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ABSTRACT

Testing for Discrimination against Lesbians of
Different Marital Status: A Field Experiment

In this paper, a correspondence testing experiment is conducted to examine sexual
orientation discrimination against lesbians in Germany. Applications for four fictional female
characters are sent out in response to job advertisements: a heterosexual single, a married
heterosexual, a single leshian and a lesbian who is in a ‘same-sex registered partnership’.
Different results are obtained for the two cities investigated, Munich and Berlin. While single
lesbians and lesbians in a registered partnership are equally discriminated in comparison to
the heterosexual women in the city of Munich, no discrimination based on sexual orientation
has been found in Berlin. Furthermore, for a subset of our data we can compare the effects of
a randomized versus a paired testing approach, which suggests that under certain
conditions, due to increased conspicuity, the paired testing approach may lead to biased
results.
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Introduction

Over recent decades, substantial advances haventmdmin some countries with respect
to gay and lesbian rights. In particular, the nimedombat discrimination has been high on
the political agenda. For example, in 2000 the Ream Union introduced the
Employment Equality Directive (2000/78/EC) that lpimts discrimination based on
sexual orientation in the private and public secAdso in the US, in the absence of a
federal law, various states and cities have baengaloyment discrimination of gays and
lesbians. Weichselbaumer and Winter-Ebmer (20@#)ekample, have shown that anti-
discrimination laws can indeed better the labork@@situation of disadvantaged groups.

Negative attitudes towards minority groups aresmftonsidered the basis for
discrimination. As data shows, prejudice towardgsgand lesbians has been decreasing
over time. The World Values Survey has been asgeuple worldwide whether they find
homosexuality justifiable on a scale from 1 (nevir)10 (always). In Germany, for
example, this indicator for acceptance has inceé®sen a meager 3.5 in 1981 to 6.5 in
2006. Attitudes towards gays and lesbians are ajlgicnore negative in the US, but the
improvement is also observable here (with an averdd.4 in 1982 increasing to 4.6 in
2006). The World Values Survey also asks resposdehom, out of a list of people, they
would not like to have as neighbors. While in 13308% of Germans still eschewed the
idea of homosexuals as neighbors, this number éa®ased to 17.3% in 2006. In the US
the corresponding numbers were 38.5% in 1990 arh 26 2006. Despite these
improvements, discrimination based on sexual aaigort still persists in many areas of
life, as this paper will show (see Badgett et 2007, and Weichselbaumer, forthcoming,
for reviews).

Advances have been made in some countries wigfeceso the legal recognition
of same-sex partnerships. Countries have introdsaede-sex marriage or variations
thereof in the form of civil unions or registerearmerships. In the US, same-sex marriage
is recognized in some municipalities and statessénmany the “registered partnership”,
which is available to same-sex couples only, wamduced in 2001. It affords gay and
lesbian couples some, but not all, rights and nesipdities of marriage. Differences
persist in particular with respect to adoption tggland income taxatiorin 2012, the
German ministry of justice drafted a law that skloalign the rights granted in registered
partnership more closely with those of marriageweler, the law is considered too

controversial within the current government fawitoe likely to be passed.



While the introduction of same-sex marriage and arions can be seen as a step
towards equality, queer theorists — often adop#érfgminist critique of marriage — have
been more ambivalent (Ferguson 2007). One coneethat gay marriage may simply
shift social hierarchies — leading to a new diffei@ion between socially acceptable gay
marrieds and queer Others, whose lifestyles coatiaube despised. In that way, gay
marriage can be interpreted as a disciplining detWnat pushes queers into normalized
lifestyles (Butler 2004). Duggan (2002) has coitieslterm ‘homonormativity’ to refer to
the fact that in recent decades lesbians and gays increasingly adopted conventional,
‘homonormative’ lifestyles. These are based on iage; a monogamous family life as
well as successful careers and are closely aligmeble social norms of the heterosexual
majority. The adaption of these mainstream normy mmave led to increased social
acceptance of gays and lesbians but, accordingugmgé&n (2002), also took much radical
potential out of the LGBT (lesbian, gay, bisexuthnsgender) movement that has
previously fought not only for the protection obeoader range of sexual freedoms, but
often also for progressive political change. Widspect to labor market outcomes,
however, adopting homonormative lifestyles may vemil pay off. Employers may
perceive same-sex marriage as a signal for inaded@@esticity and employees in such a
union may be preferred to presumably ‘radical gsiedthis is what this paper seeks to
investigate.

So far, little research has been conducted to tigats the economic effect of
same-sex marriage or legal variations thereof. fason for this is that few data sets
allow the identification of both single and partergays and lesbians. In addition, in
countries where some form of same-sex marriagetsexand data sets allow the
identification of sexual orientation as well as it&rstatus, usually there are too few
observations of gays and lesbians in same-sex agagito examine them as a separate
group. For this reason Lafrance et al. (2009) heygregated data on gays and lesbians
who are married or are living common-law in Canalaey show that lesbians who are
married (or are living common-law) have about teercpnt higher earnings than
unattached lesbians. They conclude that for lesbismmg in a joint household with a
partner correlates with unobserved characteristiasare valued in the labor market. This
empirical result is in line with the argument thenployers may prefer lesbians who
adhere to a more homonormative lifestyle. It i gh®ssible that married lesbians put
more emphasis on a normalized successful life meg# - on their professional career in

particular - and therefore achieve higher earniBgslgett et al. (2008) have examined the



legal partnership status of gays and lesbians liioc@@a. Their study identifies a positive
correlation between being in a registered domestithership and higher incomes for gay
men but not for lesbians. Again, this result maylynthat gay marriage is rewarded
positively in the labor market.

This paper is the first to experimentally examihe difference in economic
outcomes between single lesbians and lesbianseigadized relationship. Applications of
fictitious female individuals, who only differ irhéir sexual orientation (straight versus
lesbian) and marriage status (single versus méamiedregistered partnership), are sent
out in response to job advertisements in two Gerai@s: Munich and Berlin. Germany
provides an ideal setting for this study becausiésdadpecific job application procedure. In
contrast to the United States, for example, in Geyna vast amount of information is
required for a serious application and it is stadda include your family status in the
résumeé. The attachment of photos is also obligaffins allows the testing of empirical
phenomena, the study of which may raise suspici@ountries such as the US.

The goal of this paper is to test, whether “homamativity” - as signaled through
same-sex marriage, or a legal variation theresfindeed rewarded in the labor market.
We do not find this to be true in the collectedaddah Munich, the single and partnered
lesbian is treated equally unfavorable comparethéoheterosexual candidate. In Berlin,
there is no discrimination based on sexual oriemtaiThere are indicators for somewhat
unfavorable treatment of partnered women of eidexual orientation; however, these

effects largely disappear when controlling for fispecific characteristics.

Literature review

The main approach to test for discrimination agageys and lesbians has been to
examine their wages in comparison to heterosexwatsle holding productive
characteristics constant. The data sets examineel typically included information on
sexual behavior or sexual identity; another apgrdaas been to classify individuals in
same-sex households who categorize themselvesagtued partners”. One of the main
established facts in this literature is that gaynnearn less than equally qualified
heterosexual men (e.g. Badgett 1995, 2001; Klamattel Flatt 1998, Berg and Lien 2002,
Black et al. 2003, Blandford 2003, Carpenter 200udshing-Daniels and Yeung 2009),
which suggests that gay men are subjected to ofis@tion. Lesbians, however, earn

equal or higher wages than heterosexual women idgthtical productive characteristics



(Badgett 1995, Klawitter and Flatt 1998, Clain dmgpel 2001, Jepsen 2007, Antecol et
al. 2008, Plug and Berkhout 2004, Arabsheibanl.e2Q05, Carpenter 2008, Ahmed et al.
2011). The latter empirical result, however, does mecessarily imply the absence of
discrimination against lesbians. A number of regsconcerning conventional data sets
may be responsible for lesbians’ seemingly highexges in wage regressions. In
particular, unobserved differences in the charaties of lesbian and heterosexual
women may play a crucial role. For example, it basn argued that lesbians are not
subjected to the heterosexual division of laboth@ household that assigns household
tasks to women (Becker 1991). As a result, lesbraag invest more in market-specific
human capital (Black et al. 2003) and on-the-ja@ning (Clain and Leppel 2001) than
heterosexual women. They may also choose bettengagale dominated jobs
(Blandford 2003), more working hours (Klawitter akthtt 1998, Tebaldi and Elmslie
2006) or higher effort levels in the workplace (@@nd Lien 2002) to make up for the
lack of a “male breadwinner” income in the housdh@ecause these differences may not
be fully observable in the data for the researdeshian wages may be overestimated.
Besides this unobserved heterogeneity, the catéigerual orientation” represents
another fundamental challenge for identifying dieénation in conventional microdata.
Wage studies typically rely on the information tlsafrvey respondents provide when
asked about their sexual identity, sexual behamigrartnership status. Obviously, lesbian
and gay respondents will be reluctant to answeh gutamate questions openly in view of
the public stigma attached to same-sex orientatiois. possible that high-income gays
and lesbians — who may be more confident in theeraction with an interviewer — are
more likely to out themselves to an interviewerisT bf course, leads to an upward bias of
lesbian as well as gay wages in wage regressiomsthar problem is that conventional
data sets do not include information on the outigan individual in the workplace.
However, a voluntary or involuntary outing is theegondition for labor market
discrimination based on sexual orientation. Manysgand lesbians choose not to reveal
their sexual orientation on the job to avoid molgbend employment discrimination.
Badgett (2001) reports some evidence that lesliasbe less likely to out themselves in
the workplace than gay men. If lesbians are morefadable outing themselves in the
relative anonymity of a survey than in the workpladiscrimination against lesbians is
underestimated. This is because some lesbiangrareeeusly categorized as “out” while
they are actually hiding their sexual orientatiooni their employer and therefore cannot

be discriminated on grounds of sexual orientation.



As this discussion illustrates, there is consideralncertainty about how to
correctly interpret the results from wage studiesterms of discrimination. Findings
concerning lesbians may be particularly misleadiagheir apparently higher wages may
simply be due to measurement problems concernirgaserientation and unobserved
heterogeneity, e.g. a higher labor market commitroémesbians that is unobservable in
the data. Given that the higher wages of lesbidétaimed in wage studies do not rule out
the existence of labor market discrimination ofblass, other methods are needed to
evaluate the labor market status of lesbians nediabty.

Experiments are typically considered to provide ¢learest and most convincing
evidence for discrimination (Fix and Struyk 199Bje main advantage of experiments is
that the researcher has full control over the datéection process. In particular, in an
experiment it is possible to fully control the puative characteristics of individuals so
that differences in outcomes cannot be due to werebd heterogeneity. However, not
only productivity, but also the signal of sexualatation can be set by the researcher in

such a way that measurement errors leading todraselts cannot occur.

Experiments on discrimination against gays and lesans

Economists and psychologists in particular havedooted a significant amount of
experiments to investigate discrimination agairestsgand lesbians in different contexts,
not only labor markets. They have examined to wlegree gays and lesbians receive help
when in need (e.g. Gabriel and Banse 2006, Ell¢d Box 2001, Hendren and Blank
2009), and how attentively they are served by stbaéf when shopping (Walters and
Curran 1996). With respect to discrimination in &iog, researchers have found
unfavorable treatment of gay men (Ahmed and Hamedtr2009) but not of lesbians in
Sweden (Ahmed et al. 2008) — a result that has beenborated for Vancouver, Canada
(Lauster and Easterbrook 2011). Jones (1996), agdémtified discrimination against
same-sex couples booking a hotel room in the U®. mhbjority of experimental papers,
however, focus on labor market discrimination agiagays and lesbians.

Correspondence tests

The most common method of experimentally testirmpianarket discrimination in real

life settings is called “correspondence testingérédapplications from individuals with

identical qualifications but different demographibaracteristics are sent out to firms

(Jowell and Prescott-Clarke 1970, Riach and Ridb220If one applicant is invited to an



interview more often than the other, this is asmlilto discrimination. Correspondence
tests investigate the first stage in the hiringcpes only. So called “audit studies” go one
step further and also send matched pairs of appticqe.g. Kenney and Wissoker 1994),
however, they suffer from the problem that it mayimmpossible to find and successfully
train real-life applicants so that they truly regget a perfect match (Heckman and
Sieglman 1993, Heckman 1998). In addition, auditoay consciously or subconsciously
be motivated to prove discrimination and adjusirtbehavior accordingly in an interview
situation (Ward 1969). The advantage of correspoceldests is that they circumvent
these problems. By relying on written applicatiotn® experimenter has full control over
the data and there is no threat of bias introdigeckal life testers.

Sociologist Barry Adam (1981) was the first to cood a small-scale
correspondence test to investigate discriminatiasedd on sexual orientation in Canada.
He sent out identical résumés for males and femala$ of which included the line
“Active in Gay People’s Alliance”. While presumabdyraight individuals received more
invitations to an interview, the overall amountagiplications sent was small and did not
yield any significant results. Weichselbaumer (2008presents the first large-scale
correspondence testing experiment on sexual otientaliscrimination and examines
discrimination against lesbians in clerical jobghe city of Vienna, Austria. To indicate
lesbian orientation, a former secondary occupaitiothe management of the local Gay
and Lesbian Alliance was indicated in the applamatwhile the “heterosexual” candidate
had been active in another non-profit organizatidhe lesbian applicant was 12
percentage points less successful in obtainingit@mview (with an invitation rate of 42%)
than the heterosexual woman. This finding proved #xistence of labor market
discrimination based on lesbian orientation for fing time on a statistically significant
level despite the apparently higher wages of |esbia wage regressions.

Since the 2003 study, a number of corresponderstedeexperiments have been
conducted to test for discrimination based on skeauantation in different countries. The
highest levels of discrimination have been foundhydakis for Cyprus (2012) and
Greece (2009, 2011). Tilcsik (2011) examined thmiamarket situation for gays in the
US and found discrimination in some but not alltegainvestigated. Furthermore,
following Weichselbaumer (2004), he examined tHeatfof stereotypes and found that
employers who emphasize the importance of sterematyyp masculine traits in their job
advertisements are particularly likely to discriatie against gay men. Ahmed et al.

(2013) conducted a correspondence test in Swed&restingly, their results show that



discrimination against gay men is higher in maleagdwted jobs, while discrimination
against lesbians is more pronounced in female-dat®ihoccupations. Patacchini et al.
(2012) do not find unfavorable treatment of lesbianltaly, but confirm the existence of

discrimination against gay men.

