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Both research and conventional wisdom suggest that, due to their relational orientation, women are less likely
thanmen to engage in agentic and assertive behaviors, leading them to underperform in zero-sum, distributive
negotiations where one party’s gain is equivalent to the other party’s loss. However, past research tends to
neglect the costs of reaching impasse by excluding impasses from measures of negotiation performance.
Departing from this convention, we incorporate the economic costs of impasses into measures of negotiation
performance to provide amore holistic examination of negotiation outcomes. In so doing, we reveal a reversal
of the oft-cited male performance advantage when obtaining an impasse is especially economically costly (as
is the case when negotiators have weak negotiation alternatives). Specifically, we predicted that female
negotiators would make less assertive first offers than men due to their more relational orientation and that
these gender differences in offer assertiveness should result in women avoiding impassemore often thanmen.
Since avoiding impasses should improve negotiation performance when negotiators are able to obtain a deal
that is more valuable than their negotiation alternative, women’s tendency to avoid impasses should improve
their performance when negotiators have weak (vs. strong) alternatives. These predictions were supported in
eight studies (three preregistered) across various negotiation contexts, comprising data from the television
show Shark Tank (Study 1), four incentive-compatible negotiation simulations (Studies 2 and 3,
Supplemental Studies), and a multistudy causal experimental chain (Supplemental Studies 4a–c).
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Trades would not take place unless it were advantageous to the parties
concerned. Of course, it is better to strike as good a bargain as one’s
bargaining position permits. The worst outcome is when, by overreaching
greed, no bargain is struck, and a trade that could have been advantageous
to both parties does not come off at all.

—Benjamin Franklin

Negotiations, ubiquitous in organizational and everyday life, are
economically and socially impactful interactions, influencing
employees’ salaries, career advancement, and relationships (L. L.
Thompson et al., 2010). As such, understanding gender dynamics in
negotiations is considered vital for establishing gender equity in the

workplace (Bowles & McGinn, 2008). Substantial research has
suggested that gender disparities remain prevalent in distributive
negotiations (i.e., when one party’s gain is equivalent to the other
party’s loss), with female negotiators underperforming relative to
men due to their tendency to avoid assertive negotiation behaviors
(Amanatullah & Tinsley, 2013; Bowles et al., 2007; Kray &
Thompson, 2004). This gender gap in negotiation assertiveness is
purported to stem from two related yet distinct forces: a desire to be
relational and avoid contentious negotiation interactions (Kray &
Thompson, 2004), as well as a fear of the negative repercussions that
women (but not men) experience when negotiating assertively
(Amanatullah & Morris, 2010; Bowles et al., 2007).

However, the implication that women’s insufficient assertiveness
categorically lowers negotiation performance may be somewhat
limited. Past research tends to assess negotiation performance by
analyzing deal value after excluding impasses from the data set
(Schweinsberg et al., 2012, 2022; L. Thompson, 1990; Tripp &
Sondak, 1992). This practice of omitting impasses is partially driven
by the infrequent number of impasses observed in typical research
contexts (e.g., behavioral laboratories, classroom simulations). Such
low impasse rates, however, are likely an inaccurate reflection of
real-world outcomes. Indeed, anywhere from 29% to 55% of
negotiations in field settings result in impasse (Ashenfelter & Currie,
1990; Backus et al., 2020). What is more, the small body of work
that has examined impasses has suggested that impasse rates are an
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important negotiation outcome to consider due to their various
associated costs (Dannals et al., 2021). In addition to social,
reputational, and opportunity time costs (Tinsley et al., 2002),
negotiators who reach an impasse also incur economic costs when
they could have potentially obtained an agreement more valuable
than their alternative (Schweinsberg et al., 2022).
Due to the tendency to exclude impasses from analyses of

negotiation performance, it is unsurprising that excepting a few
studies (e.g., Dannals et al., 2021), limited research has examined
differences in men’s and women’s ability to avoid impasses and the
consequent effects on negotiation performance. Enriching this
scholarly space, we explore whether gender differences in relational
orientation—or the propensity to be interpersonally attuned and
affiliative (Abele & Bruckmüller, 2011; Cross & Madson, 1997;
Gelfand et al., 2006; Lee et al., 2016)—might explain the tendency
for women to engage in less assertive negotiation behaviors than
men, operationalized as the value of a negotiator’s initial offer in
distributive negotiations. As the assertive negotiation behaviors (e.g.,
an extreme, self-favorable first offer) that women tend to avoid are
also likely to reduce the probability of impasses (Schweinsberg et al.,
2012), we propose that a reversal of the typical male advantage in
negotiation performance may occur when we incorporate impasses
into computations of performance and that this reversal should
only emerge when negotiators have weak (vs. strong) negotiation
alternatives, wherein it is particularly costly for negotiators to obtain
an impasse. For instance, we would expect this female advantage to
emerge when a job negotiator has no existing offers, weakening their
bargaining position, but not when they have a backup job offer with a
salary higher than that being offered in the current negotiation.
In considering the impact of likelihood of impasse on individual

negotiation performance, this work provides nuance to prevailing
wisdom about women’s underperformance in distributive negotia-
tions as well as the unilateral benefits of assertive behaviors for
negotiation performance. The notion that making an assertive first
offer is beneficial for negotiation performance is well established in
the literature (Galinsky & Mussweiler, 2001). However, this finding
was observed in analyses that excluded impasses. We theorize that
including impasse cost in calculations of performance can reveal the
importance of considering the strength of one’s negotiation
alternative as a boundary condition to this broad presumption.
Whereas negotiating assertively (due to a lower relational orientation)
may increase the value claimed in a negotiation, it can also increase
impasse likelihood (which undermines negotiation performance
when negotiators have weak alternatives). In sum, we suggest that the
presumedly sweeping benefits of a more assertive negotiation style
may be overstated, whereas the utility of adopting a relational
orientation in distributive negotiations may be undervalued.

Theory and Hypothesis Development

Gender, Relational Orientation, and Assertive
Negotiation Behaviors

To identify an important psychological antecedent of behaviors
that might decrease the likelihood of impasse, we draw from
relational perspectives on gender. Multiple converging streams of
research indicate that women are more relationally oriented than
men, which in turn has significant consequences for wide-ranging
workplace phenomena, including organizational citizenship

behaviors (Allen, 2006) and leadership style (Eagly & Johnson,
1990), to name just a couple. Women are socialized to be
relationally oriented from a young age (Cross & Madson, 1997;
Eagly & Steffen, 1984; Gabriel & Gardner, 1999; Maccoby, 1998)
and are often encouraged to act in ways that “promote and
strengthen existing relationships,” compared to men (Cross et al.,
2002, p. 400; Lee et al., 2016). For example, relative to men, women
speak in more interpersonally sensitive ways (Leaper & Robnett,
2011), are more motivated to foster connections by disclosing
intimate or personal details about themselves, and more apt to
express emotions (Cross & Madson, 1997; Gelfand et al., 2006).
Gender differences in relational orientation also lead women to
behave less competitively and more cooperatively than men in
economic games (Balliet et al., 2011; Kugler et al., 2018).

The tendency for female negotiators to exhibit a stronger relational
orientation than their male counterparts should result in differences in
the assertiveness of their negotiating behaviors, reflected clearly in the
offers they make. Offer value is a key indicator of assertiveness in
distributive negotiations (Amanatullah & Morris, 2010; Dannals
et al., 2021; Toosi et al., 2019), as it indicates the extent to which
negotiators employ value-claiming behaviors that focus on their own
(vs. other parties’) economic interests. Because people with a
relational orientation tend to focusmore on others’ interests and needs
(vs. their own; Cross et al., 2002; Gabriel & Gardner, 1999; Gelfand
et al., 2006), negotiators who have a stronger relational orientation
should be less likely to engage in value-claiming behaviors. Such a
preference may emerge because engaging in value-claiming
behaviors might not only maximize personal gains but also cause
heightened interpersonal strain, offense, or friction (Amanatullah
et al., 2008; Curhan et al., 2008; Gelfand et al., 2006). Tomanage this
trade-off, those with a stronger (vs. weaker) relational orientation may
make less assertive negotiation offers1 because they are motivated to
establish trusting relationships and avoid interpersonal strife.
Behaviorally, a strong relational orientation is thus reflected as an
offer that builds rapport and trust while minimizing conflict (i.e., less
self-valuable negotiation offers). Consistent with this premise, job
candidateswho perceive a higher relational cost to negotiating set lower
reservation prices (i.e., walkaway points; Amanatullah et al., 2008),
which typically predict lower initial offer values (L. Thompson, 1990).
In economic games, interpersonally concerned prosocial negotiators
also tend to award others more points than themselves (Murphy et al.,
2011; van Dijk et al., 2004). Integrating these ideas, we hypothesize
that women will make less assertive negotiation offers than men, and
that this gender gap will be mediated by differences in relational
orientation.

Hypothesis 1a: Female negotiators will make less assertive first
offers than male negotiators.

Hypothesis 1b: Relational orientation will mediate gender
differences in offer assertiveness.
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1 Although agentic, assertive behaviors and relational orientation have been
construed in certain literatures as independent and orthogonal theoretical
constructs (Bem, 1974), within the context of distributive negotiations, the two
are strongly inversely related in that having a relational orientation should
decrease assertive negotiation behaviors. For example, the assertiveness of
offers has been used as a behavioral metric for social value orientation in
negotiations (Van Lange et al., 1997), with less assertive offers indicating a
stronger relational orientation.
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Although we theorize that women may refrain from negotiating
assertively because of their higher relational orientation, as noted
earlier, another prominent yet distinct explanation for the gender gap
in negotiation assertiveness is women’s fear of experiencing backlash
when engaging in assertive behaviors. For example, negotiation
partners express less liking for and willingness to hire women (but not
men) who initiate negotiations (Bowles et al., 2007).Women’s fear of
backlash has also been shown to reduce the assertiveness of their
negotiation offers (Amanatullah & Morris, 2010). Therefore, in our
studies, we also consider the alternative possibility that our findings
are explained by an anticipated backlash.

Assertive Negotiation Behaviors, Impasses, and
Negotiation Performance

Negotiation theory and research have shown that two primary
metrics capture economic performance in distributive negotiations:
the rate of impasse and the value claimed from the negotiation (L.
Thompson, 1990). Value claimed refers to the economic outcome
negotiators extract from the negotiation, assuming that they have
avoided an impasse in the first place (L. Thompson, 1990). Avoiding
an impasse is beneficial when both parties obtain a deal that is more
valuable than their negotiation alternatives (i.e., any backup offers
that they may have in hand). Obtaining an impasse when negotiators
could have attained a negotiation agreement that is more valuable
than their best alternative—that is, when the negotiation has a positive
zone of possible agreement—is economically inefficient (Rubinstein,
1982; Sobel & Takahashi, 1983). Indeed, game theorists have
formulated numerous economic models to understand how much
negotiators can demand in such a negotiation to avoid an impasse and
receive nothing (Nash, 1950; Raiffa, 1982; White et al., 1994).
Despite its central importance in early negotiation theories, limited

empirical research has examined impasses. Instead, most studies opt
to exclude impasses from analyses of negotiation performance for a
couple of key reasons. Asmentioned, the bulk of negotiation research
is conducted with samples drawn from laboratory or class simulations
in which participants only negotiate with one partner and may feel
pressure to come to a negotiated agreement (Galinsky et al., 2009;
Schweinsberg et al., 2012). Negotiation scenarios used in past
research also feature large positive bargaining zones, reducing the rate
of impasse (Schweinsberg et al., 2022). As a result, researchers have a
limited understanding of the factors that may affect impasse rates.
We assert that one critical determinant of impasse rates is the

assertiveness of negotiation offers, a possibility that has received
some empirical support (Nash, 1950; White et al., 1994). For
instance, in both negotiations and economic games, extreme
negotiation offers can be perceived as offensive and increase the
likelihood of impasse (Pillutla &Murnighan, 1996; Schweinsberg et
al., 2012; Thaler, 1988). One experiment that varied offer extremity
found that negotiations in which one partner gave a moderate first
offer resulted in impasses only 14% of the time, whereas those in
which a partner gave an extreme first offer resulted in impasses 29%
of the time—more than twice as often (Schweinsberg et al., 2012).
Given the link between offer assertiveness and impasse rate, we
further posit that negotiator gender should affect the rate of impasse.
Integrating gendered perspectives on relational orientation—which
predict that women should make less assertive first offers than
men—and negotiation theory—which predicts that less assertive
offers will reduce a negotiator’s probability of reaching an

impasse—we hypothesize that women should be less likely to
reach impasses than men, and a pattern that should be mediated by
gender differences in relational orientation and the assertiveness of
initial offers. While limited research has examined how gender
influences impasse rates, one notable exception is work by Dannals
et al. (2021), which found that women, but not men, who were
empowered by a strong alternative to act more assertively had higher
impasse rates with partners who also had strong alternatives.
Although Dannals et al. (2021) did not find that women made less
assertive offers or were more likely to obtain deals across their
studies, it is unclear what would occur when partner effects were
controlled for, as in the case when all negotiators negotiate with the
same partner.

Hypothesis 2a: Female (vs. male) negotiators will be less likely
to reach impasses.

Hypothesis 2b: The effect of gender on reaching impasses will
be serially mediated by differences in relational orientation and
assertiveness of first offers.

Gender Effects on Negotiation Performance and the
Moderating Role of Negotiation Alternatives

Distributive negotiation performance is often computed as the
value negotiators extract from the focal negotiation. However, this
convention often neglects to consider that performance is shaped by
whether negotiators are able to strike a deal in the first place. To
incorporate the cost of impasses and more accurately capture
negotiation performance, recent research recommends capturing
negotiation performance for those who reach an impasse as the value
of a negotiator’s alternative, or the value of the deal or action the
negotiator would take if they failed to close the current deal
(Schweinsberg et al., 2022). For example, if a job negotiator failed to
reach a salary agreement with a prospective employer, their
negotiation performance would be recorded as the value of their
backup deal—the salary amount of their highest job offer in hand, or
$0 if they had no current offers.

We predict that incorporating impasses into measures of
negotiation performance has a critical impact on whether assertive
behaviors, such as making an extreme first offer, are beneficial or
detrimental to negotiation performance. Because negotiation
performance is equivalent to the value of a negotiator’s alternative
if they reach an impasse, all else equal, an impasse is therefore more
costly when negotiators have a weak (vs. strong) alternative.
Although assertive negotiation behaviors can improve negotiation
performance by increasing the value that negotiators claim from a
focal negotiation (Galinsky & Mussweiler, 2001), the same
behaviors also increase the likelihood of impasse, which is
especially detrimental to performance when negotiators have
weak alternatives. Therefore, it is possible that when impasses
are considered when computing negotiation performance, the
positive effect of assertive first offers on distributive negotiation
performance might be attenuated or even reversed when negotiators
have weak (vs. strong) alternatives. Women’s tendency to make less
assertive offers and avoid impasses should in turn result in a female
performance advantage when negotiators have a weak (vs. strong)
negotiation alternative. To return to the salary negotiation example
above, entering a negotiation with no existing job offers would
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increase the cost of impasse, as failing to close the current deal at
hand would leave the negotiator with nothing. Conversely, entering
a salary negotiation with a strong, valuable outside offer would
significantly reduce the cost of impasse, as a failed negotiation
would still leave the negotiator with a favorable alternative outcome.
Therefore, when negotiators have weak alternatives, women’s

relational orientation and consequent tendency to make less assertive
offers—relative to men—should shield them from the great losses
associated with reaching an impasse when they could have obtained
a deal more valuable than their alternative. Conversely, when
negotiators have strong alternatives, women’s tendency to avoid
impasse may cause them to agree to a deal less valuable than their
alternative, resulting in their underperformance relative to men.

Hypothesis 3a: Women will have better negotiation perfor-
mance, measured as final deal value that incorporates impasses,
than men when their negotiation alternative is weak, but worse
relative performance when their alternative is strong.

Hypothesis 3b: This pattern of moderation will be explained by
relational orientation and offer assertiveness.

Transparency and Openness

We describe our sampling plan, all data exclusions, all manipula-
tions, and all measures for all studies, and we adhere to the Journal of
Applied Psychology’s methodological checklist. The design, hypoth-
eses, sample size, and analysis plan for Study 2 were preregistered
(https://aspredicted.org/9RV_BZL). Data for Study 1will not bemade
available due to its proprietary nature. Study material (additional
online material), data, and analysis code for all other studies are
available at: https://osf.io/9bcnz/. Data were analyzed in Stata 16.
Study 1 was deemed exempt for review by the Tulane University
institutional review board (2021-1313, “Examining gender effects on
Kickstarter, Airbnb, and Shark Tank”). All other studies were
approved by Tulane University institutional review board (2020-1432,
“Attitudes and beliefs in the workplace”).

Overview of Studies

We examined our hypotheses across two primary studies and four
supplemental studies. In Study 1, we tested Hypotheses 1a–2b by
collecting negotiation data from a popular television show based in
the United States, Shark Tank, to examine the relationships among
negotiator gender, relational orientation, and the likelihood of
obtaining an impasse. Study 2 tested all predictions using an
incentive-compatible salary negotiation. The supplemental studies
provide additional evidence using negotiation simulations and a
causal chain strategy (Spencer et al., 2005).

Study 1: Deal Outcomes From Shark Tank

We collected archival data from the television show Shark
Tank (Jachimowicz et al., 2019; Poczter & Shapsis, 2018; Smith &
Viceisza, 2018). In addition to collecting relevant deal-level
information (e.g., gender), coders unaware of our hypotheses were
trained to evaluate entrepreneurs’ relational orientation by coding for
two readily observable and concrete behavioral indicators of relational
orientation—relational self-disclosure and emotional appeal—that

have been linked to performance in competitive contexts (Cross &
Madson, 1997; Gelfand et al., 2006).

Method

Data were collected from 802 pitches from Seasons 1 to 9 of Shark
Tank. After excluding 116 mixed-gender teams from our analyses,
the final sample consisted of 486 pitches from solo men and all-male
teams and 200 pitches from solo women and all-female teams.

Gender

Gender of the negotiator(s) was recorded (0 =men, 1 = women).

First Offer Assertiveness

This was operationalized as the dollar amount that each negotiator
requested at the start of each pitch (log-transformed due to high
skewness).

Likelihood of Impasse

This was coded as 1 for impasse and 0 for no impasse.

Relational Orientation

We trained five coders unaware of our hypotheses to evaluate
pitches for the nine seasons. Due to personnel changes, the coding
process occurred in two phases. Three coders rated pitches from
Seasons 1 to 6, and two different coders rated pitches from Seasons 7
to 9, so we report item reliabilities for these two phases separately. A
definition was provided for each rated variable, and raters evaluated
124 (first phase) or 80 (second phase) randomly selected pitches.
Disagreements were resolved through discussion. Upon ensuring
the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) exceeded .70 for each
coded variable, we divided the remaining pitches among raters.

To assess negotiators’ relational orientation, coders evaluated two
indicators as a proxy measure for the construct: relational self-
disclosure and overall emotional appeal. Relational self-disclosure
refers to the sharing of personal and intimate information with others,
motivated by a desire to build rapport and interpersonal closeness
(Cross &Madson, 1997; Gelfand et al., 2006). We defined emotional
appeal as the use of any emotions—positive or negative—to persuade
the investors to fund the product (Armstrong et al., 2014). Both
relational self-disclosure and emotional appeal were rated on a
7-point scale (1 = none at all, 7 = a great deal). A two-way random
ICC score indicated that reliability across the six items in Phase 1
of the rating process (two items across three raters; ICC = .81)
and four items assessed in Phase 2 (i.e., two items across two raters;
ICC = .80) were satisfactory. All ratings were averaged to form a
composite score.

Covariates

Female-led (vs. male-led) ventures in male-dominated industries
underperform (Kanze et al., 2020). Therefore, raters were also asked
to consider all aspects of the business (e.g., targeted consumers) and
rate the extent to which they perceived the business to be masculine
(1 = not masculine at all, 7 = very masculine, ICCfirst/second phase =
.82/.78). Due to the popular belief that teams outperform solo
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entrepreneurs in venture capital contexts (Greenberg & Mollick,
2018), we controlled for team status (0 = solo, 1 = team). We also
controlled for the percentage of equity requested by the negotiator
because funding requests are likely positively associated with the
amount of equity provided in return. Finally, companies that are
more valuable can request more funding (Zider, 1998). An
important indicator of a company’s value is its target industry, as
companies in high-growth sectors have more room for expansion
(Zider, 1998). We coded and controlled for the company’s target
market using the 11 sectors described in the Global Industry
Classification Standard (Bhojraj et al., 2003).

