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Abstract
In every major occupational group and at every level of educational attainment, U.S. women earn less than men (Carnevale et al.
2018). Besides a component explained by objective factors (e.g., hours worked, occupation, experience), the gender wage gap
includes a large component unexplained by objective factors. This latter component may be attributed, at least in part, to factors
such as gender stereotyping and discrimination. In one study, we focus specifically on negotiation partners’ gender stereotypes by
investigating mock face-to-face negotiations around salary and benefits mimicking real world job settings. We specifically
investigated whether U.S. women’s (n = 83) negotiation performance was predicted by their negotiation counterparts’ implicit
and explicit gender stereotypes and whether these effects depended on the gender of the negotiation counterpart and their
randomly assigned power role in the negotiation (recruiter vs. candidate). Overall, our findings suggest that regardless of
women’s power role in negotiations, women’s lower performance is predicted by their male counterparts’ higher implicit
stereotypes. For female recruiters, this effect is further qualified by their male counterparts’ explicit stereotypes. Our discussion
explores how temporary power roles contribute to the expression of implicit and explicit gender stereotypes in negotiations. We
also discuss practice implications for reducing negative effects of stereotypes on women’s negotiation performance.
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Despite growing impetus and numerous efforts to promote
gender equality, women continue to earn less than men in
nearly every profession (Carnevale et al. 2018), yielding an
average gender pay gap of 16.6% worldwide, with some
countries showing gaps of up to 47.2% (International
Labour Organisation 2019). Not only is progress in narrowing
the gender wage gap very slow, but also future projections

indicate that unless accelerated efforts are made to attain
equality, it will currently take 202 years to close this gap
(World Economic Forum 2018).

In order to create targeted interventions to close the gender
wage gap, it is important to uncover the factors that contribute
to income inequality between men and women. There are
several objective factors that contribute to the gender wage
gap, such as differences in hours worked, experience and level
of education (O’Neill 2003). However, even after controlling
for these factors, the gender wage gap persists, suggesting
there is a relatively large unexplained component. For exam-
ple, 63.9% of the gap is unexplained in the United Kingdom
(Office for National Statistics 2018). It is likely that beyond
objective factors, social factors derived from ubiquitous gen-
der roles may partially explain the gap. Indeed, some studies
suggest that a portion of the wage gap is likely attributed to
gender stereotypes and discrimination (Blau & Kahn 2017;
Kray & Thompson 2004).

In the current research we aim to understand whether and
how these gender stereotypes manifest themselves in initial
salary negotiations, thus partially contributing to pay disparity
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between women and men. Research suggests that men gener-
ally perform better than women in bilateral bargaining situa-
tions, with some exceptions (Mazei et al. 2015). This gender
gap in negotiation performance may be important in
explaining the gender wage gap, particularly in the context
of salary negotiations. In most organizations, salary hikes
are calculated as a percentage of one’s current salary and,
therefore, even nominal differences in starting salaries may
have a compounding effect over many years, thus greatly
widening the gender gap overall (Babcock & Laschever
2009). We investigate whether positive or negative beliefs
(stereotypes) about the negotiation ability of one or both gen-
ders permeate salary negotiations contributing to gender dif-
ferences in objective performance. Women’s performance
may be associated with their counterparts’ explicit gender ste-
reotypes, which are typically captured through self-reports as
well as by implicit stereotypes which are usually activated
with relatively lower conscious awareness (Latu et al. 2015).

Taking into account this distinction between explicit and
implicit stereotyping, we seek to answer three main ques-
tions. First, to what extent do negotiation counterparts’
implicit and explicit gender stereotypes predict women’s
objective salary outcomes in actual face-to-face interac-
tions? Second, are women similarly influenced by their
counterparts’ stereotypic beliefs depending on the gender
of their negotiation counterpart? Third, how does the pow-
er role of the negotiation counterpart (lower/candidate vs.
higher/recruiter) moderate the effects of their gender ste-
reotypic beliefs on women’s performance? Overall, where-
as most studies have focused on factors intrinsic to women
such as their skills, personality, self-concept, and aspira-
tions in the context of negotiations (Amanatullah & Morris
2010, Babcock & Laschever 2009; Kray et al. 2001), we
aim to understand how factors outside women’s control—
such as their counterparts’ stereotypes, gender, and power
role—may undermine their performance at the bargaining
table and contribute to the gender wage gap.

Gender in Negotiations

Recent meta-analytic evidence shows that men generally ne-
gotiate better outcomes for themselves in bilateral bargaining
situations, unless certain conditions are satisfied (Mazei et al.
2015). Moreover, with respect to salary negotiations, some
evidence suggests that women achieve lower outcomes be-
cause they come to the bargaining table with lower aspirations
(Kray et al. 2001) and are reluctant to initiate negotiations
(Babcock & Laschever 2009).

Consistent with role congruity theory (Eagly & Karau
2002), these gender differences in negotiation behaviors and
outcomes can be explained, at least in part, by workplace
biases such as stereotypes and discrimination (Kray &

Thompson 2004). These workplace gender stereotypes gener-
ally associate women with weakness, emotionality, and being
accommodating, and men with strength, rationality, and asser-
tiveness (Spence et al. 1974)—traits that are highly conse-
quential for negotiation outcomes. These stereotypes can im-
pact women’s negotiation performance, consistent with re-
search on stereotype threat (Steele 1997), which suggests that
the mere awareness of negative stereotypes associated with
performance of one’s in-group in a given domain can impede
their actual performance. Indeed, stereotype threat influenced
women’s performance in mixed-gender negotiations. For ex-
ample, although men and women performed at a similar level
in a baseline negotiation, men outperformed women when
gender stereotypes were linked to negotiation success and
the task was framed as a diagnostic test of their actual nego-
tiation abilities (as opposed to being framed as a simple learn-
ing tool), thus inducing stereotype threat (Kray et al. 2001).
Moreover, in one study, negotiation ability was found to be
influenced by women’s fear of backlash for violating gender
stereotypes by acting assertively, contributing to a gender ne-
gotiation gap (Amanatullah & Morris 2010). However, this
difference was eliminated when women negotiated on behalf
of a third party. The finding that women feel confident being
assertive (e.g. asking for concessions; making positional de-
mands) when negotiating on behalf of another person suggests
that it is the fear of backlash, and not a lower innate ability to
negotiate, that drives lowered outcomes for women.

To summarize, there is evidence that the activation of
women’s own gender stereotypes can impede their ne-
gotiation performance through the process of stereotype
threat (Kray et al. 2001; Tellhed & Björklund 2011) or
by anticipating negative reactions and backlash based on
gender stereotypes (Amanatullah & Morris 2010).
However, there is no research, to our knowledge, that
investigated how the actual gender stereotypes of nego-
tiation counterparts may relate to women’s negotiation
performance in actual face-to-face negotiations.
Importantly, we further distinguish between explicit
and implicit stereotypes and explore whether women’s
negotiation outcomes are predicted by their negotiation
counterparts’ explicit and/or implicit gender stereotypes.

Gender Stereotypes in Face-to-Face
Negotiations

Stereotypes are cognitive constructions that contain
overgeneralized assumptions about members of social groups.
According to dual-process models (Fazio & Towles-Schwen
1999; Fiske & Neuberg 1990; Gawronski & Bodenhausen
2006), stereotypes may fall on a continuum between an ex-
plicit pole and implicit pole.Whereas implicit stereotypes tend
to be associated with automatic processing, thus being
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activated with more cognitive efficiency and less awareness,
intention, and control, explicit stereotypes are associated with
more controlled processing, thus being activated more pur-
posefully (Bargh 1994; Fazio & Olson 2003).

As global efforts to achieve gender equality have gained
traction over the past few decades, explicit stereotypes about
women in the workplace have become more positive (Koenig
et al. 2011; Stoker et al. 2012). However, such positive explicit
stereotypes may be the result of social desirability concerns,
that is, people not being willing to report negative thoughts
about women in workplace settings. Indeed, when measuring
implicit stereotypes, which bypass (to a certain extent) such
social desirability concerns, negative views about women in
the workplace continue to exist (Latu et al. 2011) and to dis-
advantage women in stereotypically male domains such as
managerial decisions and job interviews (Latu et al. 2015,
Latu et al. 2011). In other words, some individuals may have
egalitarian views toward others at an explicit level, but they
may continue to hold negative beliefs at an implicit level
(Dovidio et al. 2001). In the realm of racial stereotypes,
Dovidio and Gaertner (2004) describe individuals showing
this combination of low explicit and high implicit stereotypes
as aversive racists: good intentioned people who hold egali-
tarian beliefs and consciously support principles of gender
equality, but simultaneously hold conflicting negative feelings
and beliefs about racial/ethnic minorities at an implicit level.

Similarly, in the realm of gender, explicit and implicit
gender managerial stereotypes can diverge (Latu et al.
2011), suggesting the existence of aversive sexists who
hold inconsistent explicit versus implicit gender beliefs.
For example, participants tended to associate women,
more than men, with competent managerial traits at the
explicit level. However, at the implicit level, the pattern of
associations was reversed, such that women were more
likely to be associated with incompetent manager traits
compared to men. These associations were particularly
strong for male participants.

Importantly, contrasting implicit and explicit stereotypes
may interact to predict outcomes in face-to-face interactions.
Evidence for this effect comes from both interracial and
mixed-gender interactions. For example, when investigating
the effects of White physicians’ racial bias on Black patients,
Penner and colleagues (Penner et al. 2010) found that Black
patients reacted most negatively when they interacted with a
White physician who was high in implicit but low in explicit
bias (aversive racist). Similarly, within mixed-gender job in-
terviews, Latu and colleagues (Latu et al. 2015) showed that
male interviewers’ explicit and implicit stereotypes interacted
to predict lower performance of women applicants. Female
job candidates’ performance (as rated by trained external eval-
uators) suffered the most when they were interviewed by male
interviewers who were, at the same time, high in implicit but
low in explicit gender stereotypes (aversive sexist). For both

racial and gender biases, these findings are explained by the
different behavioral manifestations of implicit versus explicit
biases. Given their controlled nature, explicit stereotypes tend
to be more closely associated with controlled (verbal) behav-
iors and implicit biases with automatic (nonverbal) behaviors
(Dovidio et al. 2002). Within face-to-face interactions, the
conflicting verbal and nonverbal cues from aversive racists/
sexists may be cognitively taxing for the targets of those
biases, thus hindering their performance.

In the current study we wish to expand this prior research
by investigating the interactive roles of implicit and explicit
gender stereotypes on face-to-face negotiations, while con-
comitantly investigating, for the first time to our knowledge,
the influence of additional contextual factors such as gender
and power roles. Drawing from the racial bias literature
(Penner et al. 2010) as well as job interview research (Latu
et al. 2015), we suggest that negotiating counterparts’ implicit
and explicit stereotypes will act in conjunction to predict
women’s ability to claim value at the bargaining table. More
specifically, we reason that women’s negotiated outcomes
may be a function of their negotiation counterparts’ explicit
and implicit gender stereotypes, and we expect women’s per-
formance to suffer the most when they negotiate with men
who are simultaneously high in implicit, but low in explicit,
stereotypes (i.e., aversive sexists).

Although our predicted finding would replicate the find-
ings from the job interview research, we believe, for several
reasons, that face-to-face workplace negotiations offer a valu-
able added opportunity to study how gender stereotypes and
expectations may influence the behavior of women as targets
of these biases. First, “negotiation occurs whenever people
cannot achieve their own goals without the cooperation of
others” (Thompson et al. 2010, p. 491). In a face-to-face in-
teraction, individuals are simultaneously perceivers of coun-
terparts’ behaviors, targets of counterparts’ perceptions, and
perceivers of their own behaviors (Deaux & Major 1987;
Bowles & Flynn 2010). Because face-to-face interactions ne-
cessitate greater social presence, gender stereotypes in the
form of self-concept and behavioral expectancies may get
transmitted with relative ease within the communication to
influence negotiators’ behavior and outcomes. In fact, gender
stereotypic effects on women’s behavior have been found to
be the strongest while communicating face-to-face, in com-
parison to virtual channels (Stuhlmacher et al. 2007).
Moreover, face-to-face negotiations afford goal communica-
tion not just through verbal signals, but also through nonver-
bal cues such as expressions, gestures, and eye movements,
thus being particularly appropriate for capturing the influence
of both implicit and explicit stereotypes.

Second, face-to-face negotiation interactions are a useful
medium for investigating the role of gender stereotypes on
women’s performance because they allow for precise and ob-
jective quantification of women’s performance (e.g., level of
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salary, signing bonus, number of vacation days). Although the
influences of implicit and explicit gender stereotypes have
been documented in face-to-face interactions such as job in-
terviews (Latu et al. 2015), performance measures may have
been influenced by raters’ own gender stereotypes. Given the
quantitative nature of negotiation outcomes, performance is
objectively and realistically measured. As such, we are both
replicating and extending the findings of Latu et al. (2015) to
objective measures of performance afforded by a face-to-face
negotiation situation.

Additionally, certain situational factors can moderate the
extent to which women perform less well than men in nego-
tiations (Mazei et al. 2015), but also the extent to which gen-
der roles and stereotypes are more or less salient (Eagly &
Karau 2002). Therefore, as a novel contribution beyond stud-
ies on awareness of gender stereotypes in negotiation
(Amanatullah & Morris 2010; Kray et al. 2001; Tellhed &
Björklund 2011), we will not only investigate whether
women’s performance is predicted by their negotiation coun-
terparts’ explicit and implicit gender stereotypes, but also ex-
amine whether these effects are further qualified by the coun-
terpart’s characteristics such as their gender and power roles
within the negotiation (lower/candidate vs. higher/recruiter).
We therefore will expand the scope of the present study to
include the role of contextual factors in predicting the gender
negotiation gap.

Contextual Factors: Negotiating
Counterpart’s Gender

In another advancement from the existing literature, beyond
understanding how implicit and explicit stereotypes may im-
pede women’s objective negotiation performance, we also
seek to clarify whether the gender of the counterpart moder-
ates this effect. Latu and colleagues (Latu et al. 2015) studied
performance in mixed-gender job interviews, where the inter-
viewers were always men and the applicants were always
women. It is not clear whether female interviewers’ gender
stereotypes would similarly influence women’s performance
during workplace negotiations and, if so, in what way. The
current research will investigate how explicit and implicit gen-
der stereotypes coming from a male versus female negotiation
counterpart may influence women’s performance during
workplace negotiations. We will compare mixed-gender
(woman-man), and same-gender (woman-woman) dyads to
parse out the role of negotiating counterparts’ gender on
women’s ability to claim value for themselves at the
bargaining table.

Gender stereotypes are closely linked to the status one
holds in society (Ridgeway 2011), with men being ascribed
a higher status than women (Miles & Clenney 2010;
Ridgeway & Diekema 1992). Researchers suggest that

differences in social status can predict negotiation outcomes
(Kray & Thompson 2004; Miles & Clenney 2010). High sta-
tus individuals are more influential in negotiations because
they are perceived as more competent and their actions are
seen as more legitimate. Salary negotiations are seen as a
stereotypically masculine domain, where men are associated
more strongly than women with effective negotiator traits
(Kray & Thompson 2004; Spence et al. 1974). As a conse-
quence, men tend to have relatively more power compared to
women due to their higher perceived competence and legiti-
macy of ideas, inputs, and arguments (Miles & Clenney
2010). This type of societal power and status are important:
Individuals lower in power are more likely to attend to signals
from those higher in power (than vice-versa) in an attempt to
predict and control the reactions of higher power individuals
who control resources (Fiske 1993). As a consequence, we
predict that women would be more influenced by the expec-
tations and beliefs of their male negotiation partners rather
than those of their female partners.

Moreover, gender differences in outcomes vary based on
the salience of gender stereotypes in a given situation (Kray &
Thompson 2004; Kray et al. 2001). According to Cook
(1994), gender roles (stereotypes) can be automatically acti-
vated in an interaction, but some situations can moderate their
salience (Eagly & Karau 2002). For example, the status dif-
ference in a female-male dyad is more salient than in a female-
female dyad (Bowles et al. 2007; Deaux & Major 1987; Kray
& Thompson 2004). Presumably, the gender status difference
in a female-male dyad may make male advantage/female dis-
advantage more apparent within the negotiation (vs. female
counterparts in a woman-woman dyad). This argument
strengthens our prediction that women’s negotiation perfor-
mance will be more strongly predicted by their male rather
than female negotiation counterparts’ implicit and explicit
gender stereotypes.

Contextual Factors: The Power Role
in Negotiation

Although research on both interracial interactions and mixed-
gender interactions shows that implicit and explicit stereo-
types often interact to predict behaviors and outcomes (Latu
et al. 2015; Penner et al. 2010), little is known about how
certain situational factors may moderate the relative influence
of implicit and explicit stereotypes in determining outcomes
for the targets of these biases in workplace interactions. An
important (and commonly encountered) contextual factor that
may contribute to gender differences across the bargaining
table is the situational power available to the negotiators.
Previous studies have indicated that exuding dominance can
increase one’s success in a negotiation, suggesting that dom-
inance has a pivotal role at the bargaining table (Thompson
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et al. 2010). In negotiations, expressing dominance can in-
crease a negotiator’s ability to claim value (Belkin et al. 2013).

Although power and dominance can be dispositional
traits, they can also be related to situational factors,
such as a person’s status or role, which can therein
serve as relative power (Kray & Thompson 2004;
Pinkley et al. 1994). Power is defined as the ability to
control resources, one’s own and others’, without social
interference (Galinsky et al. 2003a). Within employment
negotiations, given that power is defined as control over
resources and outcomes, the consensus is that recruiters,
who are offering the job and associated resources, are
generally more powerful than candidates, who are seek-
ing to obtain the job and associated resources (Galinsky
et al. 2003b). As a result, recruiters generally tend to
negotiate better outcomes for themselves compared to
candidates (Pinkley et al. 1994).

How does the power role moderate the influence of coun-
terparts’ implicit and explicit stereotypes on women’s negoti-
ation performance? Some studies suggest that power increases
reliance on automatic rather than controlled processing in so-
cial cognition (Keltner et al. 2003). In other words, being in a
powerful role may reduce people’s need to process individual
information about others in a controlled manner (Goodwin et
al. 2000), such that they would rely more on heuristic/auto-
matic judgments of others (corresponding to implicit stereo-
types) compared to controlled judgments (corresponding to
explicit stereotypes). As such, when the non-stigmatized have
situational power (i.e., male recruiters in the negotiation), their
implicit bias toward stigmatized groups is enhanced
(Richeson & Ambady 2003; Schmid & Amodio 2017). We
propose to extend our investigation to the interaction partner,
and we suggest that if being in a power position enhances
one’s reliance on implicit rather than explicit beliefs in inter-
personal interactions, outcomes for women candidates would
more likely be predicted by male recruiters’ implicit rather
than their explicit beliefs. In other words, recruiters’ explicit
stereotypes would be inconsequential, and thus they would
not interact with recruiters’ implicit stereotypes to predict
outcomes.

On the contrary, when negotiators are in a low power role
(i.e., when the counterpart is in the candidate role), they are
also likely processing individuating information about their
negotiation partner in a controlled way (corresponding to ex-
plicit stereotypes). Because of this processing, it is likely that a
low-power negotiator’s behavior within the interaction would
be driven by both their explicit and implicit gender stereo-
types, which we expect would interact to influence women’s
performance.

To summarize, we predict that female candidates’ negotia-
tion performance will be predicted by the male (but not fe-
male) recruiters’ implicit stereotypes only, given their higher
power within the negotiation. In contrast, female recruiters’

negotiation performance will be predicted by the interaction of
implicit and explicit stereotypes of the male (but not the fe-
male) candidates, given their lower power role within the
negotiation.

However, we caution that an alternative hypothesis regard-
ing the role of situational power can be formulated. In inter-
racial and mixed-gender interaction studies (Latu et al. 2015;
Penner et al. 2010), although power was not explicitly manip-
ulated, a power differential is assumed to have existed be-
tween the stigmatized and the non-stigmatized groups. Men
and Whites were placed in higher power roles (interviewers
and physicians, respectively) relative to women and Blacks
who were placed in lower power roles (interviewees and pa-
tients, respectively). In these studies, both male interviewers’
and White physicians’ implicit and explicit stereotypes
interacted to predict outcomes for women applicants and
Black patients, possibly suggesting that situational power
may not be a significant situational moderator in this context.
If this were the case, then women’s performance would be
predicted by their counterparts’ explicit and implicit gender
stereotypes, irrespective of their power role. However, we
should note that this prediction is not rooted in theory but
rather derived from the two existing empirical findings avail-
able, in which power was not manipulated or even conceptu-
alized per se. As such, although we acknowledge the potential
of this competing hypothesis, we primarily put forward the
initial hypothesis according to which power role would mod-
erate the relationship between stereotypes and performance.

The Current Study

The goal of the current research was to examine how stereo-
types may act as barriers for women in face-to-face employ-
ment negotiations. We set out to investigate whether women’s
negotiation performance is predicted by their negotiation
counterparts’ implicit and explicit gender stereotypes and
whether these effects are moderated by the counterpart’s gen-
der and negotiator role. The present research question was
addressed in a two-phase study. In the first phase, we mea-
sured participants’ implicit and explicit gender-negotiator ste-
reotypes by assessing the extent to which women and men are
implicitly and explicitly associated with good (strong, domi-
nant, assertive, rational, active, effective) and bad (weak, sub-
missive, accommodating, emotional, passive, ineffective) ne-
gotiator traits. In the second, seemingly unrelated phase, par-
ticipants engaged in a face-to-face, mock negotiation for a
start-up package for a managerial position. The paradigm
was adapted from Pinkley et al. (1994) and involved negoti-
ating for four items: salary, vacation days, signing bonus, and
location. Female participants were randomly assigned to ei-
ther the recruiter or candidate role and to negotiate either with
a male or female counterpart. We were able to obtain an
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objective negotiation outcome for both candidates and re-
cruiters (i.e., the total points each participant obtained across
all negotiation items) and investigated the extent to which this
objective negotiation outcome for female participants was
predicted by their negotiation counterparts’ implicit and ex-
plicit gender stereotypes, gender, and power role within the
negotiation. Importantly, because we wanted to capture the
effects of gender stereotypes within the face-to-face interac-
tion, above and beyond any expectations prior to the negotia-
tion interaction (Amanatullah & Morris 2010), we measured
and controlled for the female targets’ ideal negotiation out-
come before the actual negotiation.

To summarize, drawing from the literature on power and
stereotyping (Richeson & Ambady 2003; Schmid & Amodio
2017), we proposed that male counterparts’ power role will
moderate the relative influence of their implicit and explicit
gender stereotypes to predict outcomes for women. More spe-
cifically, we propose that female candidates’ negotiation out-
comes will be predicted by the male (but not female) re-
cruiters’ implicit rather than explicit gender stereotypes,
whereas female recruiters’ negotiation outcomes will be pre-
dicted by the male (but not female) candidates’ explicit and
implicit gender stereotypes.

Method

Design and Participants

Although subsequent analyses showed that the present data
can be treated at an individual level, data collection was con-
ducted in female-male and female-female dyads. The focal
participants were all women, with men serving as randomly
assigned negotiation counterparts in one condition. The study
included three quasi-independent variables (i.e., a negotiation
counterpart’s gender, implicit stereotypes, and explicit stereo-
types), one true independent variable (i.e., role assignment as
either the candidate or the recruiter in the negotiation task),
and one dependent variable (i.e., women’s performance on the
negotiation task, which combined outcomes involving salary,
vacation days, a signing bonus, and job location).

Focal participants were 83 women recruited from an intro-
ductory psychology course at a U.S. university. Although 101
women were initially recruited, 18 women were excluded be-
cause of missing data (n = 12) or because they failed to reach
agreement on the negotiation task (n = 6). Additionally, 39
men were tested for their implicit and explicit stereotyping
and served as negotiation counterparts for women who had
been randomly assigned to the experimental condition of hav-
ing a male negotiation counterpart.

Overall then, data collected involved 39 female-male pairs
and 44 female-female pairs in which both women served as
focal participants. All participants volunteered as one means

to fulfill a course requirement, and all were native English
speakers. The age of female target participants in the final
sample ranged from 18 to 44 (M = 20.46, SD = 5.05). On av-
erage, participants self-reported a slightly below midpoint ex-
perience with negotiations on a 7-point scale (M = 3.22, SD =
1.68) and reported having participated on average in 5.95
negotiations (SD = 9.51). All participants were native
English speakers.

Procedure, Measures, and Materials

After signing informed consent, participants were informed
that they would be participating in two different studies, one
composed of a language task that would be completed on the
computer and another one that involved a mock negotiation.
The tasks were completed in different rooms to emphasize the
idea that the two tasks were parts of different studies and thus
minimize participants’ suspicion about the connection be-
tween the two. In the first phase, participants completed a
response-time task (Sequential Priming Task), which was de-
signed to measure implicit gender-negotiation stereotypes,
and a brief survey designed to measure explicit gender-nego-
tiation stereotypes. To measure explicit gender-negotiation as-
sociations, we asked participants to estimate the percentage of
men and women who are strong negotiators.

In the second phase, participants were asked to take part in
a mock negotiation. After the computer task was completed,
participants were randomly assigned the role of either recruiter
or candidate (our manipulation of the power role within the
negotiation). Each dyad was then invited to sit at a conference
table in a room designed to resemble a boardroom, where they
prepared their negotiation strategy. The experimenter then de-
scribed the task to the participants, giving general instruction
as well as role-specific instructions. More specifically, the
experimenter explained that the candidate has just been hired
as a marketing manager and will negotiate for salary, signing
bonus, vacation days, and location. The experimenter then
explained to the recruiter that he or she has just hired the
candidate and must negotiate in the interest of their company.
The participants were instructed that their goal is to earn as
many points as possible using their individual “Pay-Off
Schedule.” The participants received written instructions, the
pay-off schedule (available in an online supplement), as well
as scrap paper for preparing and taking notes. The experiment-
er instructed them to take 10 min to prepare. Participants were
advised not to share their “Pay-Off Schedule” with one
another.

After 10 min, the experimenter returned and instructed the
participants that they may begin the actual negotiation, which
would end whenever both parties had reached an agreement,
completed and signed the employment contract (available in
the online supplement). Right before starting the negotiations,
we asked participants about their ideal negotiation outcome.
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After reaching the agreement, participants answered a few
questions about their negotiation experience, and finally they
were thanked and debriefed. The study was reviewed and
approved by an institutional review board of the university
where data were collected for compliance with standards for
the ethical treatment of human participants.

Implicit Gender Stereotypes of Negotiation Counterpart

Negotiators’ implicit gender stereotypes were measured using
a sequential priming task adapted from the Successful
Manager Implicit Association Test (Latu et al. 2011) and the
Sequential Priming Task in Latu and colleagues (Latu et al.
2015). This task measured participants’ implicit associations
between gender and positive negotiator traits (strong, domi-
nant, assertive, rational, active, and effective) and negative
negotiator traits (weak, submissive, accommodating, emotion-
al, passive, and ineffective). These traits were derived from
Kray and Thompson’s (2004) review on gender stereotypes in
negotiations. The sequential priming task was composed of 96
trials divided into two blocks. Each trial started with a fixation
point in the middle of the screen, followed by a prime
denoting either a male or female name, or the name of a type
of building (e.g., house and cabin). The prime remained on the
screen for 250 ms, after which it was replaced by a trait—
either a positive or a negative negotiator trait or a positive or
negative building trait (e.g., spacious and leaky). Participants’
task is to press one of the two keyboard keys to indicate, as
quickly and accurately as possible, if the trait described a
person or a building. Response times are measured in milli-
seconds using DirectRT Empirisoft software.

For analyses, mean response times for categorizing positive
and negative negotiator traits after being primed with male
and female names were computed. We eliminated response
times that were three standard deviations above and below
the mean and log-transformed the remaining response times
in order to normalize the distribution of values. The final score
was computed by subtracting the average response time to
stereotype-consistent trials (man–good negotiator; woman–
bad negotiator) from those to stereotype-inconsistent trials
(man–bad negotiator; woman–good negotiator). If partici-
pants more strongly associate men with good negotiators
and women with bad negotiators (stereotype-consistent) com-
pared to men with bad negotiators and women with good
negotiators (stereotype-inconsistent), they should be faster to
respond to the consistent compared to the inconsistent trials.
Thus, higher numbers denote stronger men–good negotiator,
women–bad negotiator associations.

Explicit Gender Stereotypes of Negotiation Counterpart

We asked participants to estimate the percentage of men and
women who are strong negotiators in the workplace. This

measure has been successfully used in previous research and
tends to correlate moderately with established explicit scales
(Latu et al. 2011, Latu et al. 2015) such as Hostile Sexism as
measured by the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Glick and
Fiske 2018). We computed a difference score by subtracting
the estimated percentage for women from the estimated per-
centage for men in order to obtain a score of their explicit
gender–negotiation associations. Higher (positive) numbers
denote stronger explicit associations between men and nego-
tiation competence, whereas lower (negative) numbers denote
stronger explicit associations between women and negotiation
competence.

Negotiation Task

Before the negotiation task started, we asked participants to
fill in their ideal negotiation outcome in points (“Ideally, I
would like to gain ___points in this negotiation”). The nego-
tiation task itself was modeled after Pinkley and colleagues’
(Pinkley et al. 1994). The task was a mock negotiation in
which the candidate was asked to take the role of a new mar-
keting hire, whereas the recruiter was asked to take the role of
a human resources manager. Each participant’s goal was to get
the highest number of points, which are reflected in the Pay-
Off Schedule.

The negotiation included four topics: salary, signing bonus,
vacation days, and location. Each possible outcome was asso-
ciatedwith a number of points. As visible in the pay-off sched-
ule, the number of points varied for each negotiator role de-
pending onwhich items would bemore important to each role.
Salary was a distributive negotiation outcome (win-lose: one
negotiation partners’ gain is the other’s loss), whereas bonus
and vacation days were integrative (win-win: if the candidate
makes concessions on bonus and the recruiter on vacation
days, both parties can maximize their points). However, the
total possible number of points was the same for both re-
cruiters and candidates. After participants reached an agree-
ment on all topics, they filled out and signed an employment
contract similar to a real-world employment negotiation. No
real-life incentives were used; participants were primarily in-
centivized by the points they received in the game.

Negotiation Performance

We determined female participants’ negotiation outcome by
simply adding up the points that each participant obtained
across the four negotiated items based on the employment
contract they completed at the end of the negotiation. The total
could range from 0 to 2000 points for both roles, with a max-
imum of 800 points possible to gain for salary, 1000 for
signing bonus and vacation days, and 200 from location.
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Results

Descriptive Statistics and Analysis Plan

Given the dyadic nature of our data, we used Kenny’s Actor-
Partner Interdependence Model (Cook & Kenny 2005) that is
designed to analyze data in a dyadic design. In the context of
our design, this model allowed us to investigate whether fe-
male targets’ negotiation performance is predicted by their
counterparts’ implicit and explicit gender stereotypes. As a
preliminary step, we assessed the independence of the nego-
tiating dyad members—in other words, whether the negotia-
tion partners’ implicit and explicit stereotyping scores were
independent of each other. We note that although the analysis
considers only the stereotyping score of the counterparts in
predicting female targets’ performance, stereotypingmeasures
were collected for both dyad members. Given that the mem-
bers of the dyads were distinguishable (each dyad member
had a role that was not interchangeable, that is, one was the
candidate and the other the recruiter), we computed a Pearson
correlation coefficient to assess independence of dyad mem-
bers. Consistent with Kenny’s model, if scores are correlated,
they are said to be non-independent and the dyad is the unit of
analysis. If dyad scores do not significantly correlate, they are
said to be independent and the unit of analysis can be the
person. Analyses showed that candidates’ and recruiters’ im-
plicit stereotyping scores were independent (r = .02, p = .85).
Similarly, candidates’ and recruiters’ explicit stereotyping
scores were also independent (r = −.11, p = .43). Thus, we
used the person as the level of analysis in subsequent analyses.

Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations, and correla-
tions for the variables of interest, separated by the gender of the
negotiation counterpart. Given that women’s ideal negotiation
expectation (measured before the face-to-face negotiation) was
positively and largely correlated with their negotiation perfor-
mance (r = .59, p< .0001), we enteredwomen’s ideal negotiation
expectation as a covariate in all analyses. This strategy allowed
us to investigate the predictive effects of stereotypes on women’s
performance within the face-to-face interaction, above and be-
yond women’s prior expectations.

To investigate whether and when women’s negotiation per-
formance is predicted by their negotiation counterparts’ im-
plicit and explicit stereotypes, as well as their counterparts’
gender and role within the negotiation, we conducted a hier-
archical multiple regression analysis, with women’s negotia-
tion performance as an outcome. In the first step we entered
their negotiation counterparts’ implicit stereotypes (mean-cen-
tered), negotiator counterparts’ explicit stereotypes (mean-
centered), female negotiator role (dummy coded: 0 = candi-
date, 1 = recruiter), and negotiation counterpart’s gender
(dummy coded: 0 = man, 1 = woman) as well as women’s
ideal negotiation expectation as a control variable. In the sec-
ond step we entered all six possible two-way interactions, in

the third step all four possible three-way interactions, and in
the final step the four-way interaction.

Overall, the analysis revealed an R2 = .54, suggesting that
these variables and their interactions explained 54% of the
variance in women’s negotiation performance. Importantly,
results also revealed the predicted four-way interaction be-
tween counterparts’ implicit stereotypes, explicit stereotypes,
gender, and role in predicting women’s negotiation perfor-
mance (b = −406.45, SE = 174.40, p = .023). The addition of
this interaction term explained significantly more variance
(ΔR2 = .04, p = .023). To probe this interaction, we conducted
separate analyses for female candidates (n = 40) and female
recruiters (n = 43).

Performance Outcomes for Female Candidates

We first predicted that female candidates’ negotiation perfor-
mance would be predicted by the male (but not female) re-
cruiters’ implicit stereotypes, given their higher power within
the negotiation. To investigate this hypothesis, we conducted a
hierarchical multiple regression analysis with female candi-
dates’ negotiation performance as an outcome. In the first step
we entered counterparts’ implicit stereotypes (mean-cen-
tered), counterparts’ explicit stereotypes (mean-centered),
and negotiation counterparts’ gender (dummy coded: 0 =
man, 1 = woman). In the second step we entered the three
two-way interactions, and in the third step we entered the
three-way interaction. Although the three-way interaction
was not significant (b = 155.30, SE = 158.26, p = .334), results
revealed an interaction between the counterpart’s implicit ste-
reotypes and the counterpart’s gender in predicting female
targets’ negotiation performance (b = 17,302.90, SE =
7812.92, p = .034). The interaction is represented in Fig. 1.
Simple slope analyses indicated that for female candidates
interacting with a male recruiter, the recruiter’s higher implicit
gender stereotypes predicted lower performance of female
candidates (b = −17,729.21, SE = 7788.25, p = .030). The
slope was not significant when female candidates negotiated
with female recruiters (b = −426.31, SE = 623.47, p = .499),
suggesting that female candidates’ performance is not influ-
enced by their negotiation counterpart’s implicit gender ste-
reotypes when the counterpart is a woman. Recruiters’ explicit
gender stereotypes did not predict female candidates’ negoti-
ation performance, neither independently (b = 1.53, SE =
2.30, p = .512) nor interactively (all ps > .08).

Performance Outcomes for Female Recruiters

We then predicted that female recruiters’ negotiation perfor-
mance would be predicted by the interaction of implicit and
explicit stereotypes of the male (but not the female) candidates,
given their low power role within the negotiation. To test this
hypothesis, we analyzed negotiation performance for female
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recruiters by conducting a similar hierarchicalmultiple regression
analysis as we did for female candidates. Results revealed a
three-way interaction among counterparts’ implicit stereotypes,
counterparts’ explicit stereotypes, and counterparts’ gender (b=
−25.01, SE = 80.99, p = .004). The addition of this interaction
term explained significantly more variance (ΔR2 = .12,
p = .004). The interaction is represented in Fig. 2. Simple slope
analyses showed that higher implicit candidate stereotypes were
associated with lower female recruiter performance, but only
when the candidate was a man who held low explicit gender
stereotypes (b = −9722.19, SE = 3561.29, p = .010) (see Fig.
2b). No other slopes were significant (all ps > .40). In other
words, female recruiters’ performance suffered most when
interacting with a male candidate who had high implicit but
low explicit stereotypes. These are male negotiation counterparts
who explicitly stated that women are strong negotiators, but im-
plicitly associated them with weak negotiators.

Discussion

The goal of the present study was to investigate how explicit
and implicit stereotypes held by women’s negotiation

counterparts predicted women’s performance in an actual
face-to-face salary negotiation. We also examined the role of
contextual factors, such as the counterpart’s gender and situa-
tional power in moderating the influence of their gender ste-
reotypes in predicting outcomes. We proposed that women
negotiators would be more likely influenced by their male
compared to female counterparts’ stereotypes. Regarding sit-
uational power role, we considered two competing hypothe-
ses. First, if situational power is influential, we proposed that
female candidates’ negotiation outcomes would be predicted
by the male (but not female) recruiters’ implicit rather than
explicit gender stereotypes whereas female recruiters’ negoti-
ation outcomes will be predicted by the male (but not female)
candidates’ explicit and implicit gender stereotypes. If, how-
ever, situational power is not influential in face-to-face nego-
tiations, irrespective of the power role, women’s negotiation
performance will be predicted by their male negotiation coun-
terparts’ implicit and explicit gender stereotypes, regardless of
their role.

Several findings emerged. First, the gender of negotiation
counterpart played a significant role in predicting women’s
outcomes, such that only stereotypes coming from male ne-
gotiating counterparts, but not female ones, undermined

Table 1 Descriptive statistics and correlations of study variables for female participants

Women Negotiating with
Male Counterpart

Women Negotiating with
Female Counterpart

Correlations

Variables M SD M SD 1 2 3 4 5

1. Implicit stereotypes of negotiation counterpart .01 .06 .01 .06 – −.21 −.27 −.23 .44

2. Explicit stereotypes of negotiation counterpart −2.05 26.16 2.05 19.56 .10 – .66** −.18 −.35
3. Role (0 = candidate, 1 = recruiter) .65 .49 .48 .50 −.10 −.16 – −.11 −.20
4. Negotiation performance for female participant 1000.00 358.73 1095.24 261.31 −.10 .07 −.03 – .23

5. Ideal negotiation expectation for female participant 1660.00 363.32 1530.95 424.40 .06 .05 .01 .59** –

Note. Correlations of study variables for women negotiating with a male counterpart are presented above the diagonal of the correlation matrix, and
correlations for women negotiating with a female counterpart are presented below the diagonal. For negotiation performance (actual and ideal), higher
numbers denote higher performance, within the possible of range of 1–2000

**p < .01
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women’s performance. Second, the hypothesis regarding the
moderating effect of situational power on the relative influ-
ence of explicit and implicit stereotypes in undermining
women’s performance was supported. Specifically, when
male candidates negotiated with female recruiters, both im-
plicit and explicit stereotypes held by male candidates inter-
actively predicted outcomes for female recruiters. These find-
ings are consistent with findings from research on mixed-gen-
der job interviews (Latu et al. 2015), but also findings from the
mixed-race interactions (Penner et al. 2010), both suggesting
that the disconnect between the explicit and implicit stereo-
types of interaction partners may be taxing for targets of bias,
thereby reducing their performance. In the current study, male
negotiator counterparts’ combination of high implicit/low ex-
plicit gender stereotypes was most detrimental to female ne-
gotiators’ performance. Male counterparts holding high im-
plicit/low explicit stereotypes (i.e., those who say women
are strong negotiators but implicitly associate them with
weak negotiator traits) may demonstrate incongruent verbal
and nonverbal signals within the face-to-face negotiation.
These contradictory messages coming from their male

counterparts may be stressful for female negotiators and un-
dermine their negotiation performance.

It should be noted, however, that this pattern emerged
only for the female recruiter/male candidate dyads. When
the power dynamic was reversed and male negotiators
were placed in a more powerful role of a recruiter, only
their implicit stereotypes predicted outcomes for female
candidates, such that higher implicit stereotypes of male
recruiters predicted lower performance of female candi-
dates, regardless of male recruiters’ level of explicit
stereotyping. These findings suggest that the situational
power available to male recruiters moderated the relative
influence of their implicit and explicit gender stereotypes
in predicting outcomes for women—implicit stereotypes
remained salient, whereas explicit stereotypes became in-
consequential. These findings are consistent with research
on power and stereotyping (Richeson & Ambady 2003;
Schmid & Amodio 2017), suggesting that men’s temporary
power role presumably enhanced their reliance on implicit
stereotypes to influence behaviors toward female
negotiation counterparts. As a consequence, it was male

(a) Female recruiters with a female candidate

(b) Female recruiters with a male candidate
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recruiters’ implicit, rather than explicit, gender stereotypes
that predicted female targets’ outcomes.

Overall our findings are important because they reveal, for
the first time, the role of situational factors in determining
whether and when women’s negotiation performance covaries
with negotiation counterparts’ explicit and implicit stereo-
types. Although stereotypes and power roles have been con-
sidered separately (Kray et al. 2001, Pinkley et al. 1994), to
our knowledge, their interactive role was never investigated,
especially in the context of gender stereotypes. The current
findings suggest that regardless of women’s power role in
negotiations, male counterparts’ implicit stereotypes can be
communicated within a face-to-face negotiation and under-
mine women’s performance. For female recruiters, this effect
was further moderated by explicit stereotypes.

These findings are partially inconsistent with the findings
from interracial (Penner et al. 2010) and mixed-gender (Latu
et al. 2015) studies on the interactive effects of implicit and
explicit stereotypes in face-to-face interactions. In these stud-
ies, non-stigmatized participant (i.e., men and Whites) pre-
sumably had greater situational power while interacting with
the stigmatized participants (i.e., women and Blacks, respec-
tively). Despite the enhanced power, it was both explicit and
implicit stereotypes held by men or Whites that determined
outcomes for their interaction partners and in a pattern consis-
tent with our female recruiter/male candidate outcome. If
power does in fact lead people to rely more on their automatic
association rather than their explicit controlled opinions to
navigate social interactions, then these studies should have
demonstrated that pattern as well. In these prior studies, how-
ever, it was not just implicit stereotypes that determined group
outcomes, but an interplay between both explicit and implicit
stereotypes held by men or Whites.

One reason for this inconsistency may be that the power
differential may not have been necessarily salient in those prior
situations, whereas it became salient in our negotiation setup.
Presumably, the win-lose competitive nature of the objective
points-based negotiation in our study made the power differen-
tial between a recruiter and candidate more apparent. As a con-
sequence, power was able to exert greater influence in moder-
ating the effect of men’s implicit/explicit stereotypes on
women’s performance. Moreover, situational power role was
not directly manipulated in either of those previous studies, so
it is not possible to make inferences about the causal role of
situational power in moderating the role of stereotypes in face-
to-face interactions based on these existing studies. The current
study, however, directly investigates and documents the mod-
erating role of situational power for women as targets as bias.

Theoretical Implications

Our findings have important implications for literature on the
role of explicit and implicit stereotypes in both mixed-gender

interactions. We demonstrated that explicit and implicit ste-
reotypes determine inter-group outcomes in conjunction, but
certain contextual factors may moderate their relative impor-
tance. Specifically, with regard to mixed-gender interactions
in face-to-face negotiations, our study establishes that
women’s underperformance may be attributed to the gender
stereotypes held by their male counterparts at the bargaining
table. Our study also has implications for the literature on
power and stereotyping because it clarifies the role of situa-
tional power in determining whether and when male counter-
parts’ implicit and explicit stereotypes predict women’s ability
to claim value at the bargaining table. Although the influence
of implicit and explicit gender stereotypes has been document-
ed in face-to-face interactions such as job interviews (Latu et
al. 2015), ours is the first known study to take into account the
role of contextual factors in determining the exact nature of
bias (explicit, implicit, or both) permeating mixed-gender in-
teractions to influence negotiation performance. We now have
an improved understanding of situations in which implicit
stereotypes act alone versus act in conjunction with explicit
stereotypes to predict mixed-gender outcomes.

Our study also contributes to the literature on gender dif-
ferences at the bargaining table. Our findings suggest that
factors outside women’s control such as stereotypes and dis-
crimination may be responsible for their underperformance in
negotiations. This could, at least partly, explain the gender
wage gap. Although previous work has documented that the
salience of gender stereotypes can lead to lower negotiation
performance for women (Kray & Thompson 2004; Kray et al.
2001), the current study documents, for the first time, how
gender stereotypes (implicit and explicit) can predict lower
performance for women in face-to-face negotiations. Our
findings suggest that these stereotypes can thus be communi-
cated within the actual interaction, negatively affecting
women’s performance. Thus, it is not only the awareness of
damaging gender stereotypes (consistent with the stereotype
threat literature; Steele & Aronson 1995), but also the face-to-
face communication of these stereotypes by male negotiators
that predict lower outcomes for women, thus contributing to
the persistent gender gap in negotiation.

Practice Implications

Identifying one of the root causes of the gender wage gap is
important for practice. Given that the performance of female
candidates seems to vary with male counterparts’ implicit ste-
reotypes in salary negotiations, targeted interventions to re-
duce men’s hidden gender biases may be implemented.
Certain empirically tested training programs such as the Just
Say No Training (Kawakami et al. 2000) or Situational
Attribution Training (Stewart et al. 2010), may be effective
in reducing implicit gender bias. In terms of human resource
strategy, our findings suggest that human resource staff in
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organizations should work toward reducing implicit biases
rather than solely focusing on training women to be better
negotiators.

We also found that stereotypes coming from female coun-
terparts did not have performance-deterring effects. Perhaps,
recruitment teams could ensure that salary negotiations are
conducted between negotiators of the same gender. Because
gender differences may be less salient in same-gender versus
mixed-gender negotiations, the chances of negative gender
stereotypes hampering women’s performance may be reduced
if they negotiate with women rather than men.

Many organizations rely on new employees’ previous sal-
ary as a baseline to initiate salary negotiation discussions.
Women are already at a disadvantage because they most com-
monly come to the bargaining table with lower initial salaries
than men. This problem is further exacerbated at the
bargaining table due to negative stereotypes associating wom-
en with ineffective negotiator traits, as our findings suggest.
As a consequence, gender biases can have a cumulative long-
term damaging effect throughout a women’s career. To mini-
mize the potential effect of gender stereotypes on these effects,
organizations should create a clearly defined salary structure
with salary scales corresponding to well-designed job descrip-
tions. This structure ensures that salaries are objectively deter-
mined based on the amount of work and skills a job requires
rather than being determined by biases that hamper women’s
progress within organizations.

Limitations and Future Directions

The present study utilized a human subject pool from a uni-
versity. Although many U.S.-based students are employed
while in college, most have not been employed in fields in
which advanced negotiation skills are necessary. Therefore,
one possible limitation of our study is that our experiment
may have been the participants’ first exposure to employment
negotiations. The negotiation task was designed to account for
this issue by providing instructions and assigning point values
to the issues. Although this feature of our study may decrease
its applicability to real-life negotiation situations where no
payoff schedule with set boundaries is provided, the design
helps examine the underlying mechanics of success at the
bargaining table. Given the overall lack of experience, it is
possible that participants viewed the task as a competitive
game. Although this setup was quite motivational for students
who were fully engaged in the task, and it still allows for
investigating whether stereotypes can predict women’s nego-
tiation performance, it may have had an impact on negotiator’s
felt power and strategy. Our task was modeled after the task
used by Pinkley and colleagues (Pinkley et al. 1994), but their
original study had a sample of U.S. Masters-level Business
students, who may have had the skills and experience neces-
sary to ensure a real-world level of involvement in the task.

Future research should test the current study’s predictions with
a sample of Business students or with employees in actual
organizational settings.

We were also not able to establish causation given that
stereotypes were measured, not manipulated. However, our
design may be more realistic and ecologically valid in that it
allows us to infer how naturally occurring implicit and explicit
stereotypes of interaction partners can predict objective out-
comes in face-to-face negotiations.

Another limitation is that our study does not clarify wheth-
er participants’ motivations at the time of self-reporting ex-
plicit bias may predict outcomes differentially. Explicit stereo-
types may sometimes contradict implicit stereotypes due to
two reasons: either when people are aware of their implicit
biases but deliberately choose to conceal them at the time of
self-reporting due to concerns about social or political correct-
ness (i.e., social desirability) or when they are expressed by
people who are genuinely unaware of their hidden biases (i.e.,
unawareness). It is important to make a distinction between
these differential mechanisms and motivations behind self-
reporting because it may help us gain a clearer understanding
of how explicit stereotypes predict outcomes. For example,
explicit stereotypes coming from men who willingly conceal
their biases may impact women differently than those coming
from men who are unaware of their hidden implicit biases.
Moreover, these two may be influenced differently when
men have situational power. As such, future studies should
take into account how explicit stereotypes associated with
naivety and deliberate concealment differentially predict out-
comes for women at the bargaining table.

Also, we are still unclear about the verbal and nonverbal
mechanisms associated with explicit and implicit stereotypes.
Although we now know that explicit and implicit stereotypes
permeate social interactions to predict outcomes, we do not
know which specific behaviors or behavioral patterns are as-
sociated with each and how these behaviors subsequently pre-
dict women’s performance. In their research on interracial
interactions, Dovidio and colleagues (Dovidio et al. 2002)
found evidence linking implicit stereotypes with nonverbal
behavior and explicit stereotypes with verbal behavior.
However, they did recognize limitations of their work suggest-
ing that the spontaneity or deliberativeness of a certain behav-
ior may be contingent upon the specific conditions under
which it is elicited. Future research should therefore focus
on establishing a taxonomy of behavior linking verbal/non-
verbal elements with spontaneous and controlled processing
within the context of salary negotiations.

Conclusion

There are many reasons that contribute to the persisting gen-
der wage gap, some explained (e.g., occupation, sector, type
of employment) and some unexplained. The current study
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uncovers one possible factor contributing to the unexplained
gender wage gap: the implicit and explicit gender stereotypes
that men hold within face-to-face negotiations and that can
predict lower negotiation performance for women. Given the
ripple effect of negotiation outcomes across women’s lifetime
careers, it is important to understand how and when these
gender stereotypes may negatively affect women.
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