Signaling sexual orientation

Besides being able to control for identical prodiectcharacteristics of individuals, the
second main advantage of experiments is that tHew d@he researcher to consciously
choose and implement a suitable signal for sexuahtation. To measure discrimination
based on sexual orientation, the researcher wantgehtify gays and lesbians who are —
voluntarily or involuntarily — “out” in the labor arket. Conventional surveys may ask
respondents about their sexual behavior, sexudaititgleor partnership status, but this
information does not necessarily correspond witloaimg in the workplace and therefore
can only act as a proxy. As has been mentionedodata may allow the researcher to
identify gays and lesbians only indirectly, for exae via classifying individuals in a

same-sex household who categorize themselves asafued partners” in census data
(e.g. Klawitter and Flatt 1998, Clain and LeppeD20 Such a procedure only allows the
identification of gays and lesbians who live wittpartner, but not of those who live in

other household contexts.

In experiments it is possible to artificially “outésters in different contexts and
measure whether their outing leads to unfavorablgak or economic outcomes. In
previous experimental studies, for instance whennigatesters inquire for jobs (Hebl et
al. 2002) or when examining helping behavior (Hendand Blank 2009), psychologists
have equipped testers with T-shirts or basebadl Wah gay pride labels to indicate same-
sex sexual orientation to their vis-a-vis. Anotlségindard signal for sexual orientation,
used by economists and psychologists alike, is\dacate a partnership between people
whose sex is revealed via their first names (e.gpméd et al. 2008, Ahmed and
Hammerstedt 2009, Ellis and Fox 2001, Gabriel amchs® 2006). In their study on
discrimination in housing, for example, Ahmed et @008) sent emails of “a couple
without children ... searching for an apartment” @8R These emails were signed by two
female names to imply a lesbian relationship.

In correspondence testing experiments, the sameesaial orientation is typically
indicated through the volunteer engagement in aagalylesbian organization that is listed

in the résumé. For the “heterosexual” candidatesndrol organization is chosen that does



not give any evidence of being gay or lesbian. Bigsal has been criticized for various
reasons. One disadvantage is that adding informatioa gay and lesbian organization
may make the applicant look less business savvgy Thay also be perceived to be
radical (Weichselbaumer 2003). In that case they mo& be discriminated for their sexual
discrimination per se but because of disclosingawever, as Tilcsik (2011) points out, if
an applicant is treated unfavorably because an @maplbelieves they violated a social
norm by mentioning volunteer work at a gay and iEsborganization, this is still
discrimination based on sexual orientation. Mentigrsuch an engagement can only be
considered embarrassing, if same-sex orientatsatf iis regarded objectionable. There is
no reason why experience in a gay and lesbian @@ should per se be less valuable
than in another matching institution.

The signal of a gay and lesbian organization hses been criticized because it
may make the applicant look like a political activiBadgett et al. 2007). If there is
distaste against political activism, discriminatibased on sexual orientation may be
overestimated. However, this problem can be miigidty emphasizing the managerial or
financial tasks an applicant holds in the orgamzathat are not in the political realm but
relevant from a human capital perspective (e.g.cWaslbaumer 2003, Tilcsik 2011,
Patacchini et al. 2012).

Finally, volunteering in a gay and lesbian orgatimamay make a firm believe
the applicant is a leftist (Tilcsik 2011). WeicHsalimer (2003) circumvented the problem
of discrimination based on political beliefs by osmg a gay and lesbian organization of
the political mainstream. Tilcsik (2011), againxtpposed a left-wing gay and lesbian
organization in the gay condition with a left-leagipolitical organization in the control
condition. However, while researchers are doingrthest to circumvent the potential
problems associated with signaling sexual oriematia a gay and lesbian organization,

some critics may remain.

Experiment with different signals for sexual orienation

In this paper two different signals for sexual ntaion are used to test how the choice of
indicator for sexual orientation affects labor netrkutcomes in an experimental setting.

As has been illustrated, most correspondence ltests used the engagement in a gay and
lesbian organization as the key indicator for saere-sexual orientation, but this signal

has been criticized. Another option is to signal galesbian identity via the existence of



a same-sex partner. For example, Van Hoye and h&ey2003) conducted a laboratory
experiment in the style of a correspondence testrevthey stated under the rubric “family
situation” that one candidate is “living togetheith a person of the same sex. Once
more, the latter is indicated through the first paoh the partner. Ahmed et al. (2013), in
their correspondence test, added a paragraph iappkcation letters of lesbians (gays)
saying “In my spare time, | enjoy spending timehwiy wife (husband)”. This signal,
however, only complemented the indication of sexar&gntation via a gay and lesbian
organization.

As mentioned above, the ‘“registered partnership” einetragene
Lebenspartnerschaft”) was introduced in Germang20d@1. It provides legal recognition
of gay and lesbian relationships and affords sorhéhe rights and responsibilities
available to heterosexual married couples. Accgrdinthe census, until 2010, 37% of all
cohabiting same-sex couples in Germany have regé®s a “registered partnership”. In
the following | will refer to them as “partneredags and lesbians (corresponding with the
official German term “verpartnert”). This new legahtus provides a novel indicator for

sexual orientation in experimental tests in Germany

Method

In this paper a correspondence test is presentad itlwestigates not only whether
discrimination against lesbians exists in Germdny, also whether different signals for
sexual orientation lead to different results in éixperimental setting.

For the purpose of the experiment four differedéntities were created: a
heterosexual single, a married heterosexual, araured lesbian and a lesbian who is in a
registered partnership. The creation of these fenddntities was facilitated by the fact
that in applications in Germany it is standard ndi¢ate your family status in your
résume. As a consequence, the single heterosexdaligle lesbian were created in the
same way as in previous experiments via informatan voluntary activities in
combination with the information “family statusngie”. Like Weichselbaumer (2003), |
chose the “Lesben- und Schwulenverband in Deutsdhld SVD, as the gay and lesbian
organization (GLO), not only because it is Germanigrgest gay rights and self help
organization, but also because it is located in pbétical mainstream. As a result,
unfavorable treatment against a member of the Gh@nat be attributed to left-wing
politics. Furthermore, the professional tasks lalthe organization were included in the

résumeé (“bookkeeping and accounting”). Given theaclprofessional relevance of this

10



experience, including the voluntary engagemenhé&GLO is necessary for an applicant
to fully reveal their factual human capital to ateuial employer. In addition,
emphasizing accounting experience at the GLO nté@ggéhe concern that the applicant
may be considered a political activist.

For the control condition, like Weichselbaumer (2p&nd Patacchini et al. (2012),
| used the voluntary engagement in a nonprofit ucalt center (with the tasks:
bookkeeping and accounting). As e.g. Tilcsik (20bhAa} argued, organizations in the
control condition should not signal higher levelssocial engagement, care for others
and/or generosity than the gay and lesbian orghoizaThe nonprofit cultural center
should serve this purpose, as, like the GLO, itilamy caters primarily to the specific
interest group of the applicant.

It should be noted that no direct indicator is giver the sexual orientation of the
“single heterosexual.” However, given that hetexasdity is one of the main organizing
principles of Western societies and considered “tieem” to which people typically
adhere to, employers are unlikely to infer any ‘dgon” of that “norm” unless a
respective indicator is provided. Of course, thespmably “single heterosexual”
applicant could also be a lesbian in disguise who eontrast to the “single lesbian” —
does not want to out herself to a potential emplolyethat way the comparison between
the “single heterosexual” and the “single lesbialso measures the costs associated with
revealing lesbian orientation.

The two “married” women of different sexual oriatibn are constructed primarily
through their marriage status. While the marrietbtosexual under the heading “family
status” is stated as “married to Andreas Kraudeg,gartnered lesbian declared to be “in a
registered partnership with Katharina Krause”. Eomparison reasons, both of them
volunteered in a nonprofit cultural center, wheegain, they were responsible for
bookkeeping and accounting.

