
Are Strategies for Women in Compensation
Negotiations More Appealing When It Is
Explained How They Are Meant to Impact
Negotiation Outcomes?

Melanie Lietz1 , Jens Mazei1, Marc Mertes1, and Joachim Hüffmeier1

Abstract
Women perceive specific strategies developed to support their performance in compensation negotiations as ineffec-

tive and are unlikely to use them—suggesting an implementation gap. We examined whether providing theoretical

rationales—explaining how specific strategies are meant to work—attenuates this gap. Furthermore, we explored a

novel cause of it: women’s expectations regarding the perpetuation of gender roles upon using a strategy. In two stud-

ies (N= 1,254), we observed that regardless of the provision of the rationales, women expected all examined specific

strategies to be less economically effective and most of them to perpetuate gender roles more than regular assertive-

ness. Moreover, especially women’s expectations regarding economic outcomes decreased their intentions to use

most specific strategies. Women also expected most specific strategies to lead to less favorable social evaluations

than yielding, which again led to their lower intentions to use them. Altogether, negotiation trainers and educators

should consider that explaining how specific strategies are meant to work is not enough to close the implementation

gap and to reduce gender inequality in negotiations. To attenuate the implementation gap, they may need to enable

women to more fully experience how using specific strategies can improve their negotiation performance. Online slides
for instructors who want to use this article for teaching are available on PWQ’s website at http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/

suppl/10.1177/03616843221128484.
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Gender differences in negotiations can lead women to earn
less and become leaders less often than men (e.g., England
et al., 2020; Lyness & Grotto, 2018). In light of this,
researchers designed specific strategies to support women’s
negotiation performance (e.g., Bowles & Babcock, 2013;
Kray et al., 2012), but Mazei et al. (2020) observed for
several specific strategies an implementation gap, which
denotes an insufficient application of the strategies in
people’s professional life. As the implementation gap is a
hurdle to the achievement of gender equality, we examined
the provision of theoretical rationales for the specific strate-
gies as a first key means to reduce it. Furthermore, we exam-
ined a novel cause of the implementation gap—expectations
regarding the perpetuation of gender roles—and whether it
generalizes to the hitherto neglected but crucial strategies
of being advocated for (Amanatullah & Morris, 2010) and
imagining being an advocate (Bear & Babcock, 2017).

Women’s Dilemma in Negotiations and the
Implementation Gap
Women have to weigh the benefit of negotiating a higher
salary against the risk of being evaluated negatively (Al
Dabbagh et al., 2016; Amanatullah & Morris, 2010). This
dilemma (Bowles et al., 2022; Kulik & Olekalns, 2012) is
due to their gender role (Eagly, 1987; Eagly & Karau,
2002). Gender roles describe how women and men typically
behave, prescribe how they ought to behave, and proscribe
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how they ought not to behave (Eagly & Karau, 2002;
Rudman et al., 2012). Men are expected to behave agenti-
cally (e.g., assertively), but women are expected to behave
communally (e.g., as caring for others; Eagly et al., 2020;
Haines et al., 2016). Deviations from gender roles can lead
to negative reactions, known as backlash (Dannals et al.,
2021; Rudman, 1998; Williams & Tiedens, 2016), which
people anticipate to incur (Amanatullah & Morris, 2010;
Toosi et al., 2019). Hence, people tend to behave in line
with their gender role (Eagly & Wood, 2012; Rudman &
Fairchild, 2004). In compensation negotiations, however,
agentic behaviors help to achieve economic outcomes
(Hüffmeier et al., 2014; Stuhlmacher & Linnabery, 2013).
Thus, women often fare worse than men in compensation
negotiations (Bowles et al., 2022; Mazei et al., 2015; Shan
et al., 2019), which is why researchers developed specific
strategies to support women in negotiations.

Bowles and Babcock (2013) examined relational
accounts, a strategy to express concern for relationships as
a legitimation for women’s negotiation behavior. Women
using this strategy appear more relational and more gender
role–congruent, which increases a counterpart’s willingness
to work with them as well as to grant their requests
(Bowles & Babcock, 2013; see also Bowles et al., 2019).
Kray et al. (2012) examined feminine charm, a combination
of friendliness and flirtatiousness. Whereas friendliness
signals a concern for others (congruent with women’s
gender role), flirtatiousness signals self-concern (in line
with agentic negotiation behavior). When women are per-
ceived as more flirtatious than friendly, they can achieve
better economic outcomes (Kray et al., 2012), but they may
also incur backlash (Infanger et al., 2016). Mazei and
Hüffmeier (2014) examined confrontation. Confronting
counterparts with the notion that gender roles influenced
them may induce guilt or discomfort. Thus, counterparts
may try not to be influenced by gender roles (see Czopp &
Monteith, 2003; Czopp et al., 2006) and grant requests
without evaluating women negatively.

Another particularly prominent approach is advocacy
(e.g., Bear & Babcock, 2017; Kouchaki & Kray, 2018).
Other-advocating women can appear as communal (e.g.,
Amanatullah & Morris, 2010; Eagly et al., 2020), so that they
can negotiate more assertively (and more successfully;
Bowles et al., 2005) without incurring backlash (Amanatullah
& Tinsley, 2013), but they also deceive more―even if this
contradicts their personal ethics―as they feel pressure to
not let their principals down (Kouchaki & Kray, 2018; as the
latter puts women in a state of discomfort, it might discourage
them from assuming an advocacy role).

However, note that when a negotiation concerns women’s
own compensation, they have to decide whether they would
like to be advocated for. Hence, advocacy can only take
place if one person is willing to be advocated for. Yet,
women may not want to be advocated for as it could reinforce
the view that they are ineffective negotiators (Kray et al., 2014;

Kray & Thompson, 2005) and as they would give up treasured
control (Burger, 1985; Burger & Cooper, 1979). Thus, the
practical usefulness of the advocacy–approach is unclear.

A notable alternative specific strategy is to mentally
reframe a negotiation, such that women imagine themselves
to advocate for someone else, which was examined by
Bear and Babcock (2017). Using this strategy was found to
improve women’s economic negotiation outcomes. Yet,
note that imagining being an advocate reflects an “internal”
process that a counterpart may not be aware of, which
leaves the risk of the counterpart reacting with backlash
(see Bear & Babcock, 2017).

Although such specific strategies can be potentially
useful (e.g., Bowles & Babcock, 2013), a recent study
(Mazei et al., 2020) suggested an implementation gap
for relational accounts, feminine charm, and confronta-
tion: Women expected these specific strategies to be less
effective than assertiveness in terms of economic out-
comes and to be less beneficial than yielding in terms of
social evaluations (e.g., building a positive relationship
with the counterpart). Due to these expectations, women
were found to be rather unlikely to intend to use the spe-
cific strategies, especially in comparison to assertiveness
(Mazei et al., 2020).

Causes and Extent of the Implementation Gap
In the current research, we compared the specific strategies to
assertiveness and yielding (cf. Mazei et al., 2020;
Stuhlmacher & Linnabery, 2013). Assertiveness and yielding
are standard strategies that can be located at the ends of a
“gendered” spectrum of behaviors in negotiations, ranging
from fully incongruent to fully congruent with women’s
gender role. Assertiveness involves, for example, making
only few and small concessions (Hüffmeier et al., 2014) or
phrasing requests as demands (Amanatullah & Tinsley,
2013; Small et al., 2007). Assertiveness helps to achieve
high economic outcomes (Hüffmeier et al., 2014; Kulik &
Olekalns, 2012), but is fully incongruent with the female
gender role (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Eagly et al., 2020).
Thus, assertiveness is an informative comparison standard
for women’s expectations regarding the achievement of eco-
nomic outcomes (Mazei et al., 2020) and the perpetuation of
gender roles. By contrast, yielding involves making many or
large concessions without “fighting” for one’s own profits (as
such, it differs from relational accounts, which aim to
improve them), and it conveys a concern for the counterpart
(see the Dual Concern Model; Pruitt & Rubin, 1986;
Stuhlmacher & Linnabery, 2013). Thus, yielding typically
leads to favorable social evaluations (Hüffmeier et al.,
2014; Kulik & Olekalns, 2012) and is fully congruent with
the female role (e.g., Eagly et al., 2020). Hence, yielding is
an informative comparison standard for women’s expecta-
tions regarding social evaluations (Mazei et al., 2020) and
again for the perpetuation of gender roles.
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Relational accounts, feminine charm, and being advocated
for work by incorporating feminine attributes, as women
highlight a concern for others or an organization (e.g.,
Bowles & Babcock, 2013; Kray et al., 2012). Yet, feminine
attributes are seen to characterize an ineffective negotiator
(Kray et al., 2014; Kray & Thompson, 2005). In contrast,
confrontation is not meant to work by incorporating feminine
attributes, but it could be seen as offensive (Mazei et al.,
2020) or as being “off-topic,” so that a counterpart could
be expected not to concede. Thus, altogether, women may
expect relational accounts, feminine charm, being advocated
for, and confrontation to lead to lower economic outcomes
than assertiveness. With regard to imagining being an advo-
cate, this strategy represents an internal process (i.e., mental
reframing). Thus, women using this strategy still have to
decide how to behave, making it unclear how they expect
it to impact their outcomes. Hence, we raised an exploratory
research question regarding the effects of imagining being an
advocate (see the end of this section).

Further, as relational accounts, feminine charm, and being
advocated for work by incorporating feminine attributes,
women using them give the impression of adhering to their
gender role. By doing so, however, women could perpetuate
gender role expectations (Bowles & Babcock, 2013), which
they may recognize (see also Rudman & Fairchild, 2004).
Thus, women may expect that using relational accounts, fem-
inine charm, and being advocated for would result in greater
perpetuation of gender roles than assertiveness (confronta-
tion is not included here, as this strategy does not follow
women’s gender role). In turn, if a strategy is expected to
be economically ineffective or to perpetuate gender roles,
women should be unlikely to intend to use it. Hence, alto-
gether, we hypothesized (for an overview, see Figure 1):

Hypothesis 1a: Women would expect relational
accounts, feminine charm, confrontation, and being advo-
cated for to lead to lower economic outcomes than
assertiveness.

Hypothesis 1b: Women would expect relational accounts,
feminine charm, and being advocated for to result in a higher
degree of perpetuation of gender roles than assertiveness.

Hypothesis 1c: Women would be less likely to intend to
use relational accounts, feminine charm, confrontation,
and being advocated for than assertiveness.

Hypothesis 1d: Women’s lower likelihoods of intending
to use relational accounts, feminine charm, confrontation,
and being advocated for than assertiveness would be
mediated via their expectations regarding economic out-
comes and the perpetuation of gender roles.

Although relational accounts and feminine charm work by
highlighting feminine attributes, they remain strategies to

further one’s own interests (Mazei et al., 2020), which con-
tradicts women’s gender role (Eagly et al., 2020; Haines
et al., 2016). Further, women using feminine charm could
be perceived as seeking power via self-sexualization, which
could invite backlash (Infanger et al., 2016; Rudman et al.,
2012). Moreover, as confrontation could be seen as offen-
sive, women might expect to be evaluated negatively in
return. Finally, when being advocated for, women might
expect to be seen as shirking responsibility or as weak (a
“negative” feminine attribute; Prentice & Carranza, 2002).
As people recognize the risk of incurring backlash
(Amanatullah & Morris, 2010; Rudman & Fairchild, 2004),
women should expect all specific strategies to lead to less
favorable social evaluations than yielding.

Yet, whereas yielding is fully in line with women’s gender
role, relational accounts, feminine charm, confrontation, and
being advocated for are meant to improve one’s own out-
comes—an act of self-concern that is not in line with their
gender role (e.g., Bowles et al., 2022; Eagly & Karau,
2002; Kray et al., 2012). Hence, women should expect
these specific strategies to lead to a lower degree of the per-
petuation of gender roles than yielding.

In turn, when women expect negative evaluations for
using a specific strategy, they should be unlikely to intend
to use it. Thus, women should be less likely to intend to
use relational accounts, feminine charm, confrontation, and
being advocated for than yielding, which should be mediated
via their lower expectations regarding social evaluations. As
women likely expect yielding to perpetuate gender roles
more than any specific strategy—a “negative” expectation—
it is not sensible to predict that the perpetuation of gender
roles would mediate women’s greater intentions to use yield-
ing (see Figure 1). Altogether:

Hypothesis 2a: Women would expect relational
accounts, feminine charm, confrontation, and being advo-
cated for to lead to less favorable social evaluations than
yielding.

Hypothesis 2b: Women would expect relational
accounts, feminine charm, confrontation, and being advo-
cated for to lead to a lower degree of perpetuation of
gender roles than yielding.

Hypothesis 2c: Women would be less likely to intend to
use relational accounts, feminine charm, confrontation,
and being advocated for than yielding.

Hypothesis 2d: Women’s lower likelihoods of intending
to use relational accounts, feminine charm, confrontation,
and being advocated for than yielding would be mediated
via their expectations regarding social evaluations.

In addition, as it is unclear how women expect imagining
being an advocate—an unobservable, internal process (see
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Bear & Babcock, 2017)—to influence any outcomes, we
raised the following exploratory research question (RQ) in
our preregistration:

RQ 1: How would women evaluate imagining being an
advocate as compared to assertiveness and yielding regard-
ing economic outcomes, social evaluations, and the perpet-
uation of gender roles? And would women be more or less
inclined to use this strategy as compared to both conven-
tional strategies?

Finally, although cultural differences are not the focus
of our research, we included women from Germany and
the United States (U.S.). According to Shan et al.
(2019), Germany and the United States are both individu-
alistic and assertive cultures, resulting in a negotiation
advantage for men. Yet, Germany fares better on the
Gender Inequality Index with a score of .084 (GII; Human
Development Reports, 2020) than the United States with a
score of .204 (scores range from 0 to 1, with lower scores
indicating less inequality)—thus, German women might
expect less backlash for role-violations. Hence, German
women may be relatively likely to just negotiate assertively,
rather than using specific strategies. Therefore, we explored
the implementation gap among women from Germany and
from the United States and asked:

RQ 2: Does the cultural background (Germany vs. the
United States) influence women’s evaluations and inten-
tions to use certain strategies?

How to Attenuate the Implementation Gap?
We examined whether providing women with theoretical
rationales for the specific strategies attenuates the implementa-
tion gap. Specific strategies are typically grounded in theory
(e.g., Eagly & Karau, 2002; Stuhlmacher & Linnabery,
2013), which is clearly a strength. Yet, without information
about the underlying rationales, people may be unable to
understand how and why the specific strategies could be effec-
tive. In turn, people’s understanding of the consequences of
using specific strategies—their expectations regarding eco-
nomic outcomes, social evaluations, and the gender role per-
petuation—fuels the implementation gap (Amanatullah &
Morris, 2010; Mazei et al., 2020). Explaining to negotiators
how the specific strategies are meant to impact different out-
comes in a compensation negotiation could facilitate a
deeper understanding of them and, thus, help to close the
implementation gap. This general reasoning is in line with
expectancy-value theories, the heuristic model of persuasion,
as well as insights into people’s decision-making.

Vroom’s (1964) VIE theory has three main constructs:
valence, instrumentality, and expectancy (for a helpful

Figure 1. Conceptual Model of How the Constructs Are Hypothesized to be Related to Each Other.

Note. Compared to assertiveness, specific strategies are proposed to be expected by women to lead to lower economic outcomes as well as to a higher

perpetuation of gender roles (except for confrontation), which should mediate women’s lower likelihood of intending to use specific strategies than asser-

tiveness (a). Compared to yielding, specific strategies are proposed to be expected by women to lead to less favorable social evaluations as well as to a lower

perpetuation of gender roles. Women’s expectations regarding the social evaluations are then hypothesized to mediate their lower likelihood of intending to

use specific strategies than yielding (b).
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illustration, see Karau & Williams, 1993).1 The theory can
explain people’s intentions and has already been used in
research on negotiation and gender (e.g., Reif et al., 2020;
Reif et al., 2019). In VIE theory (Vroom, 1964), the technical
term expectancy denotes the perceived likelihood with which
an effort, or “e,” would lead to a performance, or “p”—thus,
expectancy captures the perceived relationship of “e → p”
(Van Eerde & Thierry, 1996). In our context, expectancy
thus refers to women’s perceptions that they would be able
to apply a strategy (“If I tried to assert myself, would I be
able to do so?”). In turn, instrumentality denotes the per-
ceived relation between a performance (“p”; here, the enact-
ment of a strategy) and a subsequent outcome (“o”; e.g.,
social evaluations), or “p → o” (Van Eerde & Thierry,
1996). Thus, the instrumentality-component captures the
kinds of expectations that underlie the implementation gap
(Mazei et al., 2020; e.g., “If I used a strategy, how would it
influence my economic outcomes, social evaluations, or the
perpetuation of gender roles?” see our measures below, and
please note that women’s dilemma is rooted in the risk of
incurring backlash when being agentic—a question regard-
ing the “instrumentality” of agency—but not an inability to
be agentic; e.g., Amanatullah & Morris, 2010). Finally,
valencemeans “all possible affective orientations toward out-
comes, and it is interpreted as the importance, attractiveness,
desirability, or anticipated satisfaction with outcomes” (Van
Eerde & Thierry, 1996, p. 576). Thus, in our context, valence
refers to how subjectively attractive or valuable the key out-
comes of a negotiation (e.g., economic profits or social eval-
uations) are to women.

Providing theoretical rationales leverages the instrumentality-
component. As hypothesized above and as suggested by
first evidence (Mazei et al., 2020), women typically
expect that the usage of specific strategies (“p”) would
lead to worse economic outcomes (“o”) in comparison to
assertiveness. Likewise, women typically expect that the
usage of specific strategies (“p”) would lead to less favor-
able social evaluations (“o”) in comparison to yielding
(Mazei et al., 2020). In turn, these unfavorable expecta-
tions drive the implementation gap. Altogether, under
normal circumstances—when women are not provided
with rationales—women do not perceive the specific strat-
egies to be instrumental in achieving valued outcomes in a
negotiation. In other words, without any explanations, it
remains unclear how exactly using a strategy could possi-
bly work, such that positive outcomes result.

Yet, when theoretical rationales are provided, women do
receive explanations as to how the usage of specific strategies
(“p”) could, in fact, result in desired outcomes (“o”; e.g.,
improved social evaluations). For instance, a theoretical
rationale for a relational account might explain that women
using this specific strategy may appear more appropriate by
highlighting their relationships (Bowles & Babcock, 2013;
Table 1). Thus, women are guided in their expectations of
how using a strategy (“p”) could lead to valuable outcomes

(e.g., if a counterpart perceives a demand as appropriate, it
follows that they likely grant it, resulting in better economic
outcomes, or “o”). Thus, the provision of theoretical ratio-
nales makes clearer the potential benefits that follow from
using a specific strategy—their instrumentality. In turn, if
women have more favorable expectations regarding their
instrumentality, they should become more likely to intend
to use them. Altogether, the implementation gap should be
attenuated when women are provided with theoretical ratio-
nales (vs. when not).

Moreover, the heuristic model of persuasion (Chaiken,
1987) posits that people process information on a continuum
ranging from heuristic to systematic. When people process
information systematically, which is likely in our context
given the relevance of compensation negotiations, they
attend “to the strength and quality of the arguments”
(Smith & Mackie, 2007, p. 246). In the absence of any theo-
retical rationales, there are simply no arguments provided
suggesting the potential effectiveness of specific strategies,
which can leave people unconvinced to use them. Yet,
explicit theoretical rationales (or “underlying theory”; see
Table 1) do deliver arguments as to why using a strategy
could be helpful (e.g., a counterpart could deem a demand
as appropriate; Bowles & Babcock, 2013). Research on
advice-giving also suggests that people collect additional
information to delineate the relative attractiveness of multiple
options (Harvey & Bolger, 2001). Moreover, even if people
processed information heuristically, the general presence of
theoretical rationales could serve as a heuristic, or cue, sug-
gesting the effectiveness of strategies and why it can make
sense to use them (similar to cues implying expertise),
whereas there is not even a heuristic provided that would
suggest their effectiveness in the absence of theoretical ratio-
nales. In fact, people often rely on heuristics to evaluate rec-
ommendations (e.g., “more is better”) and agree more with
statements that contain more information and arguments.
Thus, in certain cultures (e.g., Germany), people may be
more persuaded when they are also explained why a recom-
mendation is helpful (Meyer, 2014). Taken all together, we
hypothesized:

Hypothesis 3: The expected effects described in
Hypotheses 1a, 1c, 2a, and 2c would be attenuated
when a theoretical rationale for the strategies is presented.

Regarding the perpetuation of gender roles, however, it is
unclear how the provision of theoretical rationales may influ-
ence women’s expectations. Doing so may increase the
expected perpetuation of gender roles when using specific
strategies as the rationales often imply the enactment of com-
munal behaviors. Yet, doing so may also reduce the expected
perpetuation as the rationales imply the economic benefits of
using a strategy, which would help to reduce inequalities.
Thus, we asked:
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Table 1. Descriptions of the Seven Negotiation Strategies and Their Underlying Theoretical Rationales.

Strategy (as labeled in the

survey) Example Theoretical Rationale: Study 1 Theoretical Rationale: Study 2

“Put the focus on the

relationship” (adapted

from Bowles & Babcock,

2013)

“An example: You pay particular

attention to your relationship

with your supervisor, specifically

in the following way: You explain

during the conversation with

your supervisor that you do not

know for sure whether it is

typical for people in your position

to negotiate, but that you hope

that your counterpart sees your

skills at negotiating as something

important that you bring to the

job.”

“Basic idea of the strategy: This

strategy is meant to emphasize

that the female negotiator

cares about the relationships

with others and/or the

organization, which should

make her demands appear

more appropriate. In addition,

the focus on relationships

corresponds to the common

social expectations about

women.”

“Underlying theory: How is this

strategy meant to work? This

strategy is meant to emphasize

that the female negotiator cares

about relationships with others

and/or the organization. By

accounting for a demand with

reference to the relationship

with others or the organization,

a demand is meant to appear

more appropriate.”

“Use feminine charm”

(adapted from Kray et al.,

2012)

“An example: You use your feminine

charm. Specifically, you often

smile at your supervisor, lean

forward, and briefly touch your

supervisor’s arm. You keep eye

contact, present yourself as

playful, and compliment your

supervisor.”

“Basic idea of the strategy: This

strategy is meant to combine

friendliness with flirtation. By

flirting, the female negotiator

emphasizes that she wants to

realize her own interests in a

negotiation, which

corresponds to the general

view that people have of

negotiators. Through her

friendliness, she also shows

that she meets the common

social expectations about

women.”

“Underlying theory: How is this

strategy meant to work? This

strategy is meant to combine

friendliness with flirtation. By

flirting, the female negotiator is

meant to emphasize that she

wants to realize her own

interests in a negotiation.

Through her friendliness, in

turn, she is meant to show her

interest in the well-being of the

counterpart”

“Confront your supervisor

with potential unequal

treatment” (adapted

from Mazei & Hüffmeier,

2014)

“An example: You explain that you

have the impression that your

supervisor tries to grant you a

lower salary than your supervisor

might do with other candidates

(or employees). You say that your

sense is that your supervisor does

not find it appropriate for women

to assert themselves for their

salary like men do. You finally add

that this bothers you right now

about the negotiation.”

“Basic idea of the strategy: This

strategy is meant to create

awareness among the

counterpart that there are

social expectations about

women. In addition, the

confrontation should ensure

that these negative

expectations about women in

negotiations no longer

influence the perceptions and

behaviors of the other person.”

“Underlying theory: How is this

strategy meant to work? This

strategy is meant to create

awareness among the

counterpart that he or she

might be influenced by his or

her expectations of how

women are supposed to behave.

As a result, women may not be

treated equally. This could make

the counterpart feel

uncomfortable and, thus,

motivate him or her to stop

being influenced by his or her

expectations.”

“Hand over the negotiation

to a representative”

(adapted from

Amanatullah & Morris,

2010)

“An example: You decide that

someone else conducts the

negotiation on your behalf. This

person will place your interests

with your manager on your behalf

and try to realize them.”

“Basic idea of the strategy: With

this strategy, a representative

in the sense of an advocate is

meant to realize the interests

of the person that is being

represented in the negotiation.

To negotiate assertively as an

advocate emphasizes the effort

and concern for others, which

corresponds to the current

“Underlying theory: How is this

strategy meant to work? With

this strategy, a representative, in

the sense of an advocate, is

meant to realize the interests of

the person that is being

represented in the negotiation.

As the advocate is concerned

with the interests of another

person and, thus, highlights

(continued)
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RQ 3: How would the provision of theoretical rationales
influence the expected perpetuation of gender roles?

Overview of Our Research
Our research included two studies. In Study 1, we surveyed
German women to examine all hypotheses and also RQ 3.
Study 2 represents a replication and extension of Study 1
that we conducted primarily to address the limitations of
Study 1. Preregistrations can be retrieved as per the follow-
ing links: https://osf.io/zxaqf/?view_only=3bb11a5f286c4
fbda8ac43b4c3be0cce (Study 1) and https://osf.io/swtg3/?
view_only=fb7769b0e63a45ff8a44b4792bc1106c (Study
2). We share all materials in the Online Supplement. Our
data and code are available as per the following links:
https://osf.io/f5mdr/?view_only=bf17f099dc9b49138df5ca
81cdff70aa (Study 1) and https://osf.io/zqm9f/?view_only=
05cb21e8a4a7443a8d8e8d8a566ba79e (Study 2). We dis-
close our manipulations, our sample sizes, exclusions,
all measures, and the general procedure (Simmons et al.,
2012).

Study 1

Method

Design
We used a 2 (theoretical rationales: absent vs. present;
between-subjects)× 6 (strategy: relational accounts vs. femi-
nine charm vs. confrontation vs. being advocated for vs.
assertiveness vs. yielding; within-subjects) mixed-factorial
design.2 Participants were randomly assigned to one of the
between-subjects conditions and evaluated all six strategies.

Power Analysis
We conducted an a priori power analysis for repeated mea-
sures ANOVA for two groups and six measurements using
G*Power (Faul et al., 2007). Based on prior data (Mazei
et al., 2020), we set the correlation among measures to .05
and corrected for non-sphericity with a value of .20. The anal-
ysis revealed a sample size of 102 women in order to detect a
medium-sized main effect ( f= 0.25; α= .05; 1− β= .80),

Table 1. (continued)

Strategy (as labeled in the

survey) Example Theoretical Rationale: Study 1 Theoretical Rationale: Study 2

social expectations about

women. In contrast to women

who negotiate for themselves,

this makes assertive behavior

possible.”

commitment to, and concern

for, others, it could be easier for

the advocate to negotiate

assertively.”

“Imagining to negotiate on

behalf of another person”

(adapted from Bear &

Babcock, 2017)

“An example: Although you are

actually negotiating for yourself,

you actively imagine during the

negotiation that you are

conducting this negotiation on

behalf of a close friend. In other

words, you imagine that you are

acting as an “advocate” or

“representative” for another

person in the negotiation.”

– “Underlying theory: How is this

strategy meant to work? By

using this strategy, a mental

re-interpretation of a

negotiation situation is meant to

occur. In one’s own imagination,

one’s own interests are meant

to be less the focus of attention,

but rather the well-being of

others. This is meant to make it

easier for women to be

assertive in negotiations.”

“Demonstrate

assertiveness” (adapted

from Mazei et al., 2020)

“An example: You present yourself

assertively and you try to boldly

assert your interests and to

negotiate. You stand your ground

and present yourself as decisive

and firm.”

– –

“Yielding” (adapted from

Mazei et al., 2020)

“An example: You yield relatively

quickly and agree to your

supervisor’s goals and interests.

You yield to your supervisor’s

wishes by making concessions.

– –
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which we multiplied by four (N= 408) due to our predicted
ordinal interaction effect in Hypothesis 3 (Simonsohn, 2014).

Sample
In Study 1, we recruited German women via the WiSo-Panel
(www.wisopanel.net), a German non-profit panel with dem-
ographically heterogeneous panelists. This panel invites at
least 550 participants to studies. A total of 573 participants
completed our survey. We excluded four participants who
wished to withdraw their data at the end of the survey,
seven participants who indicated they were not women,
and 58 participants who failed an attention check.

We also included a treatment check, asking whether theo-
retical rationales were presented, but its wording might have
been unclear: Most participants (n= 216) in the rationales
absent condition erroneously indicated that they had seen
them. They may have interpreted the given examples,
which were presented in both conditions, as being the ratio-
nales. Yet, please note that our manipulation was unlikely to
be simply unsuccessful: If that were true, one would expect
that most participants who were presented with the rationales
would also fail the check by stating that they were not
provided with them, which was not the case (n= 29).
Moreover, regardless of the condition (Φ= .02, 95% CI
[−.06, .11], SE= .04, p= .585), most participants passed
the attention check, suggesting that they had carefully com-
pleted the survey. Finally, note that excluding participants
who failed the treatment check (83.40% in the rationales
absent condition, 5.76% in the rationales present condition)
would have led to a significant imbalance in group sizes (Φ
= .78, 95% CI [.73, .83], SE= .03, p < .001) as well as a sub-
stantial loss of statistical power. Thus, we deviated from our
preregistration in this aspect and did not use a failed treat-
ment check as an exclusion criterion (unlike as in Study 2).

This approach led to a final sample of N= 504 women who
ranged in age from 19 to 87 years old (M=50.42; SD=12.58).
Most participants (n=341) were regularly employed, one
woman was in retraining, 14 women were students at a univer-
sity, and 148 women had a different occupational status (mainly
unemployed, n=74, or retired, n= 71). Employed women had
a variety of job types as indicated by Holland’s (1996) taxon-
omy: 28 categorized their occupation as realistic, 35 as investi-
gative, 17 as artistic, 98 as social, 75 as enterprising, and 88 as
conventional. In sum, our sample was heterogeneous. Moreover,
whether they were young or old, employed or unemployed
(including retired), women’s relative likelihoods of intending
to use the specific strategies were comparable.3 Thus our data
allow for some generalizability (Mazei et al., 2020).

Measures
Given that participants had to evaluate all six strategies sep-
arately, we used one or two items to measure each construct
(cf. Mazei et al., 2020).

Expectations Regarding Economic Outcomes. On a scale from 1
(not at all) to 7 (very much), participants answered the ques-
tion: “What do you think: How much does this behavior lead
your counterpart to grant your requests (for example, regard-
ing salary)?” A similar item was used in prior research
(Bowles & Babcock, 2013; Mazei et al., 2020).

Expectations Regarding Social Evaluations. On a scale from 1
(not at all) to 7 (very much), participants answered two ques-
tions: “What do you think: How much does this behavior
lead your counterpart to want to work together with you?”
and “What do you think: How much does this behavior
lead to building a positive relationship with your counter-
part?” (see also Bowles et al., 2007; Mazei et al., 2020).
The items were averaged to build a scale. Cronbach’s
alphas varied between α= .80 (rationales absent condition,
yielding) and α= .95 (rationales absent condition, being
advocated for).4

Expectations Regarding the Perpetuation of Gender Roles. On a
scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much), participants
answered one question: “What do you think: How much
does this behavior lead you to contribute to the perpetuation
of the current social expectations of women and their behav-
ior?” Answers to this item were reverse-coded, such that a
higher score indicated a more favorable rating (as was the
case for the other expectations).

Likelihood of Intending to Use Strategies. On a scale from 1 (not
at all) to 7 (very well), participants answered one question:
“How well can you imagine yourself to show this behavior
in this negotiation situation?” This item was adapted from
Mazei et al. (2020).

Forced-Choice Item. For exploratory purposes, we asked par-
ticipants which of the provided strategies they would choose
if they had to pick only one (cf. Mazei et al., 2020).

Treatment and Attention Check. Participants were asked
whether in most cases the basic idea of the strategies (this
expression was used to simplify the language) was presented,
along with an example for the behavior, when they had read
about the various strategies. An attention check was placed
between the questions on negotiation experience, asking par-
ticipants to simply select the second response option as
counted from the left-hand side.

Further Information and Demographics. Participants were
asked to indicate on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very
well) how well they were able to picture themselves in the
described negotiation situation. A bootstrapped one sample
t-test revealed that the mean value (M= 5.31, SD= 1.52)
was significantly higher than the midpoint of the scale,
t(503)= 19.32, p < .001, 95% CI [1.17, 1.45], suggesting
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that participants were able to picture themselves in the situa-
tion (cf. Mazei et al., 2020). Participants also indicated the
gender of the counterpart they imagined to have in the nego-
tiation (n= 383, or 75.99%, indicated a man). As male coun-
terparts can lead women to initiate fewer negotiations and to
incur more backlash (Bowles et al., 2007; Eriksson &
Sandberg, 2012), women might appraise the strategies differ-
ently based on the imagined counterpart’s gender.
Bootstrapped t-tests for independent samples showed that
women imagining a male counterpart expected feminine
charm to fare less unfavorably in comparison to yielding
regarding the social evaluations, MDiD=−0.52, 95% CI [–0.87,
−0.18], t(502)=−2.82, p= .005. Yet, all remaining compar-
isons did not reveal significant differences, suggesting that
the imagined counterpart’s gender did not have much of an
influence in the current study.

Furthermore, participants indicated whether they had ever
negotiated aspects of their work (n= 317, or 62.90%, had
negotiated at least once) and if so, how often they had
done so (range from 1 to 500;Mdn= 3.00). Moreover, partic-
ipants indicated on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very well)
how well it was generally possible to negotiate aspects of
their work in their current job (n= 396, M= 3.27, SD=
2.01) and their past job (n= 458, M= 3.37, SD= 2.02).
Sample sizes for these items differed because participants
could indicate that these questions did not apply to them.
Exploratory analyses on the role of negotiation experience
can be found in the Online Supplement. Finally, participants
indicated demographics.

Procedure and Materials
The study was described as asking about people’s opinion
concerning negotiation strategies that could be used in
work situations. After giving consent, participants read
about a hypothetical salary negotiation (adapted from
Mazei et al., 2020) and were asked to picture themselves in
it. To ensure participants would not skip reading the scenario,
the button to continue appeared after ten seconds. Salary
negotiations are seen as “masculine” negotiations (Bear,
2011) that typically result in gender differences (e.g.,
Bowles et al., 2022; Reif et al., 2019). In the scenario, partic-
ipants were involved in a negotiation and implicitly
described as having already made requests, which reflects a
certain level of assertiveness (e.g., Bowles & Babcock,
2013; Kugler et al., 2018). Finally, the supervisor in the sce-
nario was described to be hesitant to meet their requests,
implying the risk of backlash (cf. Mazei et al., 2020).

Afterwards, participants evaluated all six strategies one
after another in a randomized order. For each strategy, an
example was given (see Table 1; the original versions in
German can be found in Online Supplemental Table 1s).
The example for relational accounts was adapted from the
skill-contribution script from Bowles and Babcock (2013),
the example for feminine charm from Kray et al. (2012),

and the example for confrontation from Mazei and
Hüffmeier (2014). The example for being advocated for
was based on Amanatullah and Morris’s (2010) advocacy
approach, whereby the perspective of the person who was
advocated for was taken. Finally, the examples for assertive-
ness and yielding were adapted from Mazei et al. (2020).

In the rationales absent condition, participants were only
shown the examples for each strategy. In the rationales
present condition, participants were additionally provided
with theoretical rationales (Table 1). The rationales were
adapted from and closely followed the corresponding expla-
nations presented in the original research (i.e., relational
accounts from Bowles & Babcock, 2013; feminine charm
from Kray et al., 2012; confrontation from Mazei &
Hüffmeier, 2014; being advocated for from Amanatullah &
Morris, 2010). The rationales were given in everyday lan-
guage to make them comprehensible to non-researchers.
Notably, theoretical rationales were presented only for the
specific strategies, not for assertiveness and yielding, as
they served as comparison standards in both conditions.
Their depiction was held constant across conditions to
prevent introducing a confound: If we had not done so,
effects for the between-subject factor could have been due
to the rationales provided for the specific strategies or due
to the presence (vs. absence) of rationales for the conven-
tional strategies.

Participants then indicated which of the six strategies they
would choose if they had to pick just one. Afterwards, they
answered the checks, provided further information, indicated
demographics, and were allowed to give comments. At the
end of the study, we asked them whether we were allowed
to use their data for research purposes and debriefed them.

Results

Due to the numerous single comparisons, we organized all
statistics relevant to our hypotheses and RQs in Tables 2 to
5. Test statistics for less central and supplementary analyses
can be found in Online Supplemental Material. Further, in
order to double-check all results, two of the authors indepen-
dently conducted all of the analyses.

Women’s Evaluation of the Strategies
Shapiro-Wilk tests suggested that the assumption of normal-
ity was violated for all four main study variables in both con-
ditions. Hence, we conducted non-parametric Friedman’s
ANOVAs, separately for both conditions, to examine
whether there was a main effect for the within-subjects
factor of strategy, which could suggest an implementation
gap. In both conditions, the strategies significantly differed
from each other regarding women’s expected economic out-
comes, social evaluations, perpetuation of gender roles, and
the likelihood with which they intended to use them (see
Online Supplemental Table 2s).
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We next conducted bootstrapped one-sample t-tests
(2,000 samples; bias corrected and accelerated 95% CIs)
to test our specific Hypotheses 1a–c and 2a–c.5 These
tests examine whether the mean difference between one
of the specific strategies and either assertiveness or yield-
ing differs significantly from zero. These mean differences
are needed for the mediation analyses and the examination
of the influence of the theoretical rationales, both of which
are provided below. For example, subtracting women’s
likelihood of intending to use assertiveness from their like-
lihood of intending to use confrontation indicates women’s
relative likelihood of intending to use confrontation over
assertiveness. As the examination of each main study var-
iable involves multiple single comparisons, namely com-
paring each specific strategy with either assertiveness,
yielding, or both, we used Bonferroni corrections. Here
and for all subsequent t-tests for Study 1, we adjusted α
to .013 for women’s expected economic outcomes as well
as social evaluations (as the four specific strategies were
compared either to assertiveness or to yielding) and to

.006 for women’s expected perpetuation of gender roles
as well as their relative likelihood of intending to use a spe-
cific strategy (as the four specific strategies were compared
to both assertiveness and yielding). Descriptive statistics
are presented in Table 2 and all test statistics are presented
in Table 3.

As a robustness check, we additionally conducted multi-
level analyses for our main study variables, in which
responses regarding the strategies were nested in each indi-
vidual. For each variable, the results revealed a virtually
unchanged pattern of results.

Expected Economic Outcomes. Hypothesis 1a stated that
women would expect relational accounts, feminine charm,
confrontation, and being advocated for to lead to lower
economic outcomes than assertiveness. In fact, women
expected all specific strategies to lead to lower economic
outcomes than assertiveness, which fully supports
Hypothesis 1a.

Table 2. Study 1: Descriptive Statistics for Both Conditions and Each Negotiation Strategy (N= 504).

Expectations
Likelihood of

Intending to Use

Choice Frequency

Economic Social Perpetuation

M (SD)
95% CI

M (SD)
95% CI

M (SD)
95% CI

M (SD)
95% CI

Rationales absent (n= 259)

Relational accounts 3.73 (1.59)

[3.54, 3.94]

4.21 (1.46)

[4.03, 4.39]

4.09 (1.54)

[3.90, 4.28]

3.63 (1.80)

[3.41, 3.87]

72

(27.80%)

Feminine charm 2.90 (1.66)

[2.70, 3.11]

3.32 (1.71)

[3.12, 3.53]

3.85 (2.27)

[3.58, 4.11]

1.88 (1.42)

[1.71, 2.05]

3

(1.16%)

Confrontation 3.07 (1.59)

[2.87, 3.28]

2.71 (1.42)

[2.54, 2.88]

4.71 (1.75)

[4.51, 4.93]

3.12 (1.81)

[2.89, 3.36]

17

(6.56%)

Being advocated for 2.61 (1.63)

[2.43, 2.81]

2.46 (1.40)

[2.30, 2.63]

4.53 (1.95)

[4.28, 4.76]

2.31 (1.66)

[2.10, 2.51]

11

(4.25%)

Assertiveness 4.68 (1.49)

[4.51, 4.86]

4.10 (1.43)

[3.93, 4.28]

4.64 (1.80)

[4.41, 4.87]

4.50 (1.76)

[4.29, 4.70]

124

(47.88%)

Yielding 2.42 (1.64)

[2.23, 2.62]

4.10 (1.50)

[3.91, 4.26]

3.60 (2.03)

[3.35, 3.83]

3.44 (1.88)

[3.20, 3.67]

32

(12.36%)

Rationales present (n= 245)

Relational accounts 3.81 (1.49)

[3.63, 3.98]

4.36 (1.36)

[4.20, 4.52]

3.62 (1.59)

[3.41, 3.81]

3.75 (1.82)

[3.54, 3.96]

66

(26.94%)

Feminine charm 2.98 (1.74)

[2.77, 3.19]

3.49 (1.71)

[3.30, 3.69]

3.67 (2.27)

[3.41, 3.94]

1.81 (1.39)

[1.65, 1.97]

8

(3.27%)

Confrontation 3.47 (1.48)

[3.28, 3.66]

3.09 (1.43)

[2.90, 3.27]

4.55 (1.55)

[4.35, 4.75]

3.27 (1.78)

[3.04, 3.51]

20

(8.16%)

Being advocated for 3.15 (1.73)

[2.95, 3.36]

2.79 (1.49)

[2.61, 2.97]

3.87 (2.01)

[3.62, 4.13]

2.54 (1.77)

[2.33, 2.75]

22

(8.98%)

Assertiveness 4.84 (1.31)

[4.68, 5.00]

4.27 (1.33)

[4.11, 4.42]

4.51 (1.72)

[4.29, 4.73]

4.63 (1.65)

[4.43, 4.83]

110

(44.90%)

Yielding 2.33 (1.59)

[2.13, 2.53]

4.02 (1.52)

[3.83, 4.21]

3.34 (1.98)

[3.11, 3.58]

3.16 (1.74)

[2.94, 3.38]

19

(7.76%)

Note. Scores regarding women’s expected perpetuation of gender roles were reverse-coded, such that a higher score indicates a lower expected degree of

perpetuation.
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Expected Social Evaluations. Hypothesis 2a stated that women
would expect relational accounts, feminine charm, confronta-
tion, and being advocated for to lead to less favorable social
evaluations than yielding. Analyses revealed that women
expected feminine charm, confrontation, and being advo-
cated for to lead to less favorable social evaluations than
yielding. Unexpectedly, however, women expected rela-
tional accounts to lead to more favorable social evaluations
than yielding. These findings mostly support Hypothesis 2a.

Expected Perpetuation of Gender Roles. Hypothesis 1b stated
that women would expect relational accounts, feminine
charm, and being advocated for to lead to a higher degree
of perpetuation of gender roles than assertiveness. In fact,
women expected each of these three specific strategies to per-
petuate gender roles more than assertiveness would, which
fully supports Hypothesis 1b. As anticipated, confrontation
did not significantly differ from assertiveness. Hypothesis
2b stated that women would expect relational accounts, fem-
inine charm, confrontation, and being advocated for to lead
to a lower degree of perpetuation of gender roles than yield-
ing. In fact, women expected all four specific strategies to
perpetuate gender roles less than yielding would, which
fully supports Hypothesis 2b.

Likelihood of Intending to Use Strategies. Hypothesis 1c stated
that women would be less likely to intend to use relational
accounts, feminine charm, confrontation, and being advo-
cated for than assertiveness. In fact, women were less
likely to intend to use any of the specific strategies com-
pared to assertiveness, which fully supports Hypothesis
1c. Hypothesis 2c stated that women would be less likely
to intend to use relational accounts, feminine charm, con-
frontation, and being advocated for than yielding. We
found that women were less likely to intend to use feminine
charm and being advocated for than yielding, but they were
more likely to intend to use relational accounts than yield-
ing, and they had no preference regarding confrontation in
comparison to yielding. These findings partly support
Hypothesis 2c.

Women’s Expectations as Mediators
We used the procedure by Judd et al. (2001) to examine
mediation in within-subjects designs (cf. Mazei et al.,
2020). The procedure uses the centered sum of, as well as
the difference between, two “Xs” (here, women’s expecta-
tions) as predictors of the difference between two “Ys”
(here, the likelihood of intending to use a strategy).
Mediation occurs when the difference in the Xs is significant
and in the same direction as an observed significant differ-
ence in the Ys and, also, the difference in the Xs predicts
the difference in the Ys. This prediction is reflected in a sig-
nificant coefficient b2. The differences in the Xs and Ys were
already examined above (see Table 3). We again used a

robust estimation and a Bonferroni correction based on the
number of mediation analyses for each expectation (see
Table 4). Again, we provide the test statistics in Table 4 to
best organize the numerous results.

Expected Economic Outcomes and Expected Perpetuation of
Gender Roles. Hypothesis 1d stated that women’s lower like-
lihoods of intending to use relational accounts, feminine
charm, confrontation, and being advocated for compared to
assertiveness would be mediated via their lower expectations
regarding economic outcomes. In fact, women’s lower like-
lihoods of intending to use any of the specific strategies com-
pared to assertiveness were mediated via their lower
expectations regarding economic outcomes. These results
fully support Hypothesis 1d.

Hypothesis 1d also stated that women’s lower likelihoods
of intending to use relational accounts, feminine charm, and
being advocated for compared to assertiveness would be
mediated via their less favorable expectations regarding per-
petuated gender roles. Women’s lower likelihoods of intend-
ing to use relational accounts and being advocated for
relative to assertiveness were, in fact, mediated via their
expectations that using them would lead to a greater perpet-
uation of gender roles. Yet, women’s lower likelihood of
intending to use feminine charm compared to assertiveness
was not mediated via the expected perpetuation of gender
roles. These results mainly support Hypothesis 1d.

Altogether, note that Hypothesis 1d postulated mediation
via two expectations—regarding economic outcomes and the
perpetuation of gender roles. In fact, the separate mediation
analyses that we reported above revealed that women’s rela-
tive likelihoods of intending to use relational accounts and
being advocated for were mediated via both expectations.
Thus, we additionally used Montoya and Hayes’ (2017) pro-
cedure, which builds on Judd et al. (2001) and allows for a
competitive test of multiple mediators in within-subjects
designs.

Results revealed that both expectations mediated women’s
lower likelihood of intending to use relational accounts com-
pared to assertiveness, b0=−0.23, 95% CI [−0.42, −0.03],
SE = .10, p= .022, beco=0.74, 95% CI [0.65, 0.83], SE= .05,
p < .001, bperp=−0.13, 95% CI [−0.21, −0.05], SE= .04, p=
.001. Yet, women’s lower likelihood of intending to use being
advocated for compared to assertiveness was only mediated
via their expected economic outcomes, but not their expected
perpetuation of gender roles, when both expectations were
included in the model, b0=−0.69, 95% CI [−0.93, −0.46],
SE= .12, p < .001, beco=0.77, 95% CI [0.68, 0.85], SE= .04,
p < .001, bperp=0.00, 95% CI [−0.06, 0.06], SE= .03, p= .969.

Expected Social Evaluations. Hypothesis 2d stated that
women’s lower likelihoods of intending to use relational
accounts, feminine charm, confrontation, and being advo-
cated for than yielding would be mediated via their less
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favorable expectations regarding social evaluations. Women’s
lower likelihoods of intending to use feminine charm and
being advocated for compared to yielding were, in fact,
mediated via their less favorable expectations regarding
the social evaluations for these strategies. Women’s
higher reported likelihood of intending to use relational
accounts over yielding, which we did not predict, was medi-
ated via their expectation that relational accounts would
lead to more favorable social evaluations. As women did
not differ in their likelihood of intending to use confronta-
tion and yielding, we did not conduct a mediation analysis.
These results partly support Hypothesis 2d.

Influence of Providing the Theoretical Rationales
To test Hypothesis 3, we conducted robust t-tests for inde-
pendent samples (as a robustness check, multilevel analyses
again revealed virtually unchanged results). These tests com-
pared two differences with each other—each one capturing
the difference between one of the specific strategies and
either assertiveness or yielding. One difference stemmed
from the condition in which the theoretical rationales were
absent and the other difference stemmed from the condition
in which the theoretical rationales were present (mean differ-
ences and test statistics for one-sample t-tests split for both
conditions are in Online Supplemental Tables 3s and 4s).
For example, we examined whether women’s relative likeli-
hood of intending to use confrontation compared to assertive-
ness changes depending on whether the theoretical rationale
for confrontation was provided or not. In the following, we
describe these mean differences in differences (MDiD). We
present all test statistics in Table 5. Please note that we did
not have a hypothesis but only an exploratory research ques-
tion regarding the expected perpetuation of gender roles.

Expected Economic Outcomes. Hypothesis 3 stated that the
differences between all four specific strategies and assertive-
ness regarding women’s expected economic outcomes would
be attenuated when the theoretical rationales for the specific
strategies were presented. Yet, providing a rationale did not
attenuate the difference between any of the specific strategies
and assertiveness regarding women’s expected economic
outcomes.

Expected Social Evaluations. Hypothesis 3 further stated that
the differences between all four specific strategies and
yielding regarding women’s expected social evaluations
would be attenuated when the theoretical rationales for
the specific strategies were presented. Providing the ratio-
nale for relational accounts did not change its difference
from yielding regarding the expected social evaluations
(we observed that women expected relational accounts to
lead to more favorable social evaluations than yielding).
Presenting the rationale for feminine charm also did not

attenuate its difference from yielding. Regarding confronta-
tion as compared to yielding, presenting its rationale was ini-
tially found to attenuate the difference (p= .010), but in a
re-analysis, this effect was not significant (p= .014; please
recall that all analyses were conducted twice to double-
check the results and that we used a Bonferroni-corrected
α of .013 for women’s expectations regarding social evalu-
ations; the variation in p-values likely occurred due to the
randomly drawn samples as used in bootstrapped analyses).
We interpret this result conservatively, such that providing
the theoretical rationale likely did not attenuate the differ-
ence. Finally, however, providing the rationale for being
advocated for was found to significantly attenuate its differ-
ence from yielding.

Likelihood of Intending to Use Strategies. Hypothesis 3 further
stated that the differences between all four specific strategies
and assertiveness or yielding regarding women’s likelihood
of intending to use the strategies would be attenuated when
the theoretical rationales for the specific strategies were pre-
sented. Yet, providing the rationales did not attenuate the
differences between any of the specific strategies and asser-
tiveness. Moreover, providing the rationales for relational
accounts, feminine charm, and confrontation did not affect
their differences from yielding (we observed that women
were more likely to intend to use relational accounts than
yielding and equally likely to intend to use confrontation
and yielding). Providing the rationale for being advocated
for initially attenuated its difference from yielding (p=
.005), but not in a re-analysis (p= .009; once again, two of
the authors conducted the same analyses using bootstrapping,
which likely explains the variation in p-values). A conserva-
tive interpretation is again that providing the theoretical ratio-
nale did not attenuate the implementation gap. For additional
exploratory Bayesian analyses, see the Online Supplemental
Material.

Exploratory Analyses

Influence of the Rationales on the Expected Perpetuation of
Gender Roles. To explore RQ 3, we conducted bootstrapped
independent samples t-tests, comparing women’s relative
expected perpetuation of gender roles when the rationales
were absent versus present. The rationales did not influence
the differences between the specific strategies and either
assertiveness or yielding. All test statistics can be found in
Table 5.

Forced-Choice Item. A χ2-goodness-of-fit test showed that,
when women had to pick one strategy, their choices were
not equally distributed (see Table 2), irrespective of
whether the theoretical rationales were absent, χ2(5)= 250.72,
p < .001, or present, χ2(5)=190.06, p < .001. Furthermore,
the two distributions did not differ, χ2(5)= 10.21, p= .069,
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suggesting that providing the rationales had no influence on
the choice of strategy. Women mostly chose assertiveness
and relational accounts when they had to pick just one
strategy.

Discussion

Hypotheses 1a–d were mostly supported. In comparison to
assertiveness, women expected all specific strategies to
lead to lower economic outcomes and most of them to a
greater perpetuation of gender roles. These expectations
(especially, but not only, those regarding economic out-
comes) led to their lower likelihood of intending to use spe-
cific strategies. The results also largely supported Hypotheses
2a–d. Along with women’s expectation that yielding would
perpetuate gender roles the most, they expected nearly all
specific strategies to lead to less favorable social evaluations,
reducing their likelihood of intending to use feminine charm
and being advocated for in comparison to yielding. Yet, with
regard to Hypothesis 3, providing the theoretical rationales
hardly had any influence.

Still, Study 1 was also limited. Most notably, the theoret-
ical rationales used in Study 1 referred to “common social
expectations about women” (see Table 1), yet our measure
for the perpetuation of gender roles also referred to “expecta-
tions of women and their behavior.” These design features
might have introduced demand effects. Thus, the main
purpose of Study 2 was to address the limitations of Study
1 and to examine whether its results would be replicable.
Furthermore, in Study 2, we broadened the set of specific
strategies to include imagining being an advocate.
Although culture is not the main focus of our research, we
included German women and U.S. women in Study 2 to
examine the generalizability of our findings from Study 1
more broadly. Altogether, we revised study materials
for Study 2 (see below) and again tested Hypotheses 1a–d,
2a–d, and 3, as well as explored RQs 1–3.

Study 2

Method

Design
We used a 2 (theoretical rationales: absent vs. present;
between-subjects)× 7 (strategy: relational accounts vs. femi-
nine charm vs. confrontation vs. being advocated for vs.
imagining being an advocate vs. assertiveness vs. yielding;
within-subjects) mixed-factorial design. In Study 2, we
again primarily focus on the influence of the theoretical ratio-
nales and the processes underlying the implementation gap
(see our hypotheses). Thus, consistent with Study 1, we
provide primary analyses based on our full sample and utiliz-
ing the 2× 7 design described above. Afterward, we split our
sample by culture and provide exploratory analyses for RQ 2.

Power Analysis and Sample
An a priori power analysis with the same settings as for
Study 1, but for a design with seven measurements, revealed
that a sample size of N= 368 per culture is required to detect
a medium-sized effect and the predicted interaction. To
account for potential exclusions, we recruited 450 German
women and 450 U.S. women via the platform Prolific
(www.prolific.co). Prolific invites more participants when
others do not complete the study or wish to withdraw their
data. Thus, we received data from 943 participants in
total. Adhering to our preregistration, we excluded 43 par-
ticipants because their data were incomplete or because
they did not consent to the usage of their data, seven who
indicated they were not women, 22 because they failed the
attention check, and 121 because they failed the treatment
check (unlike as in Study 1, in which we had to deviate
from our preregistration by not excluding participants who
failed the treatment check; see above).6 This led to a final
sample of N= 750 women (396 German, 354 U.S.) who
ranged in age from 18 to 89 years old (M= 31.65; SD=
12.78). The majority were regularly employed (n= 340) or
a student at a university (n= 267), 10 women were students
at a high school, and 133 women had another occupational
status (mainly unemployed, n= 84, retired, n= 21, or self-
employed, n= 20). Employed women again had a variety
of job types: 18 categorized their occupation as realistic,
51 as investigative, 37 as artistic, 78 as social, 81 as enter-
prising, and 75 as conventional (see Holland, 1996). Once
again, women’s relative likelihoods of intending to use the
specific strategies were similar for younger women and
older women and also comparable across their different
occupational statuses.7

Measures
To improve measurement quality, we used two items for each
construct in Study 2. All items were rated on a scale from 1
(not all all) to 7 (very much/very well). Regarding the expected
economic outcomes, we added the question: “What do you
think: How much does this behavior lead you to achieve a
good economic outcome (e.g., a higher salary)?” Regarding
the expected perpetuation of gender roles, we substituted the
original question with two new questions (some participants
noted that the previously used question was not easy to under-
stand): “What do you think: How much does this behavior
lead to a perpetuation of the common societal role of
women?” and “What do you think: How much does this
behavior lead to stereotypes about women and their behavior
to be preserved?” Again, answers to these items were reverse-
coded. Finally, regarding the likelihood of intending to use a
strategy, we added the question: “How likely would it be for
you to use this behavior in this negotiation situation?”
Cronbach’s alphas across all strategies and main constructs
in both conditions varied between α= .75 (expected social
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evaluations, rationales present condition, yielding) and α= .96
(expected economic outcomes, rationales absent condition,
being advocated for).8

The forced-choice item and the attention check were the
same as in Study 1. Given that our treatment check in
Study 1 might have been unclear, we simplified the stimulus
materials and the treatment check in Study 2: We presented
the rationales for the specific strategies in bluish boxes (com-
parable to info boxes from textbooks), and, for the treatment
check, we asked participants whether they were presented
with a bluish box for most of the strategies that explained
how the strategy is meant to work. In Study 2, fewer partic-
ipants failed the treatment check (12.83% compared to
42.76% in Study 1). Further, we added a manipulation
check asking participants to rate on a scale from 1 (not at
all) to 7 (very clear) how clear it was to them how each strat-
egy is meant to work. A bootstrapped t-test for independent
samples revealed that women’s understanding of the strate-
gies in the rationales absent condition (M= 6.02, SD=
1.07) and the rationales present condition (M= 6.15, SD=
0.96) did not differ, t(748)=−1.78, p= .075. This result
might be due to a ceiling effect because women in both con-
ditions indicated that it was fairly clear to them how the strat-
egies are meant to work—an interesting result that we
elaborate on in the general discussion.

The measures used for further information and demo-
graphics were the same as in Study 1. Again, participants
were able to picture themselves well in the described negoti-
ation situation (M= 5.80, SD= 1.15), as the mean value was
significantly higher than the midpoint of the scale, t(549)=
42.70, p < .001, 95%CI [1.71, 1.88]. Further, 611 participants
(81.47%) indicated they imagined a male counterpart.
Bootstrapped independent samples t-tests showed that the
imagined counterpart’s gender neither influenced women’s
expectations nor their relative likelihood of intending to use
the strategies. Moreover, 312 participants (41.60%) indicated
that they had negotiated aspects of their work at least once,
whereby the number of negotiations ranged from 1 to 20
(M= 2.77, SD= 2.83). Finally, participants indicated that it
was generally rather less possible to negotiate aspects of
their work in their current job (n= 569, M= 3.34, SD=
2.07) and their past job (n= 694, M= 3.22, SD= 1.97).

Procedure and Materials
The procedure was largely similar to Study 1. We used the
same scenario and basic instructions, yet stated additionally
that preliminary results from laboratory studies suggest that
each of the strategies to be evaluated can potentially be
helpful (to make clearer the general potential usefulness of
the specific strategies). Further, we used the same behavioral
examples for the strategies as in Study 1. For the newly added
strategy of imagining being an advocate, we used an example
adapted from the feminine-complement prime from Bear and
Babcock (2017). One important difference from Study 1 was

that we removed from the theoretical rationales any state-
ments about a strategy being congruent with the female
gender role (see above; see also Table 1). We did so to
address the possibility that women’s expectations regarding
perpetuated gender roles were guided by the particular
wording of the rationales. The rationale for imagining
being an advocate was adapted from the corresponding
explanation given by Bear and Babcock (2017).

Results

To test our hypotheses, we begin by presenting the results
for the complete sample (Tables 6 to 9) and then explore
the results for Germany and the U.S. separately (Tables 10
to 12). Again, all results were double-checked by two of
the authors.

Women’s Evaluation of the Strategies
Shapiro-Wilk tests suggested that the assumption of normal-
ity was again violated for all main study variables in both
conditions. Thus, as was done for Study 1, we conducted
robust non-parametric tests. Once again, we found that the
seven strategies significantly differed from each other in
both conditions regarding women’s expected economic out-
comes, social evaluations, perpetuation of gender roles, and
their intended likelihood to use one of the strategies (see
Online Supplemental Table 2s).

Thus, we again conducted robust one-sample t-tests to test
our specific Hypotheses 1a–c and 2a–c. We also again used a
Bonferroni correction: Here and for all subsequent t-tests of
Study 2, we adjusted α to .010 for women’s expected eco-
nomic outcomes as well as social evaluations (as the five spe-
cific strategies were compared either to assertiveness or to
yielding) and to .005 for women’s expected perpetuation of
gender roles as well as their relative likelihood of intending
to use a specific strategy (as the five specific strategies were
compared to both assertiveness and yielding). Regarding
imagining being an advocate, we only raised a research ques-
tion. Descriptive and tests statistics are in Tables 6 and 7. As
for Study 1, we also conducted multilevel analyses, which
revealed virtually unchanged results.

Expected Economic Outcomes. Women expected all specific
strategies to lead to lower outcomes than assertiveness,
which fully supports Hypothesis 1a and informs RQ 1.

Expected Social Evaluations. Women expected feminine
charm, confrontation, being advocated for, and imagining
being an advocate to lead to less favorable social evalua-
tions than yielding. Yet, women again expected relational
accounts to lead to more favorable social evaluations than
yielding. These findings mostly support Hypothesis 2a and
inform RQ 1.
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Expected Perpetuation of Gender Roles. Women expected all
specific strategies to lead to a greater perpetuation of
gender roles than assertiveness, which mostly supports
Hypothesis 1b (we did not expect such a difference
between confrontation and assertiveness). Moreover,
women expected relational accounts, confrontation, being
advocated for, and imagining being an advocate to lead to
a lower perpetuation of gender roles than yielding, which
again mostly supports Hypothesis 2b (and informs RQ 1),
as women expected feminine charm to lead to a higher per-
petuation than yielding (contrary to our hypothesis).

Likelihood of Intending to Use Strategies. Women were less
likely to intend to use most of the specific strategies com-
pared to assertiveness, except for relational accounts (i.e.,
there was no difference from assertiveness), which mostly

supports Hypothesis 1c and informs RQ 1. Women were
also less likely to intend to use feminine charm, confronta-
tion, and being advocated for than yielding. Yet, not in line
with our hypothesis, they were more likely to intend to use
relational accounts and imagining being an advocate in com-
parison to yielding. These findings provide partial support for
Hypothesis 2c (and again inform RQ 1).

Women’s Expectations as Mediators
We again begin by using the procedure by Judd et al. (2001)
and a robust estimation with a Bonferroni correction (accord-
ing to the number of conducted analyses for each expecta-
tion, see Table 8). We include imagining being an advocate
in the report of our results, and display the test statistics in
Table 8.

Table 6. Study 2: Descriptive Statistics for Both Conditions and Each Negotiation Strategy (N= 750).

Expectations
Likelihood of

Intending to Use

Choice Frequency

Economic Social Perpetuation

M (SD)
95% CI

M (SD)
95% CI

M (SD)
95% CI

M (SD)
95% CI

Rationales absent (n= 326)

Relational accounts 4.47 (1.35)

[4.32, 4.60]

4.91 (1.21)

[4.77, 5.03]

4.44 (1.52)

[4.27, 4.59]

4.41 (1.56)

[4.25, 4.56]

86

(26.38%)

Feminine charm 3.79 (1.57)

[3.62, 3.96]

3.99 (1.58)

[3.81, 4.17]

2.32 (1.55)

[2.15, 2.48]

1.78 (1.30)

[1.64, 1.91]

1

(0.31%)

Confrontation 3.52 (1.36)

[3.38, 3.68]

2.58 (1.11)

[2.47, 2.70]

4.58 (1.58)

[4.40, 4.75]

3.34 (1.60)

[3.17, 3.53]

15

(4.60%)

Being advocated for 3.31 (1.54)

[3.15, 3.47]

2.65 (1.42)

[2.50, 2.79]

3.65 (1.70)

[3.47, 3.83]

2.52 (1.67)

[2.35, 2.70]

16

(4.91%)

Imagining being an advocate 4.24 (1.47)

[4.07, 4.40]

4.11 (1.39)

[3.95, 4.28]

4.82 (1.41)

[4.66, 4.98]

3.83 (1.77)

[3.64, 4.02]

60

(18.40%)

Assertiveness 5.27 (1.10)

[5.14, 5.40]

4.21 (1.22)

[4.08, 4.35]

5.51 (1.41)

[5.34, 5.67]

4.50 (1.59)

[4.33, 4.67]

126

(38.65%)

Yielding 2.22 (1.36)

[2.08, 2.37]

4.51 (1.48)

[4.36, 4.67]

2.65 (1.45)

[2.49, 2.81]

3.72 (1.65)

[3.54, 3.91]

22

(6.75%)

Rationales present (n= 424)

Relational accounts 4.54 (1.32)

[4.41, 4.67]

5.09 (1.18)

[4.98, 5.20]

4.09 (1.54)

[3.95, 4.25]

4.38 (1.65)

[4.23, 4.54]

101

(23.82%)

Feminine charm 3.88 (1.60)

[3.73, 4.03]

4.16 (1.60)

[4.00, 4.32]

2.26 (1.54)

[2.11, 2.40]

1.96 (1.41)

[1.83, 2.09]

4

(0.94%)

Confrontation 3.69 (1.44)

[3.56, 3.83]

2.62 (1.12)

[2.52, 2.72]

4.44 (1.62)

[4.29, 4.58]

3.26 (1.68)

[3.11, 3.41]

24

(5.66%)

Being advocated for 3.76 (1.55)

[3.62, 3.91]

2.99 (1.42)

[2.86, 3.11]

3.58 (1.61)

[3.43, 3.73]

2.84 (1.71)

[2.68, 3.00]

26

(6.13%)

Imagining being an advocate 4.57 (1.26)

[4.44, 4.70]

4.46 (1.16)

[4.35, 4.58]

4.62 (1.44)

[4.49, 4.75]

4.25 (1.69)

[4.08, 4.43]

103

(24.29%)

Assertiveness 5.11 (1.11)

[5.00, 5.21]

4.15 (1.19)

[4.04, 4.27]

5.45 (1.35)

[5.31, 5.57]

4.53 (1.52)

[4.39, 4.68]

143

(33.73%)

Yielding 2.32 (1.50)

[2.18, 2.45]

4.66 (1.39)

[4.54, 4.78]

2.65 (1.55)

[2.51, 2.80]

3.73 (1.67)

[3.58, 3.89]

23

(5.42%)

Note. Scores regarding women’s expected perpetuation of gender roles were reverse-coded, such that a higher score indicates a lower expected degree of

perpetuation.
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Expected Economic Outcomes and Expected Perpetuation of
Gender Roles. Women’s lower likelihoods of intending to
use feminine charm, confrontation, being advocated for,
and imagining being an advocate compared to assertive-
ness were mediated via their lower expectations regarding
economic outcomes, which supports Hypothesis 1d (as
women did not differ in their likelihood of intending to
use relational accounts vs. assertiveness, we did not run
an analysis).

Women’s lower likelihood of intending to use being advo-
cated for compared to assertiveness was also mediated via
their expectation that using this strategy would perpetuate
gender roles more, which supports Hypothesis 1d. As we
reported above, unexpectedly, women also expected confron-
tation to lead to a greater perpetuation of gender roles than
assertiveness, which also mediated their lower likelihood of
intending to use confrontation compared to assertiveness.
However, women’s lower likelihoods of intending to use fem-
inine charm and imagining being an advocate than assertive-
ness were not mediated via their expected greater perpetuation
of gender roles, not in line with Hypothesis 1d. Again, as
women did not differ in their likelihood of intending to use
relational accounts and assertiveness, we did not conduct a
related mediation analysis.

We again conducted competitive tests for Hypothesis 1d
using the procedure by Montoya and Hayes (2017), as the
separate analyses above revealed mediation via both expecta-
tions for confrontation and being advocated for. Women’s
expