Available online at www.sciencedirect.com

ORGANIZATIONAL

B 1 i BEHAVIOR
e M ScienceDirect e
ELSEVIER Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 103 (2007) 84-103 DECISION PROCESSES

www.elsevier.com/locate/obhdp

Social incentives for gender differences in the propensity
to initiate negotiations: Sometimes it does hurt to ask *

Hannah Riley Bowles **, Linda Babcock °, Lei Lai ®

& John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, 79 JFK Street, Cambridge, MA 02138, USA
Y H. John Heinz III School of Public Policy and Management, Carnegie Mellon University, USA

Received 24 June 2005
Available online 7 November 2006

Abstract

Four experiments show that gender differences in the propensity to initiate negotiations may be explained by differential treat-
ment of men and women when they attempt to negotiate. In Experiments 1 and 2, participants evaluated written accounts of candi-
dates who did or did not initiate negotiations for higher compensation. Evaluators penalized female candidates more than male
candidates for initiating negotiations. In Experiment 3, participants evaluated videotapes of candidates who accepted compensation
offers or initiated negotiations. Male evaluators penalized female candidates more than male candidates for initiating negotiations;
female evaluators penalized all candidates for initiating negotiations. Perceptions of niceness and demandingness explained resis-
tance to female negotiators. In Experiment 4, participants adopted the candidate’s perspective and assessed whether to initiate nego-
tiations in same scenario used in Experiment 3. With male evaluators, women were less inclined than men to negotiate, and

nervousness explained this effect. There was no gender difference when evaluator was female.
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Introduction

“There is no form of human excellence before which we
bow with profounder deference than that which appears
in a delicate woman...and there is no deformity in
human character from which we turn with deeper loath-
ing than from a woman forgetful of her nature, and
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clamorous for the vocation and rights of men.” Bledsoe
(1856, p. 224)!

Research on corporate managers suggests that women
are less likely than men to use negotiation in upward influ-
ence attempts (Lauterbach & Weiner, 1996). Other studies
of broader populations indicate that women are less likely
than men, in general, to initiate negotiations (Babcock,
Gelfand, Small, & Stayn, 2006; Babcock & Laschever,
2003). Women report greater anxiety than men about
negotiating and are less likely than men to perceive situa-
tions as negotiable (Babcock et al., 2006).

Conventional wisdom (e.g., “it pays to ask” and “the
squeaky wheel gets the grease”) suggests that, if women
want the same resources and opportunities as men, then

' As quoted by Jackman (1994, p. 79), who obtained quote from
Myrdal (1994, p. 1074).
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they should learn to seek out, rather than shy away from,
opportunities to negotiate. For instance, one study of the
job negotiations of graduating professional school stu-
dents found that only 7% of female students attempted
to negotiate their initial compensation offers as com-
pared to 57% of men. Those who negotiated gained on
average 7.4% over their initial offers (Babcock & Lasch-
ever, 2003). Even small differences in starting salaries can
lead to substantial compensation gaps over time
(Bowles, Babcock, & McGinn, 2005; Gerhart & Rynes,
1991). Women'’s reluctance as compared to men to initi-
ate negotiations may be an important and under-
explored explanation for the asymmetric distribution of
resources, such as compensation, within organizations.

So, why would women let such opportunities pass?
Maybe women need more training and practice in nego-
tiation to help them get over their nervous feelings and
to learn how to act more like the men when opportuni-
ties to negotiate arise. But, what if women’s relative hesi-
tation about initiating negotiations has less to do with
their negotiating ability than with the way they are
treated when they attempt to negotiate? “Fix the
women” solutions to gender issues often fail to take into
consideration the gendered social context out of which
gender differences in behavior emerge (Deaux & Major,
1987; Ely & Meyerson, 2000; Wade, 2001; Watson,
1994b).

Society rewards and reinforces different types of
behavior for men and women (Eagly, 1987), and it is not
always good advice for women to act more like men in
order to claim the same resources and privileges.
Research on feminine modesty, for instance, shows that
women tend to present themselves more modestly than
do men (Daubman, Heatherington, & Ahn, 1992; Gould
& Slone, 1982; Heatherington, Daubman, Bates, & Ahn,
1993), and that a modest self-presentation style tends to
undermine perceived competence, particularly as com-
pared to those who self-promote in a stereotypically
masculine way (Rudman, 1998). However, if women
attempt to overcome this “deficiency” by behaving in a
more masculine self-promoting manner, they are per-
ceived as technically skilled but lacking in social compe-
tence. This lack of social competence then detracts from
their perceived hireability (Rudman, 1998). Similarly,
research on gender and leadership has found that female
leaders who attempt to establish their authority in a tra-
ditionally masculine (e.g., authoritative or directive)
manner are evaluated more harshly than their male peers
(Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992). Perhaps in
response to this resistance, women have tended to
develop a more participative leadership style, which is
correspondent with prescriptive gender roles for women
(Eagly & Johnson, 1990) and more effective for them
than traditionally male leadership styles (Eagly, Joh-
annesen-Schmidt, & van Engen, 2003; Eagly, Karau, &
Makhijani, 1995).

The current research explores the question of whether
gender differences in the propensity to initiate negotia-
tions may be explained by differential treatment of men
and women when they attempt to negotiate.” We exam-
ine whether women encounter more social resistance
than do men when they attempt to negotiate for higher
compensation and whether the gender of the evaluator
moderates that resistance. We investigate further
whether women are less inclined than men to initiate
compensation negotiations under those circumstances in
which they are more likely than men to encounter social
resistance. In this way, we are able to illuminate how
differential treatment of male and female negotiators
may motivate gender differences in the propensity to ini-
tiate negotiations over resources, such as compensation.

We focus on compensation negotiations, specifically,
because of their important economic implications and
because they represent a domain in which gender differ-
ences in negotiated outcomes are well-documented (Bar-
ron, 2003; Bowles et al., 2005; Brett & Stroh, 1997;
Gerhart & Rynes, 1991; Stevens, Bavetta, & Gist, 1993).
Recent developments in the study of gender in negotia-
tion have made clear that gender effects in negotiation
are situational (Bowles et al., 2005; Kray, Galinsky, &
Thompson, 2002; Kray, Reb, Galinsky, & Thompson,
2004; Kray, Thompson, & Galinsky, 2001; Stuhlmacher
& Walters, 1999; Walters, Stuhlmacher, & Meyer, 1998).
By focusing narrowly on compensation negotiations, we
intend from the outset to limit the potential for general-
ization of our results in terms of negotiating contexts.
That is to say, we would not expect women to encounter
more social resistance than men across all types of
potential negotiating contexts, nor would we expect
women always to be more reluctant than men to negoti-
ate. However, by demonstrating that women are more
reluctant than men to negotiate in a context in which
they face a greater social cost from doing so, we aim to
illuminate the broader phenomenon that gender differ-
ences in the propensity to initiate negotiations may be
motivated by social incentives as opposed to individual
differences.

Initiation of compensation negotiations as a status
violation

Prescriptive sex stereotypes stem from men’s higher
status as compared to women within society (Conway,
Pizzamiglio, & Mount, 1996; Eagly & Steffen, 1984;
Hoffman & Hurst, 1990; Jackman, 1994; Meeker &
Weitzel-O’Neill, 1977; Ridgeway & Bourg, 2004). Socie-
ties with more gender equity tend to espouse less sexist

2 We use the term “gender” throughout, because “sex” connotes sta-
ble individual differences and we are studying the influence of social
situations on men’s and women’s behavior (Deaux & LaFrance, 1998).
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beliefs (Glick et al., 2000). Within the U.S., as the pro-
portion of women in the workplace has grown and the
gender segregation of occupations has declined, women
have come to identify more with masculine personality
traits (Spence & Buckner, 2000; Twenge, 1997) and soci-
ety has come to view women of today and tomorrow as
more masculine than women of the past (Cejka & Eagly,
1999; Diekman & Eagly, 2000). Nevertheless, women are
still expected to fulfill prescriptions of feminine niceness
(e.g., warmth, kindness, sensitivity to the needs of oth-
ers), which are emblematic of their subordinate status
and therefore not fully compatible with all aspects of the
masculine personality type (Jackman, 1994; Prentice &
Carranza, 2002; Ridgeway, 2001a; Rudman & Glick,
2001).

In a recent test of contemporary college students’
responses to two classic gender identity scales (Bem Sex
Role Inventory by Bem, 1974; Personality Attributes
Questionnaire by Spence & Helmreich, 1978), Spence
and Buckner (2000) found that women identified more
strongly than men with all of the feminine items, but that
men identified more strongly than women with only 41%
of the masculine items. The majority of masculine items
with which both men and women identified tended to
relate to being active, independent, and expressing one’s
own beliefs, whereas the items with which men identified
more strongly than women tended to relate to being
forceful, competitive and in charge. Rudman and Glick
(2001) have argued that Spence and Buckman’s findings
reflect two distinct dimensions of the masculine stereo-
type: competence and dominance. The majority of mas-
culine traits with which both men and women equally
identify are consistent with the “competence” dimension
of the masculine stereotype. The minority of items with
which men identify more strongly than women represent
the “dominance” dimension of the masculine stereotype.
While both competence and dominance are associated
with higher status group members (Berger, Webster,
Ridgeway, & Rosenholtz, 1986; Carli, LaFleur, & Loe-
ber, 1995), Rudman and Glick argue that the traits and
behaviors associated with masculine “competence” pres-
ent less of a contradiction with the prescriptive norms of
feminine behavior than do the traits and behaviors asso-
ciated with masculine “dominance.”

Warmth and competence is an attractive, non-threat-
ening combination (Carli etal., 1995; Fiske, Cuddy,
Glick, & Xu, 2002). While a women who projects her
competence in a purely stereotypically masculine man-
ner runs a higher risk of social resistance than a similarly
self-presented man (Carli, 1990; Carli et al., 1995; Eagly
etal, 1992; Rudman, 1998; Rudman & Glick, 1999,
2001), women can effectively convey their competence
and be as influential as men, if they soften their stereo-
typically masculine competence with feminine niceness
(Carli etal, 1995; Meeker & Weitzel-O’Neill, 1977,
Ridgeway, 1982; Rudman & Glick, 2001). For instance,

research on social influence shows that women can have
as much social influence as men, by ensuring that they
appear friendly as well as task-oriented rather than
purely task-oriented (Carli et al., 1995) or by communi-
cating their concern for the collective rather than their
personal self-interest (Ridgeway, 1982). By employing a
complementary combination of masculine competence
and feminine niceness, women can make substantive
contributions within traditionally male domains without
challenging the hierarchical structure of gender relations
(Carli etal., 1995; Meeker & Weitzel-O’Neill, 1977;
Ridgeway, 1982).

However, whereas women may temper resistance to
their displays of masculine competence by combining
them with stereotypically feminine behaviors, the display
of masculine dominance directly contradicts the deferen-
tial and relational character of the feminine gender role
(Eagly, 1987). Displays of masculine dominance by
women pose a direct challenge to the gender status hier-
archy and therefore a greater social risk than displays of
masculine competence (Rudman & Glick, 2001).

The act of attempting to negotiate competitively for
greater personal resources, such as compensation, calls
for a type of dominative masculine behavior that pre-
sents two problems for women. First, it violates prescrip-
tions of feminine niceness and that violation is likely to
engender social resistance (Burgess & Borgida, 1999;
Prentice & Carranza, 2002; Wade, 2001). Second,
women’s attempts to initiate negotiations over compen-
sation, in particular, may be resisted for the substance of
the claim as well as for the behavior inherent in the
request. Men’s relatively greater economic resources as
compared to women’s are a source of status for them
within society (Ridgeway, 2001b; Weber, 1968), and the
complementarity of masculine and feminine gender roles
(i.e., men as providers and women as caregivers) justifies
and reinforces the asymmetric distribution of resources,
such as compensation, favoring men (Jackman, 1994,
Jost & Kay, 2005). As lower status group members mak-
ing claims to the privileges of higher status group mem-
bers, women are likely to appear inappropriately
demanding if they attempt to negotiate for higher levels
of compensation.

Hypothesis 1. The social cost of initiating negotiations
for higher compensation will be greater for women than
for men.

Hypothesis 2a. Perceived lack of niceness will explain the
social resistance to women who attempt to negotiate for
higher compensation as compared to those who do not.

Hypothesis 2b. Perceived demandingness will explain the
social resistance to women who attempt to negotiate for
higher compensation as compared to those who do not.

Because women’s initiation of negotiations for
resources, such as compensation, represents the type of
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dominative masculine behavior that challenges the gen-
der status hierarchy, the relative social risk for women
(as compared to men) may be greater when attempting
to negotiate with a man as opposed to a woman (Carli,
1990; Deaux & Major, 1987; Ridgeway & Berger, 1986).
Gender differences in status are more salient in mixed-
gender than in same-gender interactions, and greatest
when the man is in a higher status role than the woman
(Berger, Fisek, Norman, & Zelditch, 1977; Deaux &
Major, 1987). Therefore, within the context of a poten-
tial compensation negotiation, gender differences in sta-
tus are likely to be most influential when the candidate is
female and the evaluator is male.

Research on prescriptive sex stereotypes has pro-
duced mixed findings with regard to the influence of the
gender of the perceiver. Some studies find that female
evaluators penalize women for gender-role violations as
much as male evaluators (Butler & Geis, 1990; Heilman
& Chen, 2005; Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs, & Tamkins,
2004) and sometimes even more (Rudman, 1998). This
work suggests that prescriptive sex stereotypes are gen-
erally held and reinforced by both men and women
(Heilman & Chen, 2005). Other studies find that male
evaluators are more resistant than female evaluators to
women who adopt high-status behaviors in their in
social influence attempts (Carli, 1990; Carli et al., 1995)
or who assume counterstereotypic high-status roles
(Eagly et al., 1992; Rudman & Kilianski, 2000; Schein,
2001). These other studies and research on social domi-
nance orientation (e.g., see Sidanius, Pratto, & Bobo,
1994) suggest that men may be more resistant than
women to violations that challenge the gender-status
hierarchy.

From this broader literature, the current work draws
inspiration most directly from the theory and research
on gender, status, and social influence, which suggest
that women’s persuasiveness with male evaluators, in
particular, is contingent on their ability to signal their
subordinate status (e.g., through niceness, tentativeness,
and other orientation) as well as their competence (Carli,
1990; Carli et al., 1995; Meeker & Weitzel-O’Neill, 1977).
Following these results and the logic that gender-related
status differences are likely to be most salient in compen-
sation negotiations when women are asking for more
personal resources from men, we propose that the gen-
der of the evaluator may moderate the relative social
cost for women (as compared to men) of attempting to
negotiate for higher compensation.

Hypothesis 3. The relative social cost for women as com-
pared to men of initiating negotiations for higher com-
pensation will be greater with male than with female
evaluators.

This first set of hypotheses reflects the evaluator’s
perspective, describing the proposed influence of the
gender of the target and the gender of the perceiver on

evaluations of the initiation of compensation negotia-
tions. If these hypotheses are correct, then job candidates
should take these social costs into account when making
decisions about whether to negotiate. The following sec-
ond set of hypotheses reflects the candidate’s perspec-
tive. We propose that gender differences in the
propensity to initiate compensation negotiations will be
greater under those circumstances in which men and
women tend to face differential treatment when they
attempt to negotiate.

Hypothesis 4. Women will be more reluctant than men
to initiate compensation negotiations.

Hypothesis 5. Women'’s relative reluctance (as compared
to men) to initiate compensation negotiations will be
greater when the evaluator is a man as opposed to a
woman.

Consistent with the expectation of greater social costs
from initiating compensation negotiations, we hypothe-
size that nervous feelings and anticipated negative social
consequences (backlash) will mediate gender differences
in the propensity to initiate negotiations.

Hypothesis 6a. Nervousness about attempting to negoti-
ate will explain gender differences in the propensity to
initiate compensation negotiations.

Hypothesis 6b. Anticipated backlash will explain gender
differences in the propensity to initiate compensation
negotiations.

In sum, as illustrated vividly by the opening quote, if
women are perceived to be “clamoring” for the same
resources as men, they may lose the grace of their ideal-
ized feminine niceness and be rejected for demanding
that which is not due to them. We argue that gender
differences in the social costs of attempting to negotiate
for resources, such as compensation, may help to explain
gender differences in the propensity to initiate negotia-
tions. In the following experiments, we examine the judg-
ments that male and female evaluators make when men
and women attempt to negotiate and the role of the gen-
der of the evaluator in shaping the decision to negotiate.

Overview of experiments

In Experiment 1, we conducted a preliminary test of
the hypothesis that there would be a higher social cost
for women than for men from initiating negotiations.
We then conducted a complementary set of experiments
that tested for gender effects on both the likelihood of
social resistance to negotiation attempts and on the pro-
pensity to initiate negotiations. In Experiments 2 and 3,
participants adopted the role of senior manager in a cor-
poration and evaluated an internal candidate based
upon a transcribed (Experiment 2) or a videotaped
(Experiment 3) job placement interview. Across the
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negotiation conditions, the candidates either accepted
their compensation offers without comment (no ask) or
initiated negotiations (ask). In Experiment 4, we reversed
the participants’ perspectives. Using the same interview
scenario, participants adopted the role of the job candi-
date and evaluated whether to initiate negotiations. By
coupling these two perspectives on the same situation,
we were able to test whether gender differences in the
propensity to initiate negotiations (Experiment 4) would
reflect differential treatment (Experiments 2 and 3), sug-
gesting a social motivation for gender differences in the
initiation of negotiations.

Experiment 1

In Experiment 1, we conducted a preliminary test of
Hypotheses 1 and 3 in a 2 (gender of candidate) x 2 (ini-
tiate negotiations: no ask vs. ask) x 2 (gender of evalua-
tor) between-subjects design. Participants evaluated a
job candidate based on a resume and interview notes.
The interview notes indicated whether the candidate was
male or female and whether (or not) the candidate had
attempted to negotiate for extra compensation and job
benefits.

Methods

Participants

The participants were 119 North American university
students (66 men, 53 women) recruited from various
points on a university campus (e.g., flyers, dining halls)
to participate in a Hiring Decision Study. The median
age was 20 years (M =20.27, Min = 18, Max = 27). Fifty-
four percent of the participants were White, 26% were
Asian, 13% were African American, 5% were Hispanic,
and 2% reported “Other.” Participants received $5 for
completing the survey.

Procedure

After obtaining the participants’ consent to partici-
pate in the study, the experimenter distributed paper
packets containing background information on the

hiring decision, the candidate’s resume, and a set of
notes from an interview with the candidate. The back-
ground information instructed participants to adopt the
role of a commercial bank manager hiring a college stu-
dent for a summer internship and to review the resume
and interview notes. The candidate’s resume was identi-
cal across conditions. We gave the candidate a gender-
neutral first name and then referred to the candidate in
the interview notes as either a man or a woman and with
gender-appropriate pronouns. Participants in the No
Ask condition read interview notes indicating a positive
evaluation of the candidate’s personal qualities and
experience (e.g., “[he/she] could definitely hit the ground
running”). Participants in the Ask condition read the
same set of general interview notes, and one additional
note indicating that the candidate had asked for more
compensation and had inquired about other additional
job benefits (i.e., gym membership, access to a notebook
computer and metro-pass). The experimenter distributed
the four versions of the interview notes randomly among
participants. Participants responded on a 1-7 scale
(1=not at all, 7=extremely) to two questions about
how likely they thought it was they or someone else at
the bank would hire this person for a summer internship.
After submitting their assessment of the candidate’s
hireability, the participants filled out an exit survey that
contained demographic questions, manipulation checks,
and a debriefing form.

Results

All of the participants correctly identified whether the
candidate was male or female. For all studies we used
analysis of variance (ANOVA) to test the effects of gen-
der of candidate, the ask manipulation, and gender of
evaluator on the dependent measure. We combined the
two hireability measures into one mean composite
dependent measure (¢ =.83). As shown in Table 1, there
was a significant main effect for ask (F[1,111]=29.97,
p<.001) and a significant interaction of Gender of
Candidate x Ask (F[1,111]=4.80, p=.03). None of the
other effects were significant (ps>.31). As indicated by
the means in Table 2, while the ask manipulation had a

Table 1
Experiment 1: ANOVA of hireability by gender of candidate, ask condition and gender of evaluator (N = 119)
Source df MS F 0
Gender of candidate 1 1.19 1.02 .01
Ask 1 34.84 29.97** 07
Gender of evaluator 1 0.28 0.24 .002
Gender of candidate x Ask 1 5.58 4.80* .04
Gender of candidate x Gender of evaluator 1 0.13 0.11 .001
Ask x Gender of evaluator 1 0.82 0.71 .01
Gender of evaluator x Ask x Gender of candidate 1 0.02 0.02 .0001
Error 111

* p<.05.

