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We studied interactive effects of gender in negotiation dyads, theorizing that the degree
and manner of a negotiator’s persistence are functions of the gender composition of the
dyad. Our findings challenge sex-stereotypic perspectives, showing that women persist
more with male naysayers than with female naysayers but do so in a stereotypically
low-status (more indirect than direct) manner. Women’s adaptation of their persis-
tence to naysayer gender appeared functional because increased persistence with male
naysayers helped close a gender gap in performance, and female negotiators with high
performance adjusted their manner of persistence more than those with low
performance.

Negotiation is a fundamental form of coordina-
tion in organizations that affects the process of
work, the resolution of conflict, and the advance-
ment of careers (Barley, 1991; De Dreu & Gelfand,
2007; Pfeffer, 1981). The study of gender in ne-
gotiation is important to the understanding of
organizational processes because gender is an es-
sential and pervasive source of diversity at work
(Bielby & Baron, 1986; Ely & Meyerson, 2000;
Goldin, 1990; Heilman, 1983) and because nego-
tiation is one of the micromechanisms through
which gender inequalities in organizations are
both constructed and broken down (Bowles &
McGinn, 2008).

The focus of the current article is how gender
affects persistence in negotiation—the willing-
ness to continue seeking compromise from a nay-
saying counterpart. We examined the degree of
persistence, in terms of the propensity for nego-
tiators to stand their ground rather than yield. We
also examined the manner of persistence, in
terms of the extent to which negotiators rely on
direct verbal communication or more indirect
nonverbal cues to express dissatisfaction with
current offers. We focused on these particular
elements of the manner of persistence because
they are linked theoretically to gender and other
forms of social status (Carli, 1990; Falbo & Pep-
lau, 1980; Howard, Blumstein, & Schwartz, 1986;
Johnson, 1976).

Persistence—in this sense of task perseverance—
has long been associated with both individual ne-
gotiation performance (Siegel & Fouraker, 1960)
and the achievement of joint gains (Ben-Yoav &

Pruitt, 1984). Yet it has received scant attention in
the quest to understand gender effects on negotia-
tion. Perhaps this is because sex stereotypes offer
such an intuitive answer to the question of how
gender will affect negotiators’ willingness to accept
“no” for a response. Sex stereotypes clearly suggest
that persisting in the face of another’s intransigence
is the “masculine” as opposed to the “feminine”
response. Prominent measures of gender identity
associate masculinity with attributes such as “will-
ing to take a stand” and “defend my own beliefs”
and femininity with traits such as “understanding”
and “sympathetic” (Bem, 1981; Spence & Helm-
reich, 1978). Therefore, if men and women fol-
lowed the sex stereotypes, men would be more
likely to stand their ground, whereas women
would be more inclined to accommodate or
compromise.

We argue, however, that actual persistence be-
havior in negotiation is not a simple reflection of
sex stereotypes. Analyzing the meaning of gender
in negotiation contexts, we propose that gender
effects on negotiation persistence are better pre-
dicted by the gender pairing in a dyad than by the
gender of an individual negotiator. We theorize
that the effects of sex stereotypes in negotiation
are a product of expectations for the self and
other in interaction. Drawing on this interactive
interpretation of the effects of sex stereotypes, we
propose that women may adjust both the degree
and manner of their persistence, depending on a
naysayer’s gender (i.e., the gender of a negotiat-
ing counterpart who is refusing to make asked-for
concessions). We argue that women persist to a
greater degree with male than female naysayers
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but in a characteristically low-status manner (i.e.,
more indirect than direct) that implicitly appeals
to men’s higher status in the gender hierarchy.

The theoretical contributions of this work are
threefold. First, we offer a theoretically grounded
perspective on an important yet neglected phe-
nomenon in negotiation research. In doing so, we
begin to fill an important gap in the study of
gender in negotiation, which has focused primar-
ily on how gender affects precursors to negotia-
tion (e.g., propensity to negotiate, aspirations)
and negotiation outcomes (e.g., individual and
joint performance) (Kray & Thompson, 2005). We
illuminate effects of gender on the negotiation
process itself that have remained thus far only
dimly lit (cf. Walters, Stuhlmacher, & Meyer,
1998).

The second contribution of this work is to ad-
vance negotiation theory with regard to the analysis
of gender effects at the dyadic level. As explained
in greater depth below, most research on gender in
negotiation represents the perspective of either a
focal negotiator or that person’s negotiating part-
ner, rather than analyzing how these two perspec-
tives interact. How the gender composition of a
dyad affects negotiation is a subject in need of more
rigorous theoretical development (Kray & Thomp-
son, 2005). Taking inspiration from theories of gen-
der in context (Deaux & LaFrance, 1998; Deaux &
Major, 1987) and of sex stereotypes in negotiation
(Kray & Thompson, 2005), we propose a theoretical
frame for deepening the analysis of gender effects at
the dyadic level.

The third contribution is a complication of the
“damned if you do, doomed if you don’t” (Catalyst,
2007) message conveyed by much of the contem-
porary research on gender in negotiation. Studies
have shown that when men and women fulfill tra-
ditional sex stereotypes in negotiation, men claim
more value than women (Babcock & Laschever,
2003; Kray, Thompson, & Galinsky, 2001). How-
ever, when men and women use the same assertive
negotiating script, women suffer a higher social
cost for their behavior than do men (Bowles, Bab-
cock, & Lai, 2007). Does this mean that women as
negotiators are trapped? We argue that closer exam-
ination of negotiation processes shows that women
do engage in assertive negotiating behavior—such
as persistence against an intransigent counterpart—
but adapt their behavior to the social context. In-
deed, we find “higher-performing” female negotia-
tors may be more likely to adjust the manner of
their persistence behavior to suit their counter-
parts’ gender.

THE DYADIC PERSPECTIVE

Negotiation researchers have tended to hypothe-
size as to how either the gender of a focal negotiator
or the gender of her/his counterpart influences ne-
gotiations. With regard to the focal negotiator, the
pursuit of consistent sex-stereotypic differences be-
tween male and female negotiators has produced a
mixed bag of results. There is meta-analytic evi-
dence that men (as compared to women) behave
more competitively and claim more economic
value in negotiation (Stuhlmacher & Walters, 1999;
Walters et al., 1998). However, these main effects
do not hold in all negotiation contexts, in large part
because women’s behavior tends to vary across sit-
uations (Rubin & Brown, 1975). For instance, sex-
stereotypic gender differences in competitiveness
are strongest when negotiators are interacting face
to face, because women behave more competitively
in text-based and anonymous interactions (Stuhl-
macher, Citera, & Willis, 2007; Walters et al., 1998).
Sex-stereotypic negotiation outcomes are more
likely when negotiators are representing them-
selves as opposed to others, because women nego-
tiate higher payoffs advocating for others than for
themselves (Bowles, Babcock, & McGinn, 2005).

Other research has examined the attributions that
focal negotiators make on the basis of the gender of
their negotiating partner (see Kray and Thompson
[2005] for a review). These studies have shown a
clear pattern of sex-stereotypic attributions toward
male and female negotiators. Negotiators expect
male partners to be more self-interested and com-
petitive than female partners and expect female
partners to be more other-concerned and coopera-
tive than male partners (Burgoon, Dillard, & Ooran,
1983; King, Wesley, Miles, & Kniska, 1991; Kray et
al., 2001; Matheson, 1991; Orbell, Dawes, &
Schwartz-Shea, 1994). For instance, Kray et al.
(2001) found that MBA students perceived men to
have the advantage over women in negotiation. The
three most common reasons offered were “men do
not want to lose to women,” “men are more com-
petitive and aggressive,” and “men are less willing
to compromise/women will accommodate” (Kray
et al., 2001: 958).

Little attention has been paid to how these two
perspectives might interact. Kray and Thompson
(2005) suggested the interactive effects of gender at
the dyadic level could contribute to a dynamic of
behavioral confirmation (Snyder & Swann, 1978) or
self-fulfilling prophecy (Rosenthal, 1994; Word,
Zanna, & Cooper, 1974) in which negotiators act
out their partners’ stereotypic expectations. How-
ever, they pointed out that there is little direct
evidence of behavioral confirmation in negotiation
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research. Moreover, these theories do not explain
why, in spite of remarkably consistent sex-stereo-
typic expectations, the effects of gender on a focal
negotiator’s performance vary across situations. In
other words, negotiators—particularly female nego-
tiators—do not always fulfill the stereotype (Rubin
& Brown, 1975).

Kray and Thompson (2005) also suggested that
the gender composition of a negotiating dyad mod-
erates the salience of sex stereotypes (viz., they are
more salient in mixed-gender than same-gender dy-
ads). This proposition would be consistent with the
effects these authors observed in their stereotype
activation research. For example, Kray et al. (2001)
showed that the implicit activation of sex stereotypes
favoring masculine characteristics in negotiation per-
formance increased the male advantage in negotia-
tion payoffs—but only in mixed-gender pairs. They
argued that their manipulations produced more ste-
reotype-consistent effects in mixed-gender than in
same-gender pairs because the mixed-gender context
made sex stereotypes more salient.

We support the view that the gender composition
of a dyad is an important—if not fundamental—
situational variable, but we argue that its signifi-
cance may relate to the meaning, as well as the
salience, of gender in context. For instance, another
possible interpretation of the Kray et al. (2001)
finding just described is that the information about
a masculine performance advantage carried differ-
ent implications depending on whether negotiators
were paired with same- or opposite-gender part-
ners. The information has identical implications
for both men and women paired with a same-gen-
der partner: “I have as good of a shot as my partner
of doing well in this negotiation.” However, in
mixed-gender pairs, the information about a mas-
culine advantage conveys distinct messages to male
and female negotiators.

To develop the theoretical proposition that the
gender composition of a dyad alters the meaning of
gender in the negotiation context, we take inspira-
tion from theories of gender as socially constructed
in the context of interpersonal interaction (e.g.,
Deaux & Major, 1987). We argue that gender effects
on persistence in negotiation reflect the strategic
implications of the content of sex stereotypes as
well as gender-linked status (a)symmetries within a
pair—both of which hinge upon the gender of the
focal negotiator and the gender of the negotiating
partner.

GENDER AND PERSISTENCE IN NEGOTIATION

Theories of gender as socially constructed in the
context of interaction take into account what Deaux

and Major (1987) called the “distal causes” for gen-
der differences in social behavior. These factors
include the tendency in society for men to hold
positions of higher authority than women and to
control greater economic resources (Ridgeway &
Bourg, 2004) and the socialization of men and
women into gender roles that reflect their relative
social and economic statuses (Conway, Piz-
zamiglio, & Mount, 1996; Eagly & Steffen, 1984).
Distal influences—status expectations (Ridgeway,
1997), gender roles (Eagly, 1987), and so forth—
shape people’s understanding of what it means to
be a man or a woman and how men and women
rank in the social hierarchy (Ridgeway, 1997; West
& Zimmerman, 1987).

Theories of gender in context also emphasize the
importance of what Deaux and Major (1987) called
the “proximal causes” of gender effects, which are
situational factors that activate gendered self-con-
cepts and behavioral expectations (Ridgeway,
1997; West & Zimmerman, 1987). As Deaux and
Major explained, “People in interaction are simul-
taneously perceivers of others, targets of others’
perceptions, and perceivers of themselves” (1987:
370). The context of interaction cues “gender belief
systems” in relation to the self and the other. Gen-
der belief systems are sets of beliefs about how men
and women do and should behave (e.g., sex stereo-
types) in a particular context (Deaux & Kite, 1987).
They inform both the enactment and interpretation
of social behavior within the situation.

The distal influences of men’s and women’s re-
spective roles and places in society evolve and vary
across cultural contexts (Diekman & Eagly, 2000;
Glick et al., 2000). Nonetheless, gender belief sys-
tems remain an organizing force even in the most
progressive societies (Charles & Bradley, 2009;
Ridgeway, 2006), and status-linked behavioral con-
straints continue to place limits on even the most
powerful women in society (Eagly & Carli, 2007).
The proximal causes of gender effects, too, are
fluid, sensitive to factors such as the distribution of
men and women in an organization (Ely, 1995), the
gendered character of a task (Heilman & Okimoto,
2007), and the degree of ambiguity with regard to
task expertise (Wood & Karten, 1986). However, in
the context of negotiation, associations between ne-
gotiation and masculine dominance are remarkably
robust (Kray & Thompson, 2005).

Gender and the Degree of Negotiation Persistence

As described above, the predominate beliefs
about men and women in negotiation are that men
are competitive and women cooperative and, as a
result, men are more effective negotiators than
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women. Although men and women both hold these
beliefs (e.g., Kray et al., 2001), we argue that they
have different strategic implications for male and fe-
male negotiators, particularly with regard to their pro-
pensity to persist with an intransigent counterpart.

We motivate this proposition by drawing on
Kelley and Stahelski’s (1970) classic work on coop-
erative and competitive types, which showed that
competitive (as compared to cooperative) types
tend to hold more uniform expectations about the
behavior of others in the context of mixed-motives
interactions (i.e., situations with incentives both to
cooperate and to compete, such as negotiation).
According to Kelly and Stahelski, competitive
types learn over time to anticipate competitive be-
havior from others because their own behavior
tends to elicit competitive behavior from both com-
petitive and cooperative types. Cooperative types,
in contrast, are more likely to believe that there are
some with whom they can cooperate and others
with whom they must compete, because that is
their experience. Kelley and Stahelski’s types refer
to personality differences. However, we propose
that the same logic should apply as well to stereo-
typic types—regardless of whether the stereotype is
attributed or self-fulfilled.

In a mixed-motive context, those whom others
type as competitive (regardless of actual type) are
more likely to elicit competition because the others
believe that they need to compete with them. As a
result, negotiators who are thus “competitively
typed” by others are likely to develop more uni-
form expectations for others’ behavior. Those nego-
tiators who self-stereotype as competitive are also
less likely to adapt their negotiation behavior, or
“play,” to the competitive or cooperative type of
their counterparts, because their dominant choice
is to compete, regardless of the others’ type. In
contrast, those who are cooperatively typed by oth-
ers are likely to elicit a mix of cooperative and
competitive play, depending on counterpart type.
Congruently, those who self-stereotype as coopera-
tive should engage in a mix of cooperative and
competitive play—cooperating with cooperative
types and shifting to competing, or at least behav-
ing less cooperatively (e.g., persisting more), with
competitive types to avoid exploitation.

Although this logic has not been tested in rela-
tion to sex stereotypes in negotiation, there is evi-
dence that women act in more stereotypically fem-
inine, cooperative ways with other (cooperatively
stereotyped) women than with (competitively ste-
reotyped) men. It appears women learn—con-
sciously or unconsciously—from an early age to
“play tougher” with boys.

Studies of child development show that by mid-

childhood, girls have adapted their interaction
styles (more than boys have) to the gender of their
play partner. Same-gender play among girls tends
to be affiliative and collaborative, whereas same-
gender play among boys tends to be more control-
ling and competitive (Cherry Wilkinson, Lindow, &
Chiang, 1985; Leaper, 1991; Maccoby, 1998; Shel-
don, 1990, 1992; Strough & Berg, 2000). These gen-
der differences become less pronounced in mixed-
gender play because girls tend to change their
interaction style to be more assertive with boys
than with girls (Cherry Wilkinson et al., 1985;
Goodwin & Goodwin, 1987; Hall, 1984; Sgan &
Pickert, 1980; Strough & Berg, 2000), whereas boys’
style varies relatively little (Leaper, 1991; Leaper &
Holliday, 1995; McCloskey & Coleman, 1992;
Miller, Danaher, & Forbes, 1986; Strough & Berg,
2000). Child psychologists have argued that girls
adapt their play styles to the gender of their play
partners because they find it necessary to use more
assertive behavior to influence boys (Leaper, 1991;
Maccoby, 1998).

Patterns of childhood interaction are not carried
over intact into adulthood, but there are parallels
(Maccoby, 1998). Similarly to the child develop-
ment studies, studies of adult social interaction
have shown that differences in the social behavior
of adult men and women tend to be more pro-
nounced in same-gender than in mixed-gender in-
teractions, with women together being more coop-
erative and affiliative (i.e., “communal”) than men
together (Calhoun & Smith, 1999; Kimmel, Pruitt,
Magenau, Konar-Goldband, & Carnevale, 1980;
Moskowitz, Suh, & Desaulniers, 1994; Wood, 1987).
To the extent that gender differences in social be-
havior tend to be less pronounced in mixed-gender
than in same-gender interactions, it is generally
because women behave less communally (e.g.,
agreeably) with men than women (Deaux &
LaFrance, 1998; Grant & Sermat, 1969; Hall, 1984;
Moskowitz et al., 1994; Piliavin & Martin, 1978).

In sum, the competitive (masculine) and cooper-
ative (feminine) sex stereotypes in negotiation
carry distinct strategic implications depending on
whether one is paired with a competitively (mas-
culine) or cooperatively (feminine) typed negotiat-
ing partner. As compared with competitively
stereotyped (male) negotiators, cooperatively ste-
reotyped (female) negotiators have greater motiva-
tion to adapt their behavior in view of their nego-
tiating partner’s stereotype and to behave more
competitively with competitive types to avoid ex-
ploitation. Applying this logic to persistence in
negotiation, we argue that women adjust the degree
of their persistence behavior (i.e., persist more or
less) depending on their counterpart’s gender and
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that they become more persistent with male than
female naysayers.

However, if this simple prediction is supported,
an alternative explanation for the effect could be
that male partners actually did negotiate more com-
petitively with female negotiators than did female
partners and, thereby, elicited differential treat-
ment in the form of greater persistence. To rule out
this alternative possibility, we examined the prop-
osition that female negotiators persist more with
male than female naysayers even when the compet-
itiveness of the naysayer’s negotiating behavior is
controlled for.

Hypothesis 1. Female negotiators persist more
with male than female naysayers, with the
competitiveness of the naysayers’ negotiating
behavior controlled for.

Thus far, we have examined how the gender
composition of a dyad alters the strategic implica-
tions of gender belief systems in negotiation. We
have theorized that the strategic implications of sex
stereotypes in negotiation influence the degree of
women’s persistence (i.e., higher with male than
female naysayers). In the following section, we ex-
plain why the gender composition of a dyad also
influences the manner of women’s persistence in
negotiation.

Gender and the Manner of
Negotiation Persistence

Lower-status actors, such as women as compared
to men, face greater constraints on what constitutes
appropriate influence behavior, both in general
(Brown & Levinson, 1987; Keltner, Young, Heerey,
Oemig, & Monarch, 1998; Meeker & Weitzel-
O’Neill, 1977; Ridgeway, 1982) and in negotiation
situations specifically (Bowles et al., 2007). Partic-
ularly in interaction with higher-status others, act-
ing out of role—defying the behavioral prescrip-
tions for one’s status—is more problematic for
those of lower status because it implicitly threatens
the social hierarchy (Carli, LaFleur, & Loeber, 1995;
Jackman, 1994; Rudman & Glick, 2001).

When shifting between interacting with women
and men, women move from an equal- to a lower-
status social position in the gender status hierar-
chy, and research has suggested that it behooves
women to adopt an influence style congruent with
their relative place in the social interaction. For
example, Carli (1990) found that women varied
their style of speech more than men depending on
the gender of their interaction partner and that
women used a more stereotypically low-status (i.e.,
more tentative) speech style with men than with

women. Women were significantly more influen-
tial with men (but not women) when they made
their case in a stereotypically low-status style, but
the effectiveness of men’s style of speech was not
contingent on the gender of their interaction part-
ner. Because of this shift in social status that
women incur in mixed- versus same-gender dyads,
we propose that women alter the manner in which
they persist in negotiation with a naysayer depend-
ing on the naysayer’s gender and use a lower-status
influence style with male naysayers than with
female ones.

What constitutes a lower-status influence style?
One measure of social influence that has been
linked to gender and other status hierarchies is the
degree of reliance on indirect as opposed to direct
forms of influence (Carli, 1990; Cowan, Drinkard, &
MacGavin, 1984; Falbo & Peplau, 1980; Howard et
al., 1986; Johnson, 1976). For instance, one can
communicate displeasure in a direct way through a
verbal demand (e.g., “I want you to do something
different”). Alternatively, one could communicate
the same type of displeasure in an indirect way
using nonverbal or emotional expressions (e.g., a
sad face). Research has shown that women in het-
erosexual couples (and lower-status partners in ho-
mosexual couples) use fewer direct demands and
rely more on these indirect tactics, such as acting
emotional, to get their way (Falbo & Peplau, 1980;
Howard et al., 1986).

Lower-status actors tend to develop more indi-
rect styles of influence, in part because they have
less social control and fewer resources they can use
to get their way (Johnson, 1976), but also because
using directly assertive influence strategies may be
perceived as a status violation, especially in inter-
actions with higher-status targets (Carli, 1990;
Meeker & Weitzel-O’Neill, 1977; Ridgeway, 1982).
Use of an indirect style of influence by a lower-
status actor toward a higher-status target implicitly
cues recognition of the status hierarchy and should,
as a result, make the actor’s requests or assertions
more palatable. Applying this logic to persistence in
negotiation, we predict that women use more indirect
than direct forms of influence (e.g., nonverbal expres-
sion versus verbal demands) when persisting with
male as compared to female naysayers.

Hypothesis 2. Female negotiators use a more
indirect than direct style of influence when
persisting with male naysayers than they use
with female naysayers.

Persistence and Performance in Negotiation

Persistence is not necessarily predictive of task
performance (McFarlin, Baumeister, & Blascovich,
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1984), but it has been associated with enhanced
performance in a wide range of individual and
interactive task domains (Bandura, 1982; Dweck &
Gilliard, 1975; Locke & Latham, 2002), including
activities that are closely related to negotiation,
such as sales (Seligman & Schulman, 1986) and
fundraising (Grant, Campbell, Chen, Cottone, Lape-
dis, & Lee, 2007). Generally perceived as a funda-
mental driver of negotiation performance (Ury,
1993), persistence can improve individual payoffs
and even facilitate joint gains to the extent that
personal objectives do not crowd out the search for
mutually beneficial solutions (De Dreu, Weingart, &
Kwon, 2000; Pruitt, 1998). Therefore, we posit that
greater persistence with an intransigent counter-
part (e.g., taking more time to reach an agreement,
asking for additional concessions) leads to higher
individual payoffs for both male and female
negotiators.

Hypothesis 3. Negotiators’ degree of persis-
tence against a naysayer is positively corre-
lated with their individual economic payoffs
from a negotiation.

We argued above that it is functional for women
to alter their influence style depending on the gen-
der of their negotiating counterpart because they
are more influential when they communicate in a
way that is congruent with their relative social sta-
tus (e.g., Carli, 1990). On the basis of this argument,
we predict that high-performing female negotiators
(i.e., those with higher individual economic pay-
offs) adjust the manner in which they persist (i.e.,
reliance on indirect vs. direct influence) more than
low-performing female negotiators, depending on
the naysayer’s gender.