Thus, this design includes two different fictioriedsbians’: one, whose sexual
orientation is signaled through her voluntary attivn a gay and lesbian organization,
and one, who is in a registered partnership. Thepesison of these two types of lesbians
is of interest for the following reason: As hasibebown, signaling sexual orientation via
a volunteer engagement in a gay and lesbian org@oizhas been criticized because it
may possibly conflate political activism or radisat with sexual orientation (Badgett et
al. 2007). The gay and leshian organization usedhis study has been chosen to

minimize these problems, however, skepticism magigie The second indicator used in
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this study, information of family status, avoidsstiproblem. However, it focuses on a
subsection of partnered lesbians. As the previoigsudsion has shown, same-sex
marriage or a legal variation thereof may be intetigrl as a signal that an individual
appreciates normalcy and adheres to homonormatiNes.r This has even been
emphasized in the political debate when Germanyisster of family affairs, Kristina
Schréder from the conservative Christian Democrdiiton, has argued that “gays and
lesbians in registered partnerships take lastirspamsibility for another and thus live
according to conservative values” (Suddeutscheu#git2012). The engagement in a
registered partnership may therefore lead to is@@aacceptance and put a halt to
discrimination. As a result, lesbians who are iregistered partnership may be preferred
to those who are not. Consequently, in our experiaiesetting they should be more
successful than those who are single and whoseakexigntation is indicated via their

activity in a gay and lesbian organization.

Randomized correspondence test

| followed Adam (1981) and Ahmed et al. (2013) amht only one application to each
job opening. The identity of the applicant (heterasal single, married heterosexual,
lesbian single and married lesbian) was randombkigasd to each application by
variation of the family status and voluntary adyvi Most correspondence testing
experiments send multiple applications, some sstudieen send a whole battery of
comparable résumés to one company. This “paireticafipn process” has the advantage
that it significantly speeds up the data collectpnocess as it increases the number of
observations collected per vacancy. TheoreticaBnding multiple applications could
also have the advantage of illustrating discrimeoratat the firm level. However, few
correspondence testing studies make use of thiandéalye and present firm-fixed effect
models. Also, only some explicitly report differemt treatment at the firm level
(exceptions are e.g. Drydakis 2009, 2011). As | digcuss later, in the first round of the
experiment | also followed the more standard “@hiapplication” design. However, due
to risk of detection the paired application teclmiglid not turn out to be viable in the
current German setting, where a high awarenessroéspondence tests exists. For this
reason | will discuss the data collected with aguhiapplication design separately in the
last section of the paper.

12



Cities

Two different cities are tested in this study: Bednd Munich. Berlin, the largest city and
capital of Germany, is known in particular for ltseral political climate. Since 2001
Klaus Wowereit from the Social Democrats holdspbsition of the governing mayor and
prime minister of the federal state. He became tarioy outing himself with the line
“I'm gay, and it's good that way” back in 2001. TNew York Times have called him a
“Symbol of Openness” (2006), and also the city eflB itself owes much of its appeal to
its unconventionality, openness and creative scene.

Munich is the third largest city in Germany and ttepital of the Free State of
Bavaria, a very prosperous state in the Roman Gatbouth of the country. Bavaria is
often considered a bastion of conservative politicSermany. The conservative Christian
Social Union of Bavaria (CSU) has been the domipafitical force since it was founded
after WWII. For more than half a century, every Mtar-President of Bavaria had been a
CSU party member.

Becker and Scheufele (2011) have shown that bepeles®nal contact, religious
and ideological predispositions have a great impawct people's attitudes towards
homosexuality and same-sex marriage. Given théigalland religious climate of the two
states, Bavaria and Berlin, one would thereforeoltygsize that discrimination based on
sexual orientation is higher in the capital of Ba@a@aMunich. There is one additional
difference between Berlin and Munich, however. Whihemployment is notoriously high
in Berlin (between 13% and 14% in the period 201mnid-2012), Munich businesses
often have trouble finding qualified personnel ftwén unemployment rate around 4% in
the period 2011-mid-2012). Given the low unemployme&te in Munich, employers
have to compete for employees. This may not leaeenrfor discrimination based on
sexual orientation. As Becker (1971) has arguedcroination should vanish in
competitive settings (see, for example, Weichsetieu and Winter-Ebmer 2007,
Zweimiller 2008 for empirical tests). Given these tpotentially opposing effects of
politics versus economics, the empirics have teaewhich of the two effects dominates
and whether differences in discrimination basedserual orientation occur in Berlin

versus Munich.

Occupations
In this study, | concentrate on the employment ckarfor office workers (secretaries/

clerical assistants and accountants) because here ¢xists sufficient labor demand to
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collect a reasonably large data set. Also for sades and accountants, job ads are
relatively standardized and it is usual to sendviitten résumeés (in some occupations
applicants are required to call-in). Finally, foffiee clerks it is possible to create
convincing applications and provide the relevargligption material (e.g. school reports),

which is a complex task in the German setting.

Applications

Constructing a correspondence test in a Germarkisgeeountry is a challenge because
of the large amount of material a credible applicaeeds to submit. The amount of
information required is particularly striking in mivast to countries like the US where
applicants have to provide fewer personal detail$ thereby are better protected from
discrimination in the first stage of the applicatiprocess. In the German setting an
applicant is not considered to be sincere if theyndt attach a photograph and various
school reports. Most applicants also include refegeletters and documents on further
training. This considerably complicates the creatd applications and severely reduces
the amount of jobs that an experiment can incliterefore, a thorough experiment in a
German speaking country will typically not be atdecover the broad range of jobs that
studies in other countries, e.g. Sweden or the &@mine (e.g. Ahmed et al. 2013,
Oreopoulos 2011). Also, because realistic appboatican only be created for few
occupations, a carefully conducted correspondezstdrt a German speaking country will
usually not be able to collect the amount of datt is sometimes obtained by studies
elsewhere (for example Oreopoulos 2011), wherecthwerage of many different jobs
comes at lower costs. Furthermore, because theraotien of fake school reports is
particularly time consuming, in the German setitng not efficient to vary variables of
minor interest, e.g. years of job experience (Badrand Mullainathan 2004): Changing
the age of an applicant (and thereby the yearsobf gxperience) may require the
fabrication of an entirely new document for a sdh@port. However, these increased
costs of the German setting also come at a berefst, because of the vast amount of
information provided in a German application, thexelso scope for altering variables,
like family status or physical looks, that cannettbsted elsewhere. As a result, questions
like the effect of being in a registered partngrstan be examined in the German context
while similar experiments may raise suspicion iheotcountries. Second, in a setting

where such detailed information on an applicanprgvided, statistical discrimination
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(Phelps 1972, Arrow 1973) is less likely. Results therefore most likely due to a taste
for discrimination (Becker 1971, Weichselbaumer£00

In the current experiment, each application cassi§following elements: A letter
of application, a résumé, a photograph, a fake dcteport (certifying qualification for
university matriculation) and a fake certificater ®uccessfully having passed the final
exams as an office clerk apprentice. In the craaticdocuments | have strictly adhered to
the rules identified by the German Federal Antidiimination Agency that legally cover
testing procedures (Klose and Kuhn 2010). Becahsefittitious applicants were still
employed in their first regular job, the failurepgoovide letters of reference from previous
employers was not evident. Because only one apiicavas sent to each firm, the
applications of different identities were identical every respect apart from the family
status and volunteer activities. The identity & #pplicant was assigned randomly. At the
time of the experiment, the fictitious applicanilid Schulz, was 30 years old. This name
was used because of its very common first and sugn&ollowing her A-levels (Abitur)
and apprenticeship as an office clerk, she hada8syaf job experience as an office clerk
or accountant. The application also included infation on her IT-skills as well as
foreign language abilities, and indicated that Isélel a driver’s license. Her hobbies were
painting and sport. When applying to a firm, theisas application documents were
combined in one electronic file that was sent ® tbmpanies by email. Of course, the
applications gave full contact information: an aahd, an email-address and a cell phone
number which lead to a voicemail, so that compacaesd get in touch with the fictitious

applicant.