5 p < 001
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Table 2
Experiment 1: Means of hireability by gender of candidate and ask
condition

Male candidate Female candidate

No ask Ask Effect of ask No ask Ask Effect of ask
M M d M M d

5.94% 5.26° 0.65 6.19% 4.63¢ 1.44

(0.97) (1.10) (0.86) (1.26)

n n n n

26 33 29 31

Note: We report standard deviations in parentheses below the means.
Different superscripts between ask conditions indicate significant mean
differences, *° at the level of p < .05 and ®€ at the level of p < .001.

significant negative effect on the hireability of both male
and female candidates, the negative effect for women
was more than twice as large as that for men.?

Discussion

The results of Experiment 1 supported our prediction
that evaluators would penalize a female candidate more
than a male candidate for initiating negotiations
(Hypothesis 1). Contrary to Hypothesis 3, the degree of
resistance to female relative to male candidates was the
same for male and female evaluators. It is noteworthy
that evaluators were less inclined, in general, to hire the
candidate who initiated negotiations. This suggested that
our ask manipulation may have been too strong, partic-
ularly for a candidate who had yet to receive a job offer.
In Experiment 2, we adjusted the scenario to make the
potential negotiator an internal job candidate who had
already received an offer for a new position, so that
negotiating for higher compensation would be generally
acceptable practice (Pinkley & Northcraft, 2000;
Thompson, 2005). We also tested two alternative scripts
for the initiation of negotiations that varied in terms of
the strength of argumentation that the candidate used to
make the case for higher compensation.

Experiment 2

In Experiment 2, we tested Hypotheses 1-3 in a 2
(gender of candidate) x 3 (initiate negotiations: no ask
vs. moderate ask vs. strong ask) x 2 (gender of evaluator)

3 We ran a second preliminary study using the same basic procedure
described in Experiment 1. Participants were 176 adults recruited from
the website of a university-based experimental research laboratory.
The interview notes in the Ask condition said that the candidate had
asked to be paid at the top of the salary range. We observed a signifi-
cant interaction between Gender of Candidate x Ask, such that evalu-
ators penalized female candidates more than the male candidates for
attempting to negotiate (F[1,172]=4.62, p <.04). There were no sig-
nificant effects of gender of evaluator (ps >.71).

between-subjects design. Participants evaluated a candi-
date based on a transcript of a job placement interview.
We ran two versions of the ask manipulation in order to
explore whether the manner in which the candidate initi-
ated negotiations would moderate the predicted interac-
tion effect of Gender of Candidate x Ask on the
willingness to work with the candidate.

Methods

Participants

The participants were 299 college-educated adults
(152 men, 147 women) recruited by a market research
firm to participate in an online survey. The median age
was 37 years (M =39.2, Min=21, Max=064). Ninety-
one percent of the participants self-identified as White,
3% as Asian, 2% as Hispanic, 1% as African American/
Black, and 3% as “Other.” The median work experience
was 17 years (M =18.30, Min=0, Max =>50). Eighty
percent were currently employed. Sixty-nine percent of
the participants had management experience. Those with
management experience reported an average of 9.7 years
of management experience. In exchange for completing
the survey, the participants received points redeemable
for prizes from the market research firm.

Procedure

Participants accessed the survey remotely by respond-
ing to an email from the market research firm and clicking
on a link to the Evaluation Survey website. After indicat-
ing their consent to participate in the study, the website
directed the participants to a page of Background Infor-
mation with links to a transcript from a job placement
interview and an Evaluation Survey. The Background
Information instructed participants to imagine they were
senior managers in a corporation, and informed them that
their task was to evaluate an internal candidate for a man-
agement position in their department. The Background
Information continued on to explain that the candidate
was in the process of completing a management training
program before being assigned to a more senior manage-
ment position within the company and that the candidate
(like all those offered management positions) had gradu-
ated from a top school and performed well in the training
program. The participant (as senior manager) wanted
people in the department who were good team players
and who worked well with other people.

