America, this theory has been validated in 19 countries worldwide (Maltby, 2010). This indicates that sexism is presented in a negative association, even if framed in a more positive and less hostile way.

This causes an hostility between groups that differer in physical appearance, except with men and women, the biology of their sex creates a situation which is unique to any other ingroup outgroup dynamics. Guttentag & Secord (1983) state that due to sexual reproduction, this causes a dyiad of power as it compels men to rely on women to bear children, for the satisfaction of sexual need and their need for psychological intimacy due to these needs not being easily met by other men. However Becker (2010), raises an interesting point, if women agree with sexist attitudes towards their own gender, is this the legitimisation of mens rewards to power, status and resources. Implying that benevolnent sexism is a relatively agreeable form of sexism as it promotes a more caring, better partners and relationships. 

Furthermore, it justifies gender inequality by benefiting womens interpersonal advantages and greater life satisfaction.  However it endorces patriarchal attitudes within society along with women with high psychological entitlement, promotes narcissim (Hammond, Sibley, & Overall, 2014). This is an interesting study and has an interesting point of view, however it would imply that personality plays a larger role in gender prejudice than perhaps social stereotypes alone. A limitation of this study is that womens manifestations of psychological entitlment is affected by social contexts.  

If certain personality traits affects how stereotypes are viewed and upheld, then those drawn to Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) have been linked with sexism. These attitudes even though they are independant of each other, show that both hostile and benevolent sexism, work with SDO for the continuation of group based hieracrchy, especially within the workplace (Fraser, Osborne, & Sibley, 2015). A limitation of this study is the survey used, and restricts this to a two item measure indicating that it is a conservative test. Contradictory, subordinate social groups which work to diminish supporting social hierarchy (Kehn, & Ruthig, 2013).  

Religion can also play a role within this social dynamic, especially cultutrally as countires which uphold stronger religious beliefs and adhere to the bible and the quran as their relgious guide. As these conceptions insinuate that women derive from men, implying that men are the dominant sex. This can lead to ambivolent sexism, however there are problems with the measures used to asses levels of reliogous beliefs within these studies (Christoper & Mull, 2006; Glick, & Castro,  2002). Contradictory to this, Burn and Busso (2005) study found a relationship between scriptural literealism, religiousity and ambivalent sexism, and Masser & Adams (1999) who found a small correlation between BS and protestant-ethic orientation. What this shows is that individuals that center themselves and their life around religion display ambivolent sexism, however, their motives may be very different (Maltby, Hall, Anderson, & Edwards, 2010). 

Additionally, Recently, current investigations in gender inequality within careers have focused in on choice as a persistent element of disparities amongst men and women in achieving top jobs, including academia (Rivera, 2017). Most contemporary research within hiring decisions has identified gender discrimination assessments of competence and suggested that career is secondary priority to family life (Rivera, 2017). Within real world settings, usually the first encounter that a hiring selector has with a candidate is via a Curriculum Vitae’s (CV’s). As our brains can only process a limited amount of information when deciding, we tend to use mental shortcuts (Whysall, 2018). These mental shortcuts may influence initial impressions along with the content of that CV. Powell & Butterfield (2002) found that many demographic traits such as gender accounted for 4% of variance on hiring recommendations. 

Various pieces of literature have indicated within science, faculty members portray women as less competent but at the same time promote their warmth and likeability in comparison to men (Eagly, & Mladinic, 1994) causing a disparity. Despite decreases in explicit sexism over the decades, especially amongst the higher educated, gender biases are still explicitly displayed by men and women within undergraduate science students, and would indicate that cultural gender stereotypes are still translating into biases,  an investigation into academic sciences requires more exploration (Moss-Racusin, Dovidio, Brescoll, Graham, & Handelsman, 2012). 

As a variety of research confirms that gender prejudice is present within a variety of positions, and sciences are predominantly male dominated, science faculty members may not display such biases due to being trained to think objectively. However, fairness paradoxically falls subject to biases, particularly within sciences, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) (Moss-Racusin, et al, 2012). As society inadvertently teaches individuals that genders are better suited for certain positions, even though women have a higher intake and graduation rate, along with scoring higher on male deemed topics such as STEM. 

The reduced numbers of women in academia is a well-known and researched phenomenon (Christopher & Wojda, 2008). One study by Rubini & Menegatti, (2014) examined the difference in descriptive language used in the hiring selections of both sexes of candidates applying for positions in academia. They found that the male selectors resulted in more abstract negative language used towards women and more positive concrete language, than towards men. Men also used more negative adjectives when discussing rejected applicant women, whilst rejected male applicants were described using more negative action verbs, interestingly more positive adjectives than women.  

However, both male and female selectors showed linguistic bias, but men showed a higher discrimination towards women. Indicating that candidates gender clearly affects selection, and that language used is an effective way to provide evidence of implicit gender bias and stigma attached to stereotypes. One limitation of this study is that this was not tested on multiple levels, and a longitudinal study would be needed to follow the careers over several years in order to verify the rejections (Rubini, & Menegatti, 2014). 

Reilly, Rackley, & Awad, (2017) states within their study that mentoring within the field of STEM more specifically in technology, is particularly important for both men and women. The issues that the intern experienced, combined with the particular levels of the participants hostile and benevolent sexism, provided evidence of gender discrimination of both sexes, and in fact mentoring of the same sex can have a higher negative effect, especially amongst women. Furthermore, men were encouraged to follow gender norms of being self sufficient and females were encouraged to manage their emotions (Reilly, et al, 2017). There were a few limitations of this study, firstly that a vignette was used to explore perceptions of interns, this may vary in real life settings, secondly, it was a self-reported study, allowing for the potential for dishonesty when reporting sexist beliefs, perhaps an online study would have been more beneficial to allow better anonymity and more truthful responses, and finally to include an internal and external motivation scale without sexism scales may elicit to this further. 
	
To conclude, whilst stereotyping is an effective way for individuals to categorise and process information, errors in the re-occurrence of data, expectations of gender norms and stereotypes, can cause prejudice and biases. This has evidently changed over time, and presents itself in more implicit ways due to legislation that is in place. It is concerning that predoctoral experiences may influence individual’s postdoctoral decisions about career choices. Societal gender prejudices in specific roles as documented within fields such as science, technology, engineering and mathematics may offer an explanation as to why these specific fields are still male dominated. Whether this is still currently due to the most adequate person being employed for the role or just upkeeping societies gender norms. 

Ambivalent sexism suggests that hostile sexism and benevolent sexism encourages the social hierarchy that is present within society, even if individuals frame these differences in a positive or negative way. These differences cause hostility between groups that differer in physical appearance, except with men and women, the biology of their sex creates a situation which is unique to any other ingroup outgroup dynamic. We are almost forced to interact and be civil for the sake of the survival of our species.  

One way that may be beneficial to reform potential bias within gender differences is sensitization (Yengar, 2016). By encouraging more women from all races and ethnicity into applying for higher education roles such as professors and senior lecturer positions, this may help recruiters to examine their own personal attitudes and biases and change potential thought processes used within recruiting. 

Recruiters need to be aware of their own personal prejudices and biases in order to select the most suitable candidate regardless of gender. And by believing that the reduction in prejudice towards women will directly affect the increase the discrimination of men, this may restrict further equality of gender within the work place. Within this present study the aim is to investigate gender bias within hiring decisions, followed by a gender ambivalence questionnaire. With the interchanging gender roles of current society, is the threat that the increasing independence of women pose to a dominant social order still affecting job selection.
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