Procedure

From May 2011 until August 2012, various populatiran job portals were searched
weekly for relevant job ads in Berlin and Municlp@ications were restricted to full-time
jobs and job postings whose basic requirements hedtt¢he profile of our fictitious
candidate. Because we had only one applicant tepach company’s ad, it was crucial
that the vacancies included in the study are coaiper Each ad was carefully checked for
its suitability and coded how well it matched thanslardized profile of the applicant.
This information was used later as a control vdeiald a personnel recruitment agency
was involved in the selection process, the respe@d was omitted. Each company was
contacted only once during the course of the erpart to avoid detection. All remaining

companies that welcomed applications by email wergacted.
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If an employer was interested in the applicant,&hdd be contacted by leaving a
message on her cell-phone, by email or throughlaegoail. We coded invitations to an
interview as well as inquiries that came with tteged interest in the candidate as positive
response (callback). When the applicant was inuibean interview, the appointment was

canceled within a day to avoid any inconveniencéaéocompany.

Results

Not all applications sent produced usable obsermatiln particular, observations had to
be dropped if our email application bounced badkr-example because of an incorrect
email address given in the advertisement or dantoverfull mailbox. Also, on receiving
our application, some companies requested us & afitinformation on the applicant in
an online form or informed us that they were migsicertain information in our
application without which it would not be process€dr practical reasons, we did not
follow up these applications. A few companies infed us that there was a mistake in the
job profile of their ad or that, unexpectedly, thegd been able to immediately fill the
vacancy — e.g. with an internal candidate. Thesemations were dropped. This left us
with 1066 usable observations, 682 of which fromnMb where the economy was

booming despite the international economic crises.

Results: Munich

The overall callback rates for different identitee® presented in Figure 1. Note that these
are raw data, as only the application of one itigmias sent to each company. In Munich,
the single heterosexual woman was the most suctesse received positive feedback
from 45.3% of companies contacted, followed by mherried heterosexual woman who
received a callback from 41.5% of firms. This diffiece, however, is not statistically
significant (t=0.7014, p=0.24, one-sided test). TWe lesbians whose sexual orientation
is indicated once by her engagement in a gay astade organization (“single lesbian”)
and once by the fact that she is in a registerem@ahip (“partnered lesbian”) turn out to
be equally successful in Munich, but they fare siggntly worse than the heterosexual
women. T-tests show that either heterosexual woth@nsingle as well as the married, is
preferred to either lesbian (single heterosexuatuse single lesbian: t=2.42, p=0.008,

single heterosexual versus married lesbian: t=239,008, married heterosexual versus
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single lesbian: t=1.71, p=0.04, married heteroskxwarsus married lesbian: t=1.69,
p=0.046, all one-sided).

In the next step, a probit analysis is conducte@xamine the probability of a
positive callback in more detail. The first spezfion in Table 1 is without any controls.
As shown, the single lesbian is 12 percentage goamd the partnered lesbian 11
percentage points less likely to receive a callbiden the heterosexual single woman.
There is no effect for the married heterosexual amn specification 2, we add the
following controls: occupation accountant (referemategory: secretary/clerk), firm size
(2-3: small: 1-20 employees, medium: 21-500 emmsydarge: > 500 employees), action
radius of the firm (1-3: local, national, intermatal) and, most importantly, job
requirements. Job requirements are coded in th@aolg way: O = our candidate matches
the requirements, 1 = the ad mentions it wouldrbadvantage if the candidate has some
special skill (e.g. with respect to a computer paog or language) that our applicant does
not have, 2 = the ad mentions some particular/ekplerience to be required for the job
which our applicant does not have. Note that optiegnts were relatively well qualified,
so if our applicant did not provide the particuskill, many other applicants would also
not. Specification 3 additionally includes time dumes (for quarters), specification 4
industries. We distinguish between trade, manufaxuand services. Because the
majority of jobs are in the service sector, we fedrclusters within this sector. The
reference category is “other services”. In speatfan 5 we include interaction effects for
job requirements and identity. If skills are reedirthat our applicants do not have this
may reduce callback chances. However, in jobs Wigiher requirements, there may be
fewer applications. This may be an advantage &bidan candidates.

As the results for the different specifications whdhe effects concerning the
different identities are robust when adding contraiables. The unfavorable treatment of
our lesbian candidates therefore cannot be expldnyeparticular characteristics of the
jobs these women have applied to in the randomapgtication design. The single lesbian
is 11-15 percentage points less successful thansithgle heterosexual woman, the
partnered lesbian receives 11-13 percentage pdawer callbacks than the single
heterosexual woman. This documents discriminatiasetd on sexual orientation against
the single lesbian in Munich. For the partneredikes, it is not clear who is the more
suitable reference group, the single or the marniegrosexual woman. If it is true that
partnered lesbians do not specialize in househotdk wto the same degree as

heterosexuals (Black et al. 2003), the single betetual may be the more suitable
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reference point. However, if companies considerriage to be a signal that a woman is
less flexible and less available for the job, ndteraf she is hetero- or homosexual, the
married heterosexual may be the more appropriatgpadgson for the partnered lesbian.
Testing for equal coefficients shows that the ddfee between the coefficients for the
married heterosexual woman and the partnered lesbisignificant at the 10% level for

all specifications. This indicates that the pamedesbian is also discriminated in
comparison to the married heterosexual woman east lon a marginally significant level.

The results in Table 1 also show that accountaents l higher invitation rate than
secretaries/clerks. Applicants also have a somehigher probability of a callback when
applying to lawyers or notaries (legal services}mbusiness and tax consultancies. No
other control variables are significant. Interegityn the inability to provide specific skills
required in the job advertisement does not affeet grobability of a positive callback.
This may be a sign that in Munich firms are shdértjaalified applicants and do not have
the scope to reject candidates who do not fullthit profile.

Summing up, there is indeed discrimination basedexual orientation in Munich.
However, we do not find a positive effect for “sasex marriage” as has been postulated.
Lesbians in a registered partnership are treatadllgqunfavorably as single lesbians. The
reason for this may be that in the relatively covsive state of Bavaria same-sex
marriage is actually not seen as a way to live Seowmative values” but more as a threat to

heterosexual marriage.