Hypothesis 4. The predicted effect of naysayer
gender on the manner of female buyers’ persis-
tence (i.e., using more indirect than direct influ-
ence behaviors with male than with female nay-
sayers [Hypothesis 2]) is significantly stronger for
high-performing than for low-performing female
negotiators.

OVERVIEW OF STUDIES

We have proposed that the gender composition
of a negotiation dyad—specifically, the interaction
between focal negotiator gender and counterpart
gender—is more predictive of persistence behavior
than the gender of the focal negotiator because the
meaning of gender in negotiation shifts with the
genders of the two parties. Specifically, we have
hypothesized that women become more persistent

with male than with female partners, using a more
stereotypically low-status style of influence.

We tested our hypotheses in two negotiation
studies in which we gave men and women the same
motivation to persist and controlled the conces-
sion-making ability of their nay-saying counter-
parts. In Study 1, participants negotiated with male
or female confederates who followed a narrow
script of resistance. We tested whether male and
female negotiators described their behavior in
global sex-stereotypic terms (i.e., men claiming to
be more persistent than women) or whether, as
predicted, gender effects reflected the gender com-
position of the dyads. In Study 2, one side (the
“persister”) was motivated to seek concessions that
the other side (the “naysayer”) could not provide.
We collected observation-based measures of the de-
gree and manner of persistence and results of ne-
gotiation performance.

STUDY 1

Study 1 had a 2 � 2 (persister gender by naysayer
gender) between-subjects experimental design in-
volving a single-issue price negotiation. For all
studies, we used self-identification as male or fe-
male as our measure of gender.

Methods

Participants. Participants were 77 university
students and staff (95 percent students; 29 men, 48
women) recruited through a research laboratory at a
West Coast university. The average age was 20
years. The sample was 79 percent from the United
States (37% Asian; 28% white; 18% Hispanic; 9%
black; 8% other). Participants signed up expecting
to receive five dollars for participating and to have
the opportunity to earn more money if they per-
formed well on the exercise.

Materials. The negotiation exercise was an
adapted version of an existing simulation, a single-
issue negotiation over the sale price of a four-bed-
room house (Blount, 1997). We selected this case
because of its simplicity and its “androgynous”
context (Bem, 1981). Although competitive price
negotiations are generally masculine-stereotyped,
residential house sales are widely recognized as a
feminized work domain (e.g., Wharton, 2002).

Each participant received confidential instruc-
tions about their aspirations and walk-away price
for the negotiation plus background information on
the house (e.g., amenities, comparable sales). Par-
ticipants had ten minutes to prepare for the nego-
tiation. Half played the role of buyer and were
paired with a confederate seller, and half played
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the role of seller and were paired with a confeder-
ate buyer. Regardless of their role as buyer or seller,
participants were assigned the same price aspira-
tion ($475,000), which was $25,000 dollars away
from their respective walk-away values. Confiden-
tial instructions indicated that participants could
earn an additional $1 for every $5,000 they negoti-
ated on the sales price above (for sellers) or below
(for buyers) their walk-away price.

Procedures. A female research assistant ran the
study, randomly assigning participants to negotiate
with one of four confederates (two men, two
women) and counterbalancing participants’ roles
as buyer or seller. The research assistant and con-
federates were blind to the hypotheses.

We recruited two male and two female confeder-
ates to avoid confounding gender and confederate
effects. The confederates were undergraduate stu-
dents from the same university community as the
participants. To minimize heterogeneity among the
confederates, we recruited white, native-English-
speaking students of average height and build.

We trained the confederates to wait for the partic-
ipants to initiate the negotiation and then to make the
first offer. Confederate sellers made offers $25,000
higher than the buyers’ maximum price, and confed-
erate buyers made offers $25,000 lower than the sell-
ers’ minimum price. The confederates justified their
initial offers on the basis of comparable sales infor-
mation available in the background information. Be-
cause these offers were outside the range of possible
agreement, the participants had to respond with a
counteroffer if they wanted an agreement.

During the negotiation, the confederates limited
their speech to seven alternative statements that
communicated a lack of willingness to make con-
cessions (e.g., “I am giving you what I think is a fair
offer,” “I think that the market value of the house is
[offer]”). We also coached the confederates to use
the same nonverbal scripts (e.g., exhibit calm de-
meanor, use even tone of voice and casual eye
contact, avoid crossing arms or legs). We practiced
with the confederates until they were comfortable
with both the verbal and nonverbal scripts.

The participants’ negotiating instructions and
the confederates’ scripts made it impossible to
reach agreement. Therefore, each negotiation con-
cluded when the participant gave up.

Measures. Following the negotiation, partici-
pants reported their negotiation outcome. By de-
sign, all of the participants reported that they had
not reached agreement.

Our measure of self-reported persistence in-
cluded three items rated on a seven-point agree-
disagree scale: (1) “I stood my ground,” (2) “I com-
promised easily” (reverse-scored), and (3) “I was as

accommodating as possible” (reverse-scored) (� �
.72). Item 1 is characteristic of masculine assertive-
ness, whereas items 2 and 3 reflect the feminine
stereotype, as discussed above (e.g., see Bem, 1981;
Spence & Helmreich, 1978). Higher scores indi-
cated a more stereotypically masculine (less femi-
nine) response to a nay-saying counterpart.

Finally, to test for suspicion about the confeder-
ate’s intransigence, we asked participants what per-
centage of participants they thought reached agree-
ment (1 � “none,” 2 � “1–10%,” 3 � “11–20%,”
4 � “21–30%” . . . 11 � “91–100%”). Participants
guessed the percentage was low but significantly
greater than 0 (mean � 3.50, s.d. � 2.06; t[74] �
10.52, p � .001, d � 2.45), and there was no signif-
icant variation in this estimation by condition (Fs �
0.66).

After submitting their postnegotiation surveys,
participants completed an exit survey including
demographic items and questions about how well
they knew their negotiating counterpart (the con-
federate) prior to the study. We were concerned
about familiarity because pretesting indicated that
it undermined the plausibility of the script.

Before leaving, participants were debriefed about
the deception. We paid all subjects $10, the amount
they would have received if they had negotiated an
agreement at their target price.

Results

We excluded three cases from the analysis because
data were incomplete and excluded two cases in
which the participants indicated they knew the con-
federates well (i.e., knew them prior to the study and
were “highly likely” to interact again). The final sam-
ple included 29 men and 43 women.

Analyses of variance showed no effects of buyer/
seller role (Fs � 1.73, p’s � .19) and no confederate-
specific effects on persistence (Fs � 0.46). Because
the sample was racially diverse and we used white
confederates, we also tested for main or interactive
effects of participant race and found none (Fs � 0.37).

As predicted, ANOVA revealed a significant in-
teraction effect of persister gender by naysayer
gender on persistence (F[1, 68] � 4.63, p � .04,
�2 � 0.06). There were no significant main effects
for participant or confederate gender (Fs � 1.10,
p’s � .29).

As depicted in Figure 1, the pattern of means sup-
ported Hypothesis 1, which states that female nego-
tiators persist more with a male naysayer than with a
female naysayer. Even though the male and female
confederates (the naysayers) followed the same nego-
tiating script, female participants reported persisting
more with the men (t[41] � 2.16, p � .04, d � 0.67;
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female confederate mean � 4.17, s.d. � 1.37; male
confederate mean � 5.04, s.d. � 1.30). Female partic-
ipants actually reported persisting more with male
confederates than did male participants (t[35] � 2.30,
p � .03, d � 0.78), but not with female confederates
(t[33] � 0.77, p � .45, d � 0.27). For male partici-
pants, confederate gender had no significant effect on
reported persistence (t[27] � 1.01, p � .32, d � 0.38;
female confederate mean � 4.51, s.d. � 1.23; male
confederate mean � 4.05, s.d. � 1.25).

Discussion

Contrary to the sex stereotype, we found no main
effect gender difference in reported persistence. As
predicted, naysayer gender moderated gender dif-
ferences in reported persistence, and women re-
ported persisting more strongly with male than
with female naysayers. In keeping with the propo-
sition that negotiators draw sex-stereotypic infer-
ences from the gender of their negotiating counter-
parts, these effects were observed in spite of the fact
that we restricted the nay-saying confederates to a
narrow script of resistance. Therefore, differential
treatment of male and female negotiators could not
explain the results.

One limitation of this study is that we relied on
self-reported measures of persistence. However,
self-report measures are arguably even more prone
than observational measures to sex-stereotypic ful-
fillment, and our findings still defied the sex-ste-
reotypic expectations. We sought to replicate and

expand upon the results of Study 1 in Study 2, in
which we collected a richer array of observation-
based measures to test our predictions with regard
to both the degree and manner of persistence in
negotiation. We also used a multi-issue dyadic ne-
gotiation, which enabled tests of effects of persis-
tence on individual negotiation performance.

STUDY 2

Study 2 had a 2 � 2 (persister [buyer] gender by
naysayer [seller] gender) between-subjects experi-
mental design. We collected observation-based
measures of the degree and manner of negotiation
persistence and data on negotiation performance.

Methods

Participants. Participants were 114 students (56
men, 58 women) from multiple universities within
a single metropolitan area in the Northeast. The
mean age was 21.05 years. Participants were 82
percent from the United States (63% white; 16%
Asian; 11% black; 7% Hispanic; 4% other). Partic-
ipants received $10 for showing up for the study
and had the opportunity to earn more money with
good performance. The average payment was $21.

Materials. The exercise used was a two-party,
multi-issue, scored negotiation over the acquisition
of a family-owned food export business (Bontempo,
1994). Each party received four pages of confidential
instructions, including explanations of each of the
issues to be negotiated, a scoring sheet for calculating
the value of various agreements for his or her role
only, and general negotiating instructions (e.g., “You
will receive $2.00 for every 100 points you gain in the
negotiation. . . . You must reach agreement on all four
issues. . . . You must never show the other party your
payoff table”). The Appendix presents the informa-
tion contained in the scoring sheet.

As shown in the Appendix, the parties had four
issues to resolve (i.e., payment terms, noncompete
period, retention of family employees, and legal lia-
bility), and there were 11 options for resolving each
issue. Participants could negotiate the issues sepa-
rately or collectively (e.g., making trade-offs between
issues) in whatever order they chose. For the first
three issues listed in the Appendix, the parties had
opposing interests but differing valuations of the is-
sues’ relative importance (as indicated by the points
per option/issue). On the legal liability issue, we ad-
justed the scoring so that the buyers had a strong
motivation to persist for concessions (i.e., offloading
the legal liability was their highest-value issue), and
the sellers (naysayers) were constrained from making

FIGURE 1
Study 1: Mean Persistence by Persister Gender

and Naysayer Gendera
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a The dashed line indicates no significant difference in men’s
persistence by confederate gender. The solid line indicates signif-
icant difference in women’s persistence toward male versus female
confederates at the level of p � .05. Error bars indicate �1 s.e.
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concessions (i.e., sellers could not make a deal if they
accepted any legal liability).

Although the buyers’ persistence on the legal
liability issue could not pay off in terms of seller
concessions on that specific issue, we anticipated
that persistence on it would help the buyers gain
concessions on other issues (e.g., “I’ll relieve you of
any liability, but I need you to do more for me on
something else”). We therefore anticipated that
higher persistence on the legal liability issue would
lead to higher overall performance for the buyers.

Procedures. A total of six research assistants
(two men, four women) were involved at various
times in running the study sessions. All were blind
to the hypotheses.

At the start of each session, two research assis-
tants randomly assigned participants to buyer-
seller negotiating pairs and distributed confidential
instructions to prepare for the negotiation. After
reviewing their instructions, the buyer-seller pairs
were ushered into separate breakout rooms. Each
room was equipped with a table and two chairs and
a digital video camera visible to the participants.
We used a wide-angle lens to capture the two par-
ticipants in interaction.

Before the negotiation, the research assistants
confirmed that none of the participants were nego-
tiating with someone they knew. Participants were
given 20 minutes to negotiate. After negotiating,
they completed an exit survey that included demo-
graphic items.

Video coding. Two female undergraduate research
assistants who were blind to the hypotheses helped
with the development of the coding scheme and
coded all of the videotaped sessions. We used a pre-
test sample of 12 negotiations to develop the scheme.

We (the authors) generated the first draft of the
coding scheme through an iterative process of obser-
vation and conversation about the dynamics within
the negotiating pairs and a review of measures of
bargaining behavior (e.g., see Diekmann, Tenbrunsel,
& Galinsky, 2003; Pruitt, 1981; Walton & McKersie,
1965). Prior to the test run for each subsequent draft
of the coding scheme, we reviewed the items with the
coders, discussing examples of the types of behaviors
the codes were intended to represent. After each test
run, we compared the coders’ ratings to our own
expectations for how various negotiating behaviors
would be perceived. We debriefed each test run with
the coders and revised the coding scheme to incorpo-
rate their feedback and observations and to meet our
theoretical interests.

The coding training process also involved some
education in basic negotiation concepts. For in-
stance, the research assistants negotiated the case
once together to gain familiarity with the scoring

system and process. We debriefed this experience
with them, highlighting important elements of the
case structure (e.g., motivation for persistence on
the liability issue) and explaining basic negotiation
concepts relevant to the coding.

For the final coding, it took the research assis-
tants 45 minutes to an hour to process each video
because they had to review each tape multiple
times (pausing several times along the way). On
their first pass through the video, the coders fo-
cused primarily on the buyers’ behavior during the
segments of the negotiation in which the parties
were discussing legal liability, because that was the
issue in which we created the motivation for buyers
to persist. After coding the buyers’ persistence be-
havior, the coders took a second pass through the
video focusing on the sellers’ (naysayers’) behavior
in the overall negotiation.

We asked the coders to focus on the sellers’ (the
naysayers’) overall behavior because measures of
the sellers’ resistance on the liability issue were not
particularly meaningful, given that they had only
one possible way of resolving that issue (i.e., ac-
cepting none of the liability). The sellers’ negotia-
tion behavior was constrained on the liability issue,
yet they could respond freely on other issues. Be-
cause the sellers’ general behavior during the nego-
tiation might influence the buyers’ persistence on
the liability issue, we asked the coders to assess
how competitively the sellers (the naysayers) be-
haved overall in the negotiation.

Both research assistants independently coded
the first half of the tapes. Using these joint ratings,
we report the single-measure intraclass correlation
coefficient (ICC) for each measure below (ICC
mean � .87). Reassured by a high degree of inter-
coder reliability, we had the rest of the sample
coded by one of the two research assistants.

Measures. The coders recorded three measures
of the degree of buyer persistence. They used a
scale ranging from 1,“not at all,” to 5, “extremely,”
to code qualitatively how “persistent” they per-
ceived the buyer to be (ICC � .93). They also timed
how many minutes the pair discussed the legal
liability issue during the negotiation (ICC � .91).
Finally, they counted how many times the buyer
asked for a concession on the liability issue (i.e.,
asked the seller to accept some of the liability)
(ICC � .94). The time devoted to achieving an ob-
jective and the number of attempts one makes to
achieve an objective are both common indicators of
task persistence (e.g., Dweck & Gilliard, 1975; Grant
et al., 2007; Sandelands, Brockner, & Glynn, 1988;
Shah, 2003).

All three indicators of the degree of buyer persis-
tence produced the same pattern of effect. For the
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sake of parsimony, we report their results as a com-
posite indicator of buyer persistence. Because the
variables were measured on different scales, we
standardized them before combining them into a
mean composite (� � .90).

The coders rated two sets of indicators of the
manner of buyer persistence. Using a frequency
scale (1 � “not at all,” 5 � “very often”), the coders
rated the buyers’ use of the following direct influ-
ence strategies: persuasion (i.e., attempts to con-
vince the seller to concede) (ICC � .94), demands
(i.e., insistent statements, such as “You have to do
better than that”) (ICC � .76), and positional com-
mitments (i.e., refusals to move from one’s posi-
tion) (ICC � .83) (direct influence � � .76). These
direct influence tactics involve verbal forms of
communication, which are consistent with classic
descriptions of competitive bargaining behavior
(Pruitt, 1981; Walton & McKersie, 1965) and high-
status influence strategies (Falbo & Peplau, 1980;
Howard et al., 1986; Johnson, 1976).

Using the same five-point frequency scale, the
coders also rated the buyers’ use of the following
indirect influence strategies: body language (e.g.,
slumped posture, arms crossed) (ICC � .85), tone of
voice (e.g., disappointment, sarcasm) (ICC � .93),
and emotional displays of annoyance (ICC � .93)
and frustration (ICC � .93) (indirect influence � �
.93). In contrast to the direct verbal communication
of what a persister wants from a naysayer, these
indirect influence strategies involve nonverbal
ways of communicating dissatisfaction; they im-
plicitly as opposed to explicitly convey a desire for
the naysayer to act differently. Sending these types
of indirect nonverbal, emotional messages is char-
acteristic of low-status influence strategies (Falbo &
Peplau, 1980; Howard et al., 1986; Johnson, 1976).

Finally, the coders rated the sellers’ (naysayers’)
overall competitiveness during the negotiation. On
separate scales (1 � “not at all, 5 � “extremely”),
the coders evaluated how “competitively” (ICC �
.72) and how “cooperatively” (ICC � .77) the sellers
behaved overall in the negotiation (� � .96, with
“cooperatively” reverse coded). Competitive was
defined as “trying to get the largest slice of the pie
possible for themselves.” Cooperative was defined
as “trying to find win-win solutions to maximize
the payoffs for both parties.”

We measured the buyers’ (the persisters’) indi-
vidual negotiation performance on the basis of the
total dollars gained from the negotiation. When
categorizing buyers as either high- or low-perform-
ing, we used a median split based on the dollars
gained by the buyers from the negotiation. We mea-
sured joint gains as the total dollars gained by a
buyer-seller pair in their negotiation.

Results and Discussion

Eight pairs failed to reach an acceptable agree-
ment. We removed these impasse cases because it
was evident that one or more of the parties had
failed to follow instructions. Rather than attempt to
draw inferences about whether the parties’ misdi-
rection was authentic or strategic, we focused our
analysis on the comparable cases in which parties
reached agreement, for two reasons. First, impasse
cases could not be included in the performance
analysis, which was a central component of the
study. Second, they appeared to fall randomly
across experimental conditions (4 male buyers with
3 male and 1 female seller; 4 female buyers with 3
female and 1 male seller). The final sample con-
tained 57 pairs: 16 female buyer–female seller, 14
female buyer–male seller, 12 male buyer–female
seller, and 15 male buyer–male seller.

Degree of buyer persistence. As predicted, we
observed a significant interaction effect of persister
gender by naysayer gender on buyer persistence
(F[1, 53] � 10.39, p � .01, �2 � 0.16) and no
significant main effects for persister gender or nay-
sayer gender (Fs � 2.75, p’s � .10). Female buyers
were significantly more persistent with male than
with female naysayers (t[28] � 2.59, p � .02, d �
0.98; male naysayer mean� 0.58, s.d.� 0.68; female
naysayer mean� �0.17, s.d. � 0.88). Male buyers
were marginally significantly more persistent with
female than with male naysayers (t[25] � 2.00, p �
.06, d � .80; male naysayer mean� �0.51, s.d. �
0.77; female naysayers mean � 0.18, s.d. � 1.01).
Female buyers were significantly more persistent
with male naysayers than male buyers (t[27] �
4.02, p � .001, d � 1.55), but not with female
naysayers (t[26] � 0.98, p � .34, d � 0.38).

Degree of buyer persistence, naysayer compet-
itiveness controlled. We constrained the sellers
(the naysayers) from making any concessions on
the liability issue, but we could not control their
overall competitiveness in the negotiation directed
toward the buyers (the persisters). This left open
the possibility that female buyers were more per-
sistent toward male than female naysayers because
male naysayers behaved more competitively to-
ward them than did female naysayers. Therefore, to
test Hypothesis 1, we conducted an analysis of
covariance (ANCOVA) of the effects of persister
gender and naysayer gender on buyer persistence,
controlling for naysayer competitiveness.

After inserting a control for overall naysayer
competitiveness, we again observed a significant
interaction effect of persister gender by naysayer
gender on buyer persistence (F[1, 52] � 4.51, p �
.04, �2 � 0.08) and no significant main effects for
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persister gender or naysayer gender (Fs � 1.95,
p’s � .16). Naysayer competitiveness had a signif-
icant effect on buyer persistence (F[1, 52] � 11.12,
p � .01, �2 � 0.18). The more competitively the
sellers (the naysayers) behaved in the negotiation,
the more persistent the buyers were on the liability
issue (r � .51).

As depicted in Figure 2, the pattern of results
supported Hypothesis 1. Controlling for naysayer
competitiveness, female buyers were significantly
more persistent on the liability issue with male
than with female naysayers (F[1, 27] � 4.98, p �
.03, �2 � 0.16; male naysayer estimated marginal
mean � 0.53, s.e. � 0.21; female naysayer esti-
mated marginal mean � �0.12, s.e. � 0.20). Nay-
sayer gender had no significant effect on male buy-
ers’ persistence (F[1, 24] � 0.36, p � .56, �2 � 0.02;
male naysayer estimated marginal mean � �0.29,
s.e. � 0.21; female naysayer estimated marginal
mean � �0.09, s.e. � 0.23).

Manner of buyer persistence. Because the mea-
sures of direct and indirect influence were rated in
terms of their frequency of use, they were highly
correlated with the degree of buyer persistence (di-

rect influence r � .82; indirect influence r � .71).
They were also correlated with one another (r �
.78). When persisting on the liability issue, female
buyers were rated higher in indirect influence than
male buyers (female mean � 2.22, s.d. � 1.03; male
mean � 1.71, 0.89; t[55] � 2.00, p � .05, d � 0.54),
but there was no gender difference in reliance on
direct influence (female mean � 2.15, s.d. � 0.90;
male mean � 1.86, s.d. � 0.98; t[55] � 1.17, p � .25,
d � 0.32).

We analyzed the manner of buyer persistence by
comparing the buyers’ relative reliance on direct as
opposed to indirect influence behaviors, because
reliance on more direct than indirect influence
would fit a characteristically high-status influence
profile, and reliance on more indirect than direct
influence would fit a characteristically low-status
influence profile. We predicted in Hypothesis 2
that female persisters would use a more character-
istically low-status influence style—more indirect
than direct—when negotiating with male as com-
pared to female naysayers.

To make this comparison, we used within-sub-
jects analyses of variance. Direct and indirect influ-

FIGURE 2
Study 2: Estimated Marginal Mean Persistence by Persister Gender and Naysayer Gender, Naysayers’

Overall Competitiveness during Negotiation Controlleda
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ence were our within-subjects dependent mea-
sures, and persister gender and naysayer gender
were our between-subjects independent measures.
In this way, we could test whether persister gender,
naysayer gender, or their interaction influenced the
buyers’ relative reliance on direct as opposed to
indirect influence measures.

As predicted, tests of within-subjects effects
showed a significant persister gender by naysayer
gender interaction (F[1, 53] � 6.39, p � .02, �2 �
0.11) on persisters’ use of direct versus indirect
influence. There were no main effects for persister
or naysayer gender (Fs � 2.18, p’s � .14). For fe-
male buyers, there was a significant within-subjects
effect of naysayer gender (F[1, 28] � 7.22, p � .01,
�2 � 0.21). As we hypothesized, when persisting on
the liability issue, female buyers relied signifi-
cantly more on indirect than direct influence with
male naysayers (t[13] � 2.43, p � .03, d � 1.35,
mean difference � 0.42, s.e. � 0.17) but not with
female naysayers (t[15] � 1.37, p � .19, d � 0.71,
mean difference � �0.23, s.e. � 0.67). Naysayer
gender had no effect on male buyers’ use of direct
versus indirect influence when persisting (F[1, 25] �
0.65, p � .43, �2 � 0.03).

Degree of persistence and performance. Buyers
gained $11.55 on average (above the show-up fee)
from the negotiation. As predicted in Hypothesis 3,
the degree of buyer persistence on the liability is-
sue was positively correlated with the buyers’ in-
dividual economic payoffs from the negotiation
(r � .46). There was no correlation (r � �.08) be-
tween buyer persistence and joint gains (i.e., the
total payoff for a dyad).

Table 1 summarizes results of an ANOVA of
buyer performance by buyer (persister) gender and
seller (naysayer) gender and of an ANCOVA con-
trolling for buyer persistence. Table 2 presents es-
timated marginal means from the ANOVA and
ANCOVA models. As shown in the ANOVA model,
there was a significant main effect for buyer (per-

sister) gender on performance (F[1, 53] � 4.22, p �
.05). Overall, male buyers earned $1.51 more from
the negotiation than did female buyers.

Comparing the effects of buyer (persister) gender
in the ANOVA and ANCOVA models, one sees that
controlling for buyer persistence increases the sta-
tistical significance of buyer gender on buyer per-
formance (F[1, 52] � 13.36, p � .001) and nearly
triples its effect size (i.e., �2 � 0.07 vs. �2 � 0.20).
In terms of estimated marginal mean performance
(see Table 2), these models suggest that the male
advantage in buyer performance would have been
about 1.5 times greater if male and female buyers had
used the same level of persistence (ANOVA model
estimated mean difference � �$1.51 vs. ANCOVA
model estimated mean difference � �$2.24).

The ANCOVA also revealed a significant interac-
tion effect of buyer (persister) gender by seller (nay-
sayer) gender on buyer performance (F[1, 52] �
4.01, p � .05). Controlling for buyer persistence, we
found a significant effect for buyer gender on per-
formance with male sellers (F[1, 26] � 6.13, p �
.02, �2 � 0.19) but not on performance with female
sellers (F[1, 25] � 0.72, p � .40, �2 � 0.03). As
summarized in Table 2, comparison of estimated
marginal means from the two models suggests that
the gender gap in buyer performance with male
sellers would have been 2.5 times greater if male
and female buyers had used the same level of per-
sistence (ANOVA model estimated mean differ-
ence � �$1.41 vs. ANCOVA model estimated
mean difference � �$3.55). In sum, these findings
indicate that female buyers’ extra persistence with
male sellers, which is depicted in Figure 2, helped
reduce the gender gap in negotiation performance.

Manner of persistence and performance. In Hy-
pothesis 4, we predicted that the effect of naysayer
gender on the manner of female buyers’ persistence
(i.e., more indirect than direct with male as com-
pared to female naysayers) would be stronger with
higher-performing female negotiators. To test this,

TABLE 1
Study 2: Analyses of Variance and Covariance of Buyer Performance,

Demonstrating Effects of Controlling for Buyer Persistence

Source

ANOVA ANCOVA

df MS F �2 df MS F �2

Buyer (persister) gender 1 32.21 4.22* 0.07 1 67.12 13.36*** .20
Seller (naysayer) gender 1 0.01 0.001 �.001 1 0.10 0.02 �.001
Buyer gender � seller gender 1 0.15 0.02 �.001 1 20.17 4.01* .07
Buyer persistence 1 143.53 28.57*** .36
Error 53 52

* p � .05
*** p � .001
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we used within-subjects analysis of variance with
direct and indirect influence as our within-subjects
dependent measures and high versus low (female)
performance (based on a median split) and nay-
sayer gender as our between-subjects independent
measures.

The within-subjects analyses revealed a signifi-
cant main effect for naysayer gender on women’s
use of direct versus indirect influence when per-

sisting (F[1, 26] � 8.11, p � .01, �2 � 0.24). How-
ever, this effect was qualified by a significant inter-
action effect of high/low performer by naysayer
gender (F[1, 26] � 9.69, p � .01, �2 � 0.27).

As depicted in Figure 3, the pattern of means
supported Hypothesis 4. For high-performing fe-
male buyers, mean differences in the use of direct
versus indirect influence strategies when persisting
on the liability issue differed significantly by nay-

TABLE 2
Study 2: Estimated Marginal Means from ANOVA and ANCOVA Models of Buyer Performance

Buyer (Persister)

ANOVA ANCOVA

Overall

Seller (Naysayer)

Overall

Seller (Naysayer)

Male Female Male Female

Male
Mean 12.36 12.29 12.42 12.68 13.29 12.06
s.e. 0.54 0.71 0.80 0.44 0.61 0.65
n 27 15 12 27 15 12

Female
Mean 10.84 10.89 10.80 10.44 9.74 11.13
s.e. 0.51 0.74 0.69 0.42 0.64 0.56
n 30 14 16 30 14 16
Mean difference �1.51* �1.41 �1.62 �2.24*** �3.55* �0.93

* p � .05
*** p � .001

FIGURE 3
Study 2: High- and Low-Performing Female Buyers’ Use of Direct and Indirect Influence

When Persisting, by Naysayer Gendera
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sayer gender (male naysayer mean difference �
�0.61, s.d. � 0.56; female naysayer mean differ-
ence � 0.67, s.d. � 0.82; t[14] � 3.72, p � .01, d �
1.99). For low-performing female buyers, mean dif-
ferences in the use of direct vs. indirect influence
did not vary by naysayer gender (male naysayer
mean difference � �0.06, s.d. � 0.67; female nay-
sayer mean difference � �0.12, s.d. � 0.16; t[12] �
0.25, p � .80, d � 0.14).

These analyses do not allow us to say anything
about causation—that is, whether women who
adapt the manner of their persistence (influence
style) to a naysayer’s gender perform better in ne-
gotiation. However, this pattern of effect is consis-
tent with research showing that it behooves women
(even more than men) to calibrate their communi-
cation style to their target of influence (Carli, 1990;
Flynn & Ames, 2006).

In sum, the results of Study 2 replicate the inter-
active effects of persister gender and naysayer gen-
der on the degree of negotiation persistence re-
ported in Study 1. But, in Study 2, we show these
effects using observation-based measures. In Study
2, we also found support for our hypotheses with
regard to the manner of negotiation persistence and
negotiation performance. Female negotiators per-
sisted more strongly with male than with female
naysayers, but they did so in a more stereotypically
low-status (more indirect than direct) manner.
With regard to negotiation performance, we found
that this shift in women’s persistence depending on
naysayer gender appeared functional to the extent
that heightened persistence with male naysayers
helped women close the gender gap in negotiation
payoffs, and adaptation of the manner of persis-
tence to naysayer gender was associated with
higher performance for female negotiators.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Our findings contribute to the psychological lit-
erature on gender in negotiation in two important
respects. First, these studies are the first to illumi-
nate directly some of the ways in which gender
influences persistence in negotiation. Our results
challenge the sex-stereotypic intuition that men
persist more than women, showing that it is the
gender composition of a negotiating dyad that mat-
ters more than the gender of an individual negoti-
ator, and that women persist as much as men and
do so even more with male counterparts than with
female ones. Moreover, by opening the proverbial
black box of the negotiation process, we have
gained insights that would not be apparent from the
more common examination of participants’ expec-
tations and outcomes. We see that women adapt

not only the degree of their persistence but also its
manner, so that they persist more, but in more
indirect ways, with male than with female naysay-
ers. Linking process and performance measures, we
see that the gender gap in negotiation performance,
particularly with male counterparts, is not attribut-
able to a failure on the part of women to stand their
ground. By shining a light on the relationship be-
tween gender and persistence in negotiation, these
findings also highlight the larger importance of ex-
amining more thoroughly the mechanisms of gen-
der effects on negotiation performance, lest one
settle too quickly on stereotypical inferences.

The second main contribution of this research is
its demonstration of the importance of the gender
composition of dyads for understanding gender ef-
fects in negotiation. Analyzing the meaning of gen-
der in negotiation contexts, we theorized that ef-
fects are a product of expectations for self and other
in interaction, which are more complex than the
straightforward fulfillment of sex-stereotypic proph-
ecies. Research on gender in social behavior sug-
gests strongly that more is learned about gender in
social interaction when researchers shift perspec-
tive from gender differences to the role of gender in
context (Deaux & Major, 1987). Further, we can
make more refined predictions about gender at the
dyadic than the individual level (Deaux &
LaFrance, 1998; Hall, 1984; Maccoby, 1998).

If we had constrained ourselves conceptually to
individual-level gender effects or had analyzed
only mixed-gender or same-gender dyads, we
would likely have obtained null results. Research-
ers examining gender in negotiation should incor-
porate this dyadic perspective into their theorizing
and methodological designs and explore other di-
mensions of negotiation (e.g., offer exchange) that
might be better explained at the dyadic than at the
individual level.

Limitations and Future Directions

Our results support our theoretical arguments,
but they are also limited in some respects, particu-
larly in the research approach. Although our meth-
ods offer significant advantages, certain method-
ological drawbacks are worth noting. For example,
we operationalized persistence as continuing to ne-
gotiate in the face of “no.” But, of course, persis-
tence can be manifested in a wide array of behav-
iors, such as working around a naysayer or
foregoing immediate benefits for the sake of greater
future gains—negotiating strategies that might be ad-
vantageous to “creating” as well as “claiming” value
(Lax & Sebenius, 1986). Future research is needed to
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examine the extent to which our findings generalize
to a broad range of persistence behaviors.

Our studies also do not examine whether more
persistent negotiators are more prone to impasse. In
Study 1, agreement between the parties was not pos-
sible, and in Study 2 we excluded the impasse cases
from analysis. Future research should expand the
study of persistence and performance to include fail-
ure to reach agreement as an outcome variable.

Future research could also test the generalizabil-
ity of our findings across negotiation contexts. We
recognize that situational factors other than those
captured in our studies may trigger gender effects.
For instance, researchers could explore how vari-
ous factors, such as whether one is negotiating for
oneself versus another (Bowles et al., 2005), the
personal or organizational relationships between the
parties (McGinn & Keros, 2002), or the gender char-
acter of the negotiation situation (e.g., the subject of
negotiation) influence the effects of gender on nego-
tiation persistence. Although our laboratory controls
enhance the internal validity of our findings, they
constrain our potential to make broad generalizations
about negotiations in organizations, which are, in
practice, multiply determined by the relationships
among direct and indirect parties and other behav-
ioral cues in a given work context.

Another related consideration worthy of investi-
gation is how other forms of ascribed status (e.g.,
race) or achieved status (e.g., organizational rank,
expertise) might moderate these results. For in-
stance, previous experimental research has shown
that patterns of dominance and deference in mixed-
gender work groups shift from being correlated with
gender to being correlated with other forms of social
power (e.g., task expertise) when power is distributed
explicitly across gender lines (Dovidio, Ellyson, Keat-
ing, & Heltman, 1988; Wood & Karten, 1986). This
research could also be extended by manipulating sta-
tus relations within negotiating dyads and testing
those effects on persistence behavior.

Finally, we found that women’s extra persistence
with male counterparts reduced the gender gap in
negotiation performance but did not eliminate it.
This suggests that a failure to persist is an unlikely
explanation for the gender gap in negotiation per-
formance, but it still leaves unanswered why men
tend to negotiate a larger slice of the pie than their
female counterparts.

Implications for Theory and Practice

Finally, this work has implications for the study
of gender in organizations more broadly. Negotia-
tion is a fundamental form of coordination and
conflict management in organizations. However,

our findings are also relevant to the dynamics of
resistance and persistence in everyday interper-
sonal influence situations that would not typically
be recognized as “negotiations.”

This research has further implications for how
we talk outside of academia about the effects of sex
stereotypes on organizational influence because it
illustrates how women are not simply trapped by a
choice between fulfilling the masculine or feminine
stereotype. Women can and do assert themselves ef-
fectively when encountering resistance, but they do
not necessarily do so in stereotypically masculine
ways. The communication—through classrooms,
training programs, or the press—of oversimplified
sex-stereotypic effects on negotiation or other influ-
ence processes risks reifying the phenomena we are
studying, by persuading managers that women are
caged in behavioral traps in ways they are not.

Conclusion

The present research demonstrates effects of gen-
der on negotiation persistence that are counterintui-
tive and fundamentally important to understanding
gender effects on negotiation performance. We offer a
novel perspective on the implications of gender ste-
reotypes in negotiation by analyzing their implica-
tions for behavior at the dyadic level. We find that,
rather than simply acquiescing more than men,
women adapt their behavior to the gender of their
negotiating counterparts—becoming more persistent
with male naysayers than with female ones, but doing
so using a more characteristically low-status influ-
ence style with the male naysayers than with the
female naysayers. Taken together, our findings sug-
gest that gender effects in negotiation may be best
understood at the dyadic as opposed to the individual
level and should be explored in terms of negotiation
processes as well as outcomes.
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APPENDIX

TABLE A1
Study 2: Point-Based Scoring Systema

Issues and Options Buyer Points Seller Points

Payment terms
A. $20 million 300 0
B. $21 million 270 25
C. $22 million 240 50
D. $23 million 210 75
E. $24 million 180 100
F. $25 million 150 125
G. $26 million 120 150
H. $27 million 90 175
I. $28 million 60 200
J. $29 million 30 225
K. $30 million 0 250

Noncompete period
A. 10 years 200 0
B. 9 years 180 20
C. 8 years 160 60
D. 7 years 140 100
E. 6 years 120 140
F. 5 years 100 180
G. 4 years 80 220
H. 3 years 60 260
I. 2 years 40 300
J. 1 year 20 340
K. 0 years 0 380

Number of family
employees retained

A. 0 300 0
B. 1 270 60
C. 2 240 120
D. 3 210 200
E. 4 180 260
F. 5 150 320
G. 6 120 380
H. 7 90 440
I. 8 60 500
J. 9 30 560
K. 10 0 620

Liability seller accepts
A. 0% 0 125
B. 10% 50 Unacceptable
C. 20% 110 Unacceptable
D. 30% 180 Unacceptable
E. 40% 260 Unacceptable
F. 50% 350 Unacceptable
G. 60% 440 Unacceptable
H. 70% 530 Unacceptable
I. 80% 620 Unacceptable
J. 90% 710 Unacceptable
K. 100% 800 Unacceptable

a Buyers were the persisters in all negotiations, and sellers
were the naysayers. Parties had to reach agreement on one
option for each issue and received one dollar for every 50 points
they negotiated.
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