After reviewing the Background Information, the
website randomly assigned participants to read one of
six interview transcripts (2 [candidate: male, female] x 3
[ask: no, moderate, strong]). We gave the candidate a
gender neutral first name, and manipulated the gender of
the candidate by referring to the candidate as Mr. or Ms.
and with gender-appropriate pronouns. The first two
interview questions and responses were identical across
conditions. The questions related to the candidate’s
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management training and work experience, and the
responses indicated that the candidate had enjoyed and
learned a lot in the training program and had some man-
agement experience running a school newspaper in col-
lege (431 words). In order to signal that the candidate
was a good team player and worked well with other peo-
ple, the response to the second question included state-
ments such as, “I built a really strong team of people
working together” and “I learned... how to get people
motivated to do a good job.” We embedded the ask
manipulation in the candidate’s response to the third
question about whether they had received their salary
and benefits offer. Appendix A contains the wording of
the third question and the scripts for the no ask, moder-
ate ask and strong ask conditions.

After reviewing the transcript, the participants clicked
on a link to the Evaluation Survey. The first step of the
Evaluation Survey contained a list of characteristics,
which we used to create our potential mediators (i.e.,
perceived niceness and demandingness). To create a
measure of feminine niceness, we used seven of the ten
items from Rudman and Glick (1999) Social Skills Index
(good listener, helpful, kind, likeable, sensitive to the
needs of others, supportive, and warm). We removed
three (friendly, popular, and sincere) that seemed more
relevant to social skills in general than prescriptions of
feminine niceness, and added four more stereotypically
feminine characteristics (agreeable, cooperative, modest,
and nurturing). We included another set of twelve words
associated with demandingness (arrogant, cocky,
demanding, dominating, obnoxious, overbearing, over-
confident, presumptuous, pushy, self-centered, ungrate-
ful, and unreasonable). Participants rated on a scale of
1-7 (1 =not at all, 7= perfectly) how much each of the
words characterized their impression of the candidate.
Finally, to create our dependent measure of willingness
to work with the candidate, participants rated how bene-
ficial it would be for them to have this person working
for them, how much they would enjoy having this person
working for them, and how likely it was that they would
hire this person (I =not at all, 7=extremely).

After the participants submitted their responses to the
Evaluation Survey, the website directed them to an exit
survey that contained manipulation checks, demo-
graphic questions, and debriefing materials. The manip-
ulation checks tested whether the participants knew the
gender of the candidate and how the candidate had
responded to the third question (e.g., asked for high sal-
ary, asked for bonus). The debriefing materials included
a question about what the participants thought the study
was about while they were participating in it.

Results

We removed 63 cases because the participants
failed to correctly identify the gender of the candidate

or whether the candidate asked for a higher salary.*
None of the participants reported that they suspected
that it was a gender-related study. The sample of data
analyzed included 236 participants (121 men, 115
women).

Dependent measure: willingness to work with the
candidate

We combined the three measures of the evaluators’
willingness to work with the candidate to create one
mean composite dependent measure (o =.91). Prelimi-
nary analyses of the data showed that how the candi-
date attempted to negotiate for higher compensation
(i.e., moderate ask vs. strong ask) had no significant
effect on the influence of the gender of the candidate or
the gender of the evaluator on the willingness to work
with the candidate. In an ANOVA that restricted the
analysis to the moderate ask and strong ask conditions,
there was no significant interaction between of Gender
of Candidate x Type of Ask (F[1,150]=0.44, p=.51),
Gender of Evaluator x Type of Ask (F]1,150]1=2.10,
p=.15), or Gender of Candidatex Gender of
Evaluator x Type of Ask (F]1,150]1=0.21, p =.65). This
indicates that the effects of gender of candidate and
gender of evaluator on the willingness to work with the
candidate did not differ by whether the ask manipula-
tion was moderate or strong. Therefore, for the sake of
parsimony, we collapsed the moderate ask and the
strong ask conditions into one ask condition and pre-
sented our tests of the hypothesized interactions com-
paring the no ask condition to the combined ask
condition.