Results: Berlin

For Berlin, callback rates from the raw data areegiin Figure 2. While the single

heterosexual woman received a positive response §.5% of all firms applied to, the

married heterosexual woman was contacted by onB28Df companies. This difference,

though, is not statistically significant accorditg a t-test (t=0.915, p=0.18, one-sided
test). With a callback-rate of 41.9%, the singlsblan does not fare statistically
differently from the single heterosexual woman @48, p=0.31, one-sided test) —
however, she is doing better than the married bséxual woman on a marginally

significant level (t=-1.44, p=0.08, one-sided te3the partnered lesbian is — contrary to
the original hypothesis — not more, but actuallgsldikely than the single lesbian to
receive a callback (t=2.41, p=0.01, one-sided .t&tg is also significantly less successful
than the single heterosexual woman (t=1.71, p=0.D4@re is no significant difference in

comparison to the married heterosexual applicdmygh (t=0.61, p=0.27). These raw
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data suggest that in Berlin employers may actuadly distinguish by sexual orientation

but possibly by marital status. The women in a lizgd partnership are less successful
than the single lesbian, who is statistically itidguishable from the heterosexual single
woman. This result is compatible with the view thatarried” women may generally be

less available for the job — irrespective of ttekual orientation. Particularly a woman in
an office job may be perceived to be the secondarger in a straight or lesbian marriage
and therefore less committed to her job. It mag &ls that in hip and progressive Berlin,
marriage is seen as somewhat conservative. NotBbNin's mayor is not in a registered

partnership (while the previous Vice-chancellorGdrmany, Westerwelle, who is acting
at a federal level, is). However, given the randwdiapplication approach, we need to
control for characteristics of firms, before dragr@any conclusions.

Again, the probability of receiving a callback mwestigated more fully in a probit
analysis. No significant effects are found for eiéfnt identities in comparison to the
heterosexual single woman. Only in the last speatifon is the married women less likely
to receive a callback — but only on a marginaliyngicant level. When comparing the
other coefficients for different identities, theseonly a significant difference between the
single and partnered lesbian in the first two dpEations (both times: p=0.02). However,
this difference becomes insignificant when addimiglitonal control variables. As in
Munich, the chance of receiving a callback as aoaatant is significantly higher than
for a secretary. The same is true when applyingffmb in the legal services sector (on a
marginally significant level). Applications in theanufacturing sector, however, are
significantly less likely to be successful. While Munich we found no effect for the
radius within which a firm operates, in Berlin czandidate is particularly popular with
companies that not only focus on the local marlketf act more at national and
international level. It may be that our applicaobks more worldly-wise compared to
other applicants in Berlin, it may also be that pames that do not depend on the
relatively slack Berlin product market are doingteeand therefore have the resources to
invite more people to interviews.

Overall, the probit estimations do not reveal dismation based on sexual
orientation for Berlin. There are minor indicatthat individuals in different-sex or same-
sex marriage may be at a disadvantage, howevee #igas are smaller than in the raw
data.
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Sending out paired applications

As has been mentioned before, in the German satttangned out to be important to send
out randomized instead of paired applications toeike unbiased estimates for
discrimination. Two reasons have been responsibietHis. First, the General Equal
Treatment Act (AGG), introduced in Germany in 208iows applicants who have been
discriminated in the application process to sue dbmpany. This led some people to
misuse the law and send applications to companmplys with the aim of suing for
compensation due to discrimination. The phenomemas been called AGG-hopping,
because a few people (typically not those for whbenlaw was originally intended) tried
to make a living by suing large numbers of companfeGG-hoppers typically targeted
firms that indeed included discriminatory preferemin their advertisement (for example,
elderly males applied to advertisements seekingotang female secretary”, but without
having any appropriate qualifications) and suedfitme for discrimination if they were
not invited for an interview. Another strategy topotential AGG-hopper could be to send
an application with a signal that provokes discnation and match this with the
application of an equally qualified person (lackithg signal). If only the latter is invited
to an interview, the applicant could prove to hdesn discriminated against. For our
experiment, this means that in the German settitly it public debate on AGG-hoppers,
firms that receive two or more comparable apploai (one of which reveals a
characteristic against which many firms discrim@anhay suspect they are dealing with a
potential claimant.

Second, Kaas and Manger (2012), who conducted r@spmndence test on the
labor market chances of paired students with Tarkisd German sounding names, first
published their results in 2010, which were eagprtked up by the media. In particular,
the Federal Anti-Discrimination Agency promoted theidy to create awareness of
discriminatory practices in the labor market.

In the period between December 2010 and March 281iist round of the current
experiment was started in Berlin. In this first pbd sent three paired applications to each
job vacancy, following the design of Weichselbaur(2004). Every firm received one
application from a single heterosexual woman, arierheterosexual and one lesbian
whose sexual orientation was either indicated dlumary activities or via her marital
status. Of course, these three applications loak#fdrent, even though the essential
characteristics such as qualification and expeeewere closely matched, as is the

practice in correspondence tests (Riach and Rid@®2)20rhe names, the personal and
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contact details as well as the layout differed. tBgi@phs of different, yet similarly
attractive, women were used in the applicationsapmicants listed different schools and
jobs at different companies. Yet, the individualergv equally qualified with respect to
their schooling and job experience. The signalgiitferent identities (single heterosexual
woman, married woman, single lesbian, lesbian iegistered partnership), marital status
and volunteer activity, were randomly assigned hice¢ templates (Schulz, Richter,
Bauer). However, when the second company detehtedxperiment within the first 100
firms contacted, the process was halted. One coynasked outright whether they were
being tested, another contacted the jobportal wttexgob was advertised to inform the
provider about apparent testings. Given that previexperiments have sent up to twelve
matched applications per job (Firth 1982), not cayareness about the correspondence
testing method and about AGG-hoppers may playairothis detection, but also cultural
specifics inherent to the German application preces

In total 273 observation have been collected is finst round of the experiment.
The callback-rates by identity are illustrated igufe 3. If these observations from the
matched pairs are added to the data from the ramédmapproach, this gives 663
observations for Berlin. These are jointly analyzedhe probit estimation in Table 3.
Because now multiple applications have been settidcsame firm, standard errors are
corrected for clustering of the observations affitme level. Without any controls, there is
now an apparent advantage for the single lesbianoing to column one, she has a 10
percentage points higher probability of a callbéithn the single heterosexual woman.
This apparent advantage persists if controls fertémplates of applications are included
(Richter, Bauer, reference category: Schulz). Hakeas soon as controls are included
for paired applications, the effect for the sintgebian disappears. As is illustrated by
including interaction effects, the single heteras@xvoman in particular suffers from the
paired applications design. The effect is robusbubhout all specifications. It therefore
seems that not only the firms that let us know atetéthe experiment. Others must have
been suspicious and gave fewer callbacks partigulaithat identity that — relative to the
other applicants investigated — is usually the nposterred in the labor market (see the
results for Munich). For future research, this neeimat caution is required when applying
the paired application approach as discriminati@y foe fundamentally underestimated.
As in our example, the paired application appro@ety also lead to nonsensical results,
like preferential treatment for a minority applitgepecification 1-2), because employers

want to present themselves as particularly minomtgndly. Public debates on
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discrimination are important and fruitful to comhaitfavorable treatment of groups. If
employers simply adjust their employment behavior @void being detected as
discriminatory in testing experiments, this mayl $éad to improvements for minority
applicants. What is interesting, though, is thabur data, employers seem to carefully
scan all applications and change their discrimiryateehavior only if they identify a
testing situation via matched pairs of applications

Finally, it should be mentioned that the analydigshe aggregated Berlin data,
once controlling for paired testing (specificatiahis- 7), confirms most of the previous
Berlin results. Only the variable job requiremeb&zomes significant in the aggregated
data, implying that our candidates have a lowemchaof receiving a callback if the
employer requires special skills our applicant does hold. However, specification 7
illustrates that this effect mainly concerns thdehesexual single woman. Also in
specification 7 there is some weak evidence thatiethkwomen are at a disadvantage in

the Berlin labor market, no matter if lesbian ot.no

Conclusions

This study represents the first correspondencethiastexamines discrimination based on
sexual orientation in Germany. Furthermore, thd g@a to test for the first time, whether
different signals for sexual orientation used istady affect the levels of discrimination
measured. In this paper we compared the labor maggortunities of a lesbian whose
sexuality is revealed through her involvement igay and lesbian organization with a
lesbian whose sexual orientation is signaled viarbgistered partnership with another
woman. These two types are compared to a singl@ amarried heterosexual woman.

The reason for the comparison of the two indicatorssexual orientation is the
following: The signal of a gay and lesbian orgatimahas been criticized because it may
conflate a distaste against gays and lesbians avithagainst activists, radicals or left-
wingers (Badgett et al. 2008, Tilcsik 2011). Thgasrization chosen in the current study,
the Lesben- und Schwulenverband in Deutschland @)$SWould barely be considered
particularly left-wing and the indication of profesnal tasks held at the organization
(bookkeeping and accounting) may make the applitawit more like a bore than a
radical. However, as the recent discussion on “hmrmmoativity” (Duggan 2002) has
shown, it may indeed be that lesbians in a samevsgrage (or a legal variation thereof)
are considered more mainstream and less threategitige heterosexual majority than a

lesbian in a gay and lesbian organization. Onecatdin for the increased acceptance of
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gays and lesbians in registered partnerships has that Germany’s minister of family
affairs has publicly lauded them for living accomglito “conservative values”. Guido
Westerwelle, foreign minister in the current conaéive government coalition, is in a
registered partnership himself. This implies thatnmalcy may pay off in the labor
market.

Two cities have been examined in this study: Maraad Berlin. Munich is the
capital of Bavaria, a traditionally conservativatst in the Roman-Catholic south of
Germany, while Berlin is politically very liberalln addition, the largest religious
denomination in Berlin is Protestant, which typigadupports more liberal values with
respect to women and sexual minorities than Cathollowever, apart from ideology,
there is also one other crucial difference betwd#®ntwo cities examined: Munich is
economically far more successful and has an unegm@ot rate that is only a fraction of
that in Berlin. Consequently, there are two cowdiing effects at work: values versus
economy. While more conservative values may ganim With a distaste against lesbians,
the lack of qualified workers available in Munichaynprevent firms from indulging in
discriminatory tastes (Becker 1971).

We find strong differences with respect to discrnation based on sexual
orientation in the two cities investigated — thisrresponds with Tilcsik (2011), who
reports significant regional variations in the legtdiscrimination for the US. The results
show that in Munich there is significant discrintioa based on sexual orientation despite
the low unemployment rate. In comparison to Berlvhere unemployment is high,
discrimination in Munich is therefore actually unelstimated. For Berlin we find no signs
of discrimination based on sexual orientation. Whdf course, the comparison between
Berlin and Munich can merely provide a case stitdg, interesting to note that economic
factors do not necessarily trump social-politiGdtbrs in all situations. Economists have
typically argued that increased competition wiihehate discrimination (Becker 1971).
The case of Berlin suggests that ideological factoay also be crucial. If this is true, a
change in attitudes, e.g. through political campsigmay also positively affect the
employment outcomes of minorities — at least in libveg run. Becker and Scheufele
(2011) have shown, albeit for the US, that politicdeology and religion are good
predictors for attitudes towards gays and lesbidfse conservative individuals score
significantly lower in their acceptance of homosaky. They are also more opposed to
gay and lesbian marriage. These differences itudéimay translate into different levels

of labor market discrimination. Similarly, accordino Becker and Scheufele (2011),

23



religiousness has a negative effect on people&srdnte towards sexual minorities and
even more so towards same-sex marriage. In thgecest is important to know that
Munich and Berlin also strongly differ with respéactthe level of religiousness. While in
Munich only 20% of the population declare to be flilaed with any religion (or to
adhere to a religious group other than Catholigtéatant, Muslim), the respective
number for Berlin is 63% (Statista 2013). This grddference has to do largely with
Germany'’s reunification after the end of the coldrwuUntil 1990 Berlin was a divided
city and the part that previously belonged to tHeREGerman Democratic Republic) in
the east has a strong atheist tradition. It mayhie these low levels of religiousness in
Berlin also help gays and lesbians. It should beaddhough, that a state-socialist past
does not necessarily reduce “homonegativity”, a.elislike of gays and lesbians. Indeed
Stulhofer and Rimac (2009) show that attitudes towemosexuality are more negative
in Eastern European countries that had a statelsigiast. However, this effect may be
due to the lower levels of urbanization, the imaonde of Eastern Orthodox religion in
some of these countries or, most importantly, tineel levels of GDP.

The hypothesis that a legalized union in form oégistered partnership may work
as an indicator for normalcy, which may be posljivewarded in the labor market, has
not been confirmed. The woman with a registerednparis never doing better than the
single lesbian. In Munich this result may have ¢owdth local, public skepticism towards
registered partnerships. Local politicians empleatiie primacy of heterosexual marriage
which is argued to deserve special protection, Uman contrast to gay or lesbian
registered partnership it is directed toward theppgation of life (Der Spiegel 2012).
Also, only 52% of the supporters of the locally doamt party CSU support equal rights
for gays/lesbians in registered partnerships andrdsexual married couples, in contrast
to 66% of all Germans (infratest 2013). Possibiyadceptance of gays and lesbians is
below a particular threshold, the demand for “ndayfais also considered a provocation
by parts of the public. In Berlin, there are adipalbme indicators in the raw data that
women who live in a legalized partnership are #@asomewhat less favorably —
irrespective of sexual orientation. It may be thatmen in a legalized partnership are
considered less flexible and less career oriertiedvever, these effects mainly disappear
when controlling for additional variables.

It would be interesting if gay men profit more fromomonormativity than the
lesbians in this study. Attitudes towards gays heometimes been found to be even more

negative than towards lesbians (e.g. LaMar and, Kig®98; Herek, 2002). One of the
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stereotypes held against gay men (but not lesbianiat they have a promiscuous sex
life, which employers possibly fear may interveniéhva steady and responsible work life.
As the literature on the heterosexual male marrjag@enium suggests, employers may
have preferences for male employees with one stezlyied partner (see e.g. Cohen
2002, Hersch and Stratton 2000). If that is thecgay men may have a greater advantage
from signaling they are in a committed, registepadtnership than lesbians. Further
research is needed to answer this question.

The differences obtained in this study for the tdiferent cities investigated
suggest that caution is warranted when generalizimgespondence testing results. Levels
of discrimination depend on a large number of eotinoand social factors that differ
locally. Current opinion polls show that 53% of W$nericans believe that same-sex
couples should be recognized by the law and hawe s¢hme rights as married
heterosexuals (Gallup 2012). This number is closthé one reported for Bavarians who
support the local conservative party, CSU (infra13). However, given the multitude
of factors determining discrimination, no inferesicghould be made on the level of
discrimination against gays and lesbians in a legdlpartnership in the US. Only further
research will be able to tell whether gays andigsbprofit from same-sex marriage (or a
legal variation thereof) in other labor market @xt$ than those examined here.

Finally, this study has also illustrated that expenters have to be very careful
when setting up their research design. Correspaedists have gained popularity and an
increasing proportion of personnel managers areeatiat such studies exist — at least in
Germany. While a randomized correspondence testellaravoids the problem of
detection, a paired application technique may teagfroneous results. Because personnel
managers discover the experimental character ofhedtapplications, they may want to
present themselves as particularly minority frigndds a result, a study with a paired
application design may severely underestimate idigtation. It is also possible that
personnel managers randomly answer applicatiores dired application design to see
how the experiment unfolds. This may lead to nossahresults. While increased public
awareness of the existence of correspondencectasiglicates the work of experimenters,
it may also have beneficial social side-effectse Tear of being caught discriminating
may encourage employers to generally engage indisssminatory behavior overall in
the long run — irrespective of the specific studgign.
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Figures and Tables
Figure 1: Callbacks by identity, Munich
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Figure 2: Callbacks by identity, Berlin
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Figure 3: Callbacks by identity — pairwise applicaton, Berlin
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Table 1: Probability of a callback, Munich (marginal effects)

4 5
Married heterosexual -0.031 .030
(-0.58) (-0.47)
Single lesbian -0.111*  -0.150**
(-2.10) (-2.33)
Partnered lesbian -0.7¥21  -0.136**
(-2.27) (-2.06)
Accountant 0.133*** 0.135***
(2.82) (2.84)
Firm size -0.024 -0.026
(-0.72) (-0.75)
Firm's action radius 0.023 0.024
(0.84) (0.88)
Job requirements 0.015 -0.004
(0.69) (-0.10)
Job requirements*married -0.003
(-0.04)
Job requirements*single lesbian 0.065
(1.08)
Job requirements*partnered lesbian 0.024
(0.40)
Trade -0.056 -0.061
(-0.84) (-0.91)
Production -0.119 -0.121
(-1.45) (-1.47)
Services
Creative industry 0.023 0.023
(0.31) (0.30)
Social services, health, education 0.024 .01
(0.27) (0.16)
Real estate services -0.000 -0.003
(-0.00) (-0.04)
Information and communication 0.046 0.048
(0.58) (0.61)
Legal services 0.192* 0.187*
(1.95) (1.89)
Business and tax consultancy 0.138* 0.133*
(1.85) (1.78)
Financial services -0.139 -0.140
(-1.51) (-1.52)
Time controls Yes Yes
Observations 682 682
Pseudo R2 0.06 0.06

Notes: z-statistics in parentheses, *** p<0.01p¥0.05, * p<0.1

Reference category for identity: single, for ocdigra secretary/clerk, for industry: other services
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Table 2: Probability of a callback, Berlin (margina effects)

1 2 3 4 5
Married heterosexual -0.049 -0.058 -0.074 -0.122 178
(-0.63) (-0.75) (-0.95) (-1.56) (-1.83)
Single lesbian 0.040 0.048 0.032 -0.006 -0.058
(0.59) (0.71) (0.45) (-0.08) (-0.62)
Partnered lesbian -0.108 -0.092 -0.064 -0.088 .14
(-1.59) (-1.31) (-0.87) (-1.19) (-1.48)
Accountant 0.140** 0.139** 0.118** 0.119**
(2.59) (2.54) (2.08) (2.09)
Firm size -0.027 -0.032 -0.012 -0.011
(-0.60) (-0.71) (-0.26) (-0.24)
Firm's action radius 0.092***  0.095*** 0.098*** Q.O0***
(2.62) (2.70) (2.64) (2.69)
Job requirements -0.050 -0.046 -0.017 -0.077
(-1.62) (-1.49) (-0.52) (-1.19)
Job requirements*married 0.082
(0.91)
Job requirements*single leshian 0.073
(0.87)
Job requirements*partnered lesbian 0.079
(0.90)
Trade 0.014 0.017
(0.15) (0.19)
Production -0.281**  -0.275***
(-2.83) (-2.71)
Services
Creative industry -0.042 -0.039
(-0.46) (-0.42)
Social services, health, education -0.121 120.
(-1.15) (-1.13)
Real estate services 0.111 0.112
(1.13) (1.13)
Information and communication 0.017 0.014
(0.18) (0.15)
Legal services 0.323* 0.336*
(1.72) (1.78)
Business and tax consultancy 0.099 0.112
(1.12) (1.24)
Financial services 0.079 0.080
(0.51) (0.52)
Time controls No No Yes Yes Yes
Observations 384 384 384 383 383
Pseudo R2 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.09 0.09

Notes: z-statistics in parentheses, *** p<0.01p&0.05, * p<0.1

Reference category for identity: single, for ocdigra secretary/clerk, for industry: other services
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Table 3: Probability of a callback: randomized versis paired applications, Berlin

(marginal effects)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Married heterosexual -0.028 0.003 -0.045 -0.060 -0.074 -0.103 -0.155*
(-0.57) (0.05) (-0.63) (-0.82) (-1.00) (-1.36) eh)
Single lesbian 0.106**  0.113** 0.038 0.036 0.022 -0.001 -0.059
(2.14) (2.18) (0.59) (0.55) (0.32) (-0.01) (-0.73)
Partnered lesbian -0.029 -0.013 -0.100 -0.091 -0.066 -0.068 -0.149*
(-0.63) (-0.25) (-1.58) (-1.41) (-0.98) (-0.99) 89)
Accountant 0.158*** 0.159*** 0.160*** 0.162***
(3.97) (3.98) (3.73) (3.76)
Firm size -0.048 -0.054 -0.047 -0.048
(-1.37) (-1.51) (-1.30) (-1.31)
Firm's action radius 0.069** 0.071** 0.075** 0.076**
(2.37) (2.42) (2.39) (2.40)
Job requirements -0.060** -0.054* -0.045 -0.115**
(-2.15) (-1.93) (-1.50) (-2.03)
Job require*married 0.079
(1.15)
Job require*single lesbhian 0.081
(1.20)
Ie\S]tc))il::mr;equ*partnered 0.119*
(1.85)
Paired applications -0.160**  -0.198*** -0.223* -0.266** -0.290**
(-2.33) (-2.89) (-1.92) (-2.34) (-2.55)
Paired app*married 0.069 0.092 0.113 0.140 0.173
(0.74) (0.96) (1.12) (1.34) (1.62)
Paired app*single lesbian 0.065 0.071 0.098 0.139 0.136
(0.48) (0.52) (0.69) (0.97) (0.95)
Ezg?;napp*pa””ered 0.155 0.170 0.148 0.129 0.152
(1.28) (1.36) (1.14) (1.00) (1.18)
Trade 0.007 0.005
(0.10) (0.07)
Production -0.170 -0.167
(-1.52) (-1.46)
Services
Creative industry 0.001 -0.002
(0.01) (-0.03)
ealt, educaton 0103 -0.106
(-1.30) (-1.36)
Real estate services 0.070 0.065
(0.79) (0.72)
Information and
communication 0.021 0.014
(0.27) (0.17)
Legal services 0.294** 0.299**
(2.12) (2.112)
Business and tax -0.043 -0.037

consultancy
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(-0.61) (-0.52)
Financial services -0.078 -0.077
(-0.65) (-0.64)
Template Richter -0.066 0.001 -0.008 -0.012 -0.014 0.018
(-1.19) (0.01) (-0.10) (-0.14) (-0.16) (0.21)
Template Bauer -0.079 -0.020 -0.028 -0.031 -0.021 -0.019
(-1.34) (-0.31) (-0.43) (-0.47) (-0.31) (-0.28)
Time dummies No No No No Yes Yes Yes
Observations 663 663 663 663 663 662 662
Pseudo R2 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.08 0.08

Notes: z-statistics in parentheses, *** p<0.01p¥0.05, * p<0.1

Reference category for identity: single, for occigratsecretary/clerk, for industry: other servides, Templates:
Schulz. Standard errors are corrected for clugjesfrthe observations at the firm level.
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