Results and Discussion

Variable means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations can be
found in Table 1. Results reported below include covariates (Table
2); the substantive pattern of results does not change if covariates are
excluded. Supporting Hypothesis 1a, women made less assertive
negotiation offers than men (b = −.36, β = −.17, 95% CI [−.53,
−.19], SE = .09, t[671] = −4.14, p < .001, η2 = .02, Model 1).
Consistent with Hypothesis 2a, women (who reached impasse 40%
of the time) obtained significantly fewer impasses than men (who
reached impasse 48% of the time; b = −.41, 95% CI [−.80, −.02],
SE = .20, z = −2.07, p = .039, OR = .66, Model 2).2 Supporting
Hypotheses 1b and 2b, mediation analyses (with 5,000 bootstrapped
samples) found a significant gender→ relational orientation→ offer
assertiveness→ impasse indirect effect (b=−.01, SE= .01, 95% CI
[−.03, −.01], Table 3).
We found that women (vs. men) made less assertive negotiation

offers due to their more relational orientation and, consequently,
were more likely to avoid impasses. However, the nature of these
data results in several limitations. First, women may have avoided
assertive behaviors not because of their own motivations but
because they anticipated negative reactions from their negotiation
partners. Second, we are not able to fully consider all facets of each
business that may influence just how assertive the monetary offer is
or why the pitch resulted in an impasse, such as the company’s
maturity, sales, or market share.3 Although we controlled for the
companies’ target industry, this may not fully capture the variety of
dimensions that may affect the company’s overall value. Third,
although we construe relational orientation as an intrapsychic
variable, we used behavioral indicators as assessments of relational
orientation. Study 2 addresses these limitations by examining if
relational orientation—assessed with established, intrapsychic
measures—predicts gender differences in offer assertiveness
beyond established mechanisms and when holding constant all
other features of the negotiation.

Study 2: Evidence From an Incentive-Compatible
Negotiation

Study 2 used an incentive-compatible, computer-mediated,
single-issue distributive negotiation scenario in which we
manipulated the strength of the negotiator’s alternative to test
our predictions. Finally, we sought to show that relational
orientation predicts gender differences in behaviors and outcomes
beyond anticipated backlash.4

Method

Given an effect size of r= .16 (based on correlation between gender
and offer assertiveness in Study S1), α= .05 (two-tailed), and power=
.90, an a priori power analysis indicated that we need to recruit 404
participants. As preregistered, we sought to recruit 400 participants
and received complete responses from 396 U.S. participants from
Prolific. Per our preregistration, we excluded data from one participant
who indicated that they experienced technical issues. The final sample
consisted of 395 participants (194 women, 197 men, four nonbinary
people, Mage = 37.09, SDage = 12.045).

All participants were assigned the role of a job candidate who
would be negotiating with a human resource manager. We provided
participants with a table showing 11 salary options ranging from
$85,000 to $135,000 in $5,000 increments and told them that their
goal was to negotiate the highest salary possible. To emphasize the
distributive nature of the negotiation, we told participants that the
human resource manager likely wants to offer them the lowest
possible compensation (i.e., $85,000), and that the manager likely
has other candidates that they could hire.

Value of Negotiation Alternative

Participants were then randomly assigned to the strong (vs. weak)
negotiation alternative condition.6 In the strong negotiation alterna-
tive condition (n = 200), participants were told, “You have another
job that is offering a $85,000 salary. Therefore, any deal that affords
you compensation that is worth at least $85,000 will be beneficial.” In
the weak alternative condition (n = 195), participants were told that
“You currently do not have an alternative job offer,” resulting in an
alternative valued at $0. We chose $0 in the weak negotiation
alternative condition so that obtaining an impasse would be
sufficiently costly.7 All participants were informed that there would
be several rounds of negotiation, but that they did not know how
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2 Female (vs. male) investors were more likely to offer deals to female
negotiators (36%), compared to male negotiators (22%), χ2(1) = 8.09, p =
.004. Interestingly, female investors were not more likely to offer deals to
negotiators who exhibited a higher relational orientation, b = .22, 95% CI
[−.13, .56], SE = .18, z = 1.23, p = .220, indicating that although female
investors were more likely to reach a negotiated agreement with female
negotiators, this was not because female investors were more susceptible to
relational appeals.

3 We thank an anonymous reviewer for this valuable point.
4 Although we control for the role of anticipated backlash in our models, we

thank an anonymous reviewer who suggested that there could be temporal
relationships between the two variables, with anticipated backlash predicting
relational orientation and/or vice versa. Indeed,we found a significant gender→
anticipated backlash→ relational orientation→ offer assertiveness→ impasse
indirect effect, coeff= .01, SE= .01, 95%CI [.0003, .01], as well as a gender→
relational orientation→ anticipated backlash→ offer assertiveness→ impasse
indirect effect, coeff = .03, SE = .02, 95% CI [.005, .10]. While disentangling
the causal relationships between anticipated backlash and relational orientation
is beyond our research scope, we urge future researchers to examine this
important possibility in greater detail.

5 Additional details about participant demographics (e.g., race/ethnicity,
job tenure, industry) can be found in the Supplemental Materials.

6 We ran a post hoc study to validate the manipulation and found that, as
intended, participants in the weak (vs. strong) alternative condition set a
lower reservation price (see Supplemental Material, for full details).

7 Two supplementary studies with different values for negotiation
alternatives ($60,000 vs. $110,000 in Supplemental Study 2 or $0 vs.
$110,000 in Supplemental Study 3) replicated the pattern of results reported
in the present study (see Supplemental Material, for details).

GENDER AND GETTING A DEAL 5

https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0001138.supp
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0001138.supp
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0001138.supp
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0001138.supp
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0001138.supp


many rounds because the human resource manager could choose to
end the negotiation at any time. To incentivize participants to perform
their best, we also told them that they would be eligible for a bonus,
with the top 20% of negotiators receiving a $0.50 bonus on top of
their $0.54 base pay. Before negotiating, participants were asked to
complete the measures below (full scales are contained in the online
repository).

Relational Orientation

Participants completed a five-item measure of relational
orientation (e.g., “I intend to be cooperative”) adapted from a
measure of cooperative social value orientation in negotiations (α =
.73, 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree; Giebels et al., 2000;
Sullivan et al., 2006).8

Anticipated Backlash

To measure anticipated backlash, participants were asked to
respond to two items (e.g., “How much do you think you can
reasonably ask for without the Human Resource Manager perceiving
you to be a pushy person?”). Consistent with Amanatullah and Morris
(2010), we used a dollar value response formatwith $5,000 increments
(1 = $85,000, 11 = $135,000, α = .82).

Filler Items

Finally, to reduce the chance that the prior items would prime
participants to feel unsure of the appropriateness of competitive
behaviors, we included three items about their intentions to use
competitive tactics (Kray & Haselhuhn, 2007).

Negotiation Scenario

All participants were requested to make the first offer. Consistent
with previous computer-mediated negotiations (Brooks & Schweitzer,
2011; Ma et al., 2019), the computer was preprogrammed to offer five
counteroffers starting from $85,000 and ending at $105,000 in $5,000
increments each round. The computer accepted the participant’s offer
if it was equal to or lower than the computer’s offer in the current or
next round. For example, if the participant’s first counteroffer to the
computer was less than or equal to $90,000, this offer would be
accepted and recorded as the final value of the deal, as the computer’s
next programmed counteroffer was $90,000.

First Offer Assertiveness

This was the value of the participant’s first offer.

Likelihood of Impasse

We recorded whether participants reached an impasse at the end
of the simulation (0 = no impasse, 1 = impasse).
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8 Unlike the original scale, our modified scale included a reference to the
“human resource manager” in lieu of “negotiation partner.” Our modified
items also omitted language about an “upcoming negotiation.”
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Negotiation Performance

For participants who did not reach an impasse, we recorded the value
of the deal to measure negotiation performance. When negotiators
reached an impasse, this value was recorded as $0 in the weak
alternative condition and as $85,000 in the strong alternative condition.

Results and Discussion

Variable means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations can be
found in Table 4.9,10 Supporting Hypothesis 1a, women (M =
104329.90, 95% CI [102805.60, 105854.20], SD= 10764.29) made
less assertive first offers than men (M = 107258.90, 95% CI
[105652.40, 108865.30], SD = 11432.99), t(389) = 2.61, p = .010,
d = .26. In line with Hypothesis 2a, a logistic regression also found
that women (who reached impasse 9% of the time) reached fewer
impasses than men (who reached impasse 19% of the time), b =
−.88, 95% CI [−1.49, −.27], SE = .31, z = −2.81, p = .005, OR =
.42. Consistent with Hypotheses 1b and 2b, we observed a
significant gender → relational orientation → offer assertiveness →
impasse indirect effect, coeff=−.08, SE= .04, 95% CI [−.19,−.02]
(Table 5), which held controlling for anticipated backlash, coeff =
−.02, SE = .01, 95% CI [−.06. −.01].11

Supporting Hypothesis 3a, a two-way analysis of variance
(ANOVA) found that strength of alternative significantly moderated
gender differences in negotiation performance, F(1, 387) = 4.61, p =
.032, η2p = .01 (Figure 1). Planned contrasts found that for negotiators
with weak alternatives, women (M = 82443.18, 95% CI [75364.72,
89521.64], SD = 33407.91) performed better than men (M =
69708.74, 95% CI [61307.21, 78110.26], SD = 42987.83), F(1,
387) = 10.22, p = .002, Cohen d = .33. In the strong alternative
condition, however, men’s (M = 92712.77, 95% CI [91552.72,
93872.81], SD = 5663.735) and women’s performance did not differ
(M = 93490.57, 95% CI [92485.71, 94495.42], SD = 5217.64), F(1,
387) = 0.04, p = .842, Cohen d = .14,12 a finding we revisit in the
General Discussion section. Next, we ran a serial moderated
mediation analysis (Table 6), with strength of alternative moderating
the link between (a) gender → relational orientation, (b) relational
orientation → offer assertiveness, and (c) offer assertiveness →
performance. Evincing Hypothesis 3b, the female performance
advantage in the weak alternative condition was mediated by

relational orientation and offer assertiveness (b = 879.27, SE =
610.87, 95% CI [40.70, 2564.69]), and this indirect effect reversed
significantly in directionality in the strong alternative condition, b =
−131.25, SE = 85.96, 95% CI [−399.95, −16.36]. The difference in
conditional indirect effects across the weak (vs. strong) alternative
condition was significant, b = 1010.53, SE = 617.07, 95% CI
[160.37, 2722.87]. As shown in Table 6, the difference in conditional
indirect effects was largely driven by a significant Alternative
Strength × Offer Assertiveness interaction, which found that more
assertive first offers were positively associated with performance
when negotiators had strong alternatives, and negatively associated
with performance when negotiators had weak alternatives. In other
words, women outperformed men when negotiators had weak
alternatives because making an assertive negotiation offer hurt (vs.
helped) negotiation performance when negotiators had weak (vs.
strong) alternatives. Finally, the difference in conditional indirect
effects held controlling for anticipated backlash, b = −316.61, SE =
230.84, 95% CI [−987.99, −14.31].

Supplemental Studies 1–4

Four additional studies provide converging evidence for the
existence of a negotiation performance advantage for women, relative
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Table 2
Gender Differences in Negotiation Behaviors and Outcomes (Study 1)

Variable

Offer assertiveness(log) Impasse (1 = yes, 0 = no)

Model 1 Model 2

b SE t 95% CI p b SE z 95% CI p

1. Gender (0 = man, 1 = woman) −.36*** .09 −4.14 [−.53, −.19] .001 −.41* .20 −2.07 [−.80, −.02] .039
2. Equity requested −2.05*** .37 −5.57 [−2.78, −1.33] .001 3.34*** .91 3.69 [1.57, 5.12] .001
3. Team status (1 = team, 0 = solo) .11 .07 1.46 [−.04, .25] .146 −.43** .17 −2.61 [−.76, −.11] .009
4. Perceived masculinity −.04 .03 −1.62 [−.09, .01] .106 −.02 .06 −.36 [−.13, .09] .720
6. Industry *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** *** ***
7. Intercept 13.06*** .29 45.01 [12.49, 13.63] .001 .49 .68 .72 [−.85, 1.83] .474
Pseudo R2 .04
R2 .12
N 686 681

Note. SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval. Unstandardized betas.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

9 Strength of negotiation alternative did not significantly moderate gender
differences in relational orientation, first offer assertiveness, or impasse,
suggesting that neither men nor women adjusted their motives or behaviors
depending on the strength of their alternatives.

10 Consistent with recommendations to report descriptive statistics when
impasses are both included and excluded from measures of negotiation
performance (Schweinsberg et al., 2022), we also report descriptive statistics
when impasses are excluded from negotiation performance (see Supplemental
Materials).

11 Gender differences in relational orientation, first offer assertiveness,
impasse, and negotiation performance held after controlling for anticipated
backlash (see Table S1 in supplement). Both anticipated backlash and
relational orientation significantly predicted gender differences in relational
orientation, first offer assertiveness, impasse rates, and performance,
confirming that relational orientation and anticipated backlash are related
yet distinct explanations for gender differences in negotiation behaviors and
outcomes.

12 Two additional planned contrasts indicated that having a strong (vs.
weak) alternative led both men, F(1, 387) = 34.54, p < .001, Cohen d = .73,
and women, F(1, 387) = 7.79, p = .006, Cohen d = .48, to attain better
performance.
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to men, when their alternatives are weak. Study S1 replicated these
findings with an incentive-compatible computer-mediated cellphone
negotiation inwhich all negotiators hadweak negotiation alternatives.
Studies S2 and S3 lend further support to our predictions by using
different negotiation alternative values (i.e., $0 vs. $110,000 in Study
S2; $60,000 vs. $110,000 in Study S3). Studies S4a–S4c offer causal
support for our hypotheses by employing a causal experimental chain
strategy. We assessed gender differences in relational orientation
(Study S4a), manipulated relational orientation to test its effects on
first offer assertiveness (Study S4b), and manipulated first offer
assertiveness and negotiation alternatives to observe their effects on
rate of impasse and negotiation performance (Study S4c).

General Discussion

Integrating perspectives on gender and relational orientation with
negotiation theory, we show that women (vs. men) make less
assertive negotiation offers due to their more relational orientation
and, consequently, are more likely to avoid impasses. Women’s
focus on avoiding impasses (vs. claiming value) leads them to
perform better than men, but this advantage is present only when
negotiators have weak (vs. strong) negotiation alternatives.

Theoretical Contributions

Our findings provides nuance to prevailing views about women’s
underperformance in distributive negotiations. We find that, due to
differences in relational orientation, men may focus primarily on
claiming value, whereas women may focus more on avoiding
impasses. These different aims lead women to outperform men when
their negotiation alternatives are weak. Our finding that women
outperformed men is novel; although research has uncovered
situations in which the gender gap in negotiation performance can
be attenuated (Amanatullah &Morris, 2010; Bowles & Flynn, 2010;
Bowles et al., 2005), we are not aware of research that has examined
the conditions under which the gender gap in negotiation performance
reverses. Incorporating an underexamined negotiation outcome—
likelihood of impasse—intomeasures of negotiation performance, we
reveal that possessing a relational orientation and engaging in less
assertive negotiation behaviors may improve negotiators’ ability to
avoid impasses, boosting their performance when they have weak
alternatives. Thus, individuals who are traditionally viewed as
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Performance as a Function of Gender and Alternative Strength
(Study 2)
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disadvantaged in negotiations may have a heretofore unidentified
advantage when there are economic benefits to avoiding impasses,
such as when they enter a negotiation with no outside offers. These
findings also contribute to the broader negotiation literature by
showing that when impasse rates are incorporated into negotiation
performance (Schweinsberg et al., 2022), assertive negotiation tactics
may backfire for those engaged in distributive negotiations for which
they have weak alternative offers.
Research on emotional expression in negotiation has found that

specific types of emotions can influence impasse likelihood, with
positive emotions reducing impasses (Kopelman et al., 2006) and
anger increasing impasses (Allred et al., 1997; Sinaceur & Tiedens,
2006; Yip & Schweinsberg, 2017). Study 1 contributes to this
literature, as we found that the magnitude of emotional expression—
which we use as a proxy for relational orientation—is also associated
with fewer impasses. Emotions provide others with crucial informa-
tion about our inner thoughts and motivations (Morris & Keltner,
2000). Negotiation partners may therefore be more willing to close a
deal with negotiators who are more (vs. less) emotionally expressive
because these negotiators appear more predictable and trustworthy
(Cross & Madson, 1997).

Practical Implications

The knowledge that female negotiators frequently underperform
in negotiations may arouse feelings of threat and anxiety in women,
resulting in poor performance (Hoyt & Murphy, 2016; Kray et al.,
2001). However, our findings indicate that the distinct way women
navigate negotiations—with heightened interpersonal sensitivity and
by making less assertive first offers—is not necessarily suboptimal
and can even lead them to outperform men when they have weak
alternatives. These findings can help women feel more confident
when negotiating, particularly in the uncertain condition of having
weak negotiation alternatives. Indeed, both men and women should
strategically consider the optimal assertiveness of their negotiation
offers to avoid impasses caused by “overreaching greed,” as
Benjamin Franklin warned. By calibrating an optimal offer based on
considerations of the bottom line, impasse risk, and their walkaway
point, men and women alike can make decisions that improve their
negotiation performance. Indeed, reflecting the general tendency to
overlook the costs of impasses in computations of negotiation
performance, many have advised women to categorically makemore
assertive offers in distributive salary negotiations (Sandberg, 2013).
Although this simple prescription is appealing, we caution women
(and men) that more assertive offers may also increase the risk of
impasse, which can adversely affect performance when they have
weak alternatives.

Limitations and Future Directions

We note limitations in our research that could be fruitful avenues
for future research. Despite convergent results, we observed notable
differences between the present findings and those by Dannals et al.
(2021). For example, we did not find that strength of negotiation
alternatives moderated the relationship between gender and impasse
rate, perhaps because we controlled for negotiation partner effects
across studies. There are also other points of differences between our

studies, including our use of incentive-compatible research designs
and the focus on distributive (vs. integrative) negotiations. Future
research could provide a reconciliation of these differences to
provide a better understanding of when impasse likelihood differs
between women and men. Second, when excluding impasses from
negotiation performance, we found that men outperformed women
in Supplemental Study 2 but not in Study 2 or Supplemental Studies
1 and 3, and these gender differences were not significantly
moderated by the strength of alternatives across studies. While these
mixed results may seem at odds with established findings indicating
that men obtain more valuable deals than women, meta-analytic
evidence has found that “gender differences in negotiations are
contextually bound and can be subject to change” (Mazei et al.,
2015, p. 85).

Third, we did not find that women’s focus on avoiding impasses
resulted in a pro-male advantage when negotiators had strong
alternatives. One possibility is that the value of the alternative was
not high enough to render making a deal sufficiently costly. Future
research could manipulate a wider range of alternative values to
better understand how gender differences in impasse avoidance
and performance vary as a function of alternative strength.
Relatedly, compared to men, women’s focus on avoiding impasses
did not increase their likelihood of closing deals that were less
valuable than their alternatives (see Supplemental Materials).
However, as fewer than 20% of negotiators accepted deals that
were less valuable than their alternatives, future research could
more systematically investigate whether women (vs. men) are
more vulnerable to the agreement trap due to their aversion to
impasses.

Additionally, we are unable to identify whether gender differences
in impasse rates are driven by women’s stronger relational orientation
or men’s weaker relational orientation. One way to disentangle this
could be to investigate gender differences in negotiation behaviors
across a range of situations (Amanatullah &Morris, 2010). Although
we did not find that having a strong (vs. weak) alternative
significantly moderated gender differences in relational orientation,
offer assertiveness, or impasses, continued research should continue
to examine the locus of the present effects. Finally, future work could
examine the effects of intersecting social identities (e.g., gender and
race) on negotiation behaviors and outcomes. Extant work has shown
that women who have reached positions of higher professional status
are more likely to engage in assertive negotiation behaviors than
womenwithout these credentials (Amanatullah& Tinsley, 2013; Hall
& Krueger, 2012), and that Black women may fare better in
distributive negotiations than White women (Leigh & Desai, 2023).
Thus, gender differences in negotiation behaviors and the outcomes
described in our model may be further moderated by professional
status or race.

Conclusion

In conclusion, when performance is contingent on whether
negotiators can navigate the delicate balance between maximizing
one’s payoff and avoiding costly impasses in distributive negotiations,
women may perform better than men. By highlighting the importance
of considering impasses—an important and oft-overlooked aspect of
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negotiation performance—our research has important implications for
policies and recommendations aimed at enabling both female (and
male) negotiators to thrive.
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