Table 3 displays the results of the ANOVA of the
willingness to work with the candidate by gender of can-
didate, ask condition and gender of evaluator. We
observed a significant main effect for ask
(F[1,228]=16.38, p<.001) and a significant interaction
of Gender of Candidate x Ask (F[1,228]=6.74, p <.02).
None of the other effects were significant (ps>.15). As
can be seen from the means displayed in Table 4,
attempting to negotiate for higher compensation had no
significant effect on the evaluators’ willingness to work
with a male candidate, #(116) =0.92, p =.92. In contrast,
attempting to negotiate significantly reduced the evalua-
tors’ willingness to work with a female candidate,
t(116)=4.72, p<.001.

4 Using these criteria, we excluded more than twice as many cases in
the ask as in the no ask condition. We suspect that this was due to the
phrasing of the manipulation check questions, which tested the partici-
pants’ memory of what the candidate had asked for during the inter-
view. If participants did not read the full script, then they were more
likely to get these questions wrong in the ask vs. no ask condition.
There was no other discernable pattern in the cases excluded. Exclu-
sion of these cases had no effect on the results.
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Table 3

Experiment 2: ANOVA of willingness to work with candidate by gender of candidate, ask condition and gender of evaluator (N =236)

Source df MS F >
Gender of candidate 1 3.27 2.01 .01
Ask? 1 26.62 16.38™** .07
Gender of evaluator 1 3.24 1.99 .01
Gender of candidate x Ask 1 10.95 6.74* .03
Gender of candidate x Gender of evaluator 1 0.16 0.10 .0004
Ask x Gender of evaluator 1 1.53 0.94 .004
Gender of candidate x Ask x Gender of evaluator 1 1.68 1.03 .01

Error

228

? Moderate and strong ask conditions combined into one ask condition as compared to no ask condition.

* p<.05.
= p<.001.

Table 4
Experiment 2: Means of willingness to work with candidate by gender
of candidate and ask condition

Male candidate Female candidate

No ask Ask Effect No ask Ask Effect
of ask of ask

M M d M M d

3.24*(1.39) 3.02*(1.24) .17 3.94%(1.16) 2.80°(1.22) .95

n n n n

45 73 40 78

Note: We report standard deviations in parentheses beside the means.
Different superscripts (a,b) between ask conditions indicate significant
mean differences at the level of p <.001.

Potential mediators: niceness and demandingness

We conducted a principal components factor analy-
sis of the impression items with promax rotation. As
anticipated, this analysis revealed two factors, which
we combined into composite indicators of perceived
niceness (eigenvalue=1141; o«=.92) and perceived
demandingness (eigenvalue =2.18; o =.95). Table 5 dis-
plays means by condition for perceived niceness and
demandingness. Niceness and demandingness were sig-
nificantly correlated r=—.66, p <.001. The correlation
between niceness and willingness to work was r=.75

Table 5
Experiment 2: Means of potential mediators, perceived niceness and
perceived demandingness, by gender of candidate and ask condition

Male candidate Female candidate

No ask Ask No ask Ask

M M M M
Niceness

4.14* (0.83) 3.54% (0.84) 4.55*(0.75) 3.62° (0.94)
Demandingness

3.20* (0.96) 4.60° (1.07) 2.83%(1.05) 4.59% (1.33)
n n n n
45 73 40 78

(p <.001) and between demandingness and willingness
to work was r=—.57 (p<.001). In a regression model
of willingness to work on niceness and demandingness,
each potential mediator had a significant, independent
effect on the dependent variable (f=.65, p<.001 for
niceness; f=—.15, p <.02 for demandingness; adjusted
R>=.56).

We used Sobel tests (Sobel, 1982) for all of our media-
tion analyses.’ As predicted, both niceness and demand-
ingness fully mediated the negative effect of attempting
to negotiate on the evaluators’ willingness to work with
a female candidate, Sobel z=4.90, p<.001 for niceness
and Sobel z=15.26, p<.001 for demandingness. These
variables, however, did not mediate the interaction effect
of Gender of Candidate x Ask on willingness to work,
Sobel z=1.47, p=.14 for niceness and Sobel z=1.12,
p =.26 for demandingness.

Discussion

The results of Experiment 2 supported our hypoth-
esis that women would incur a greater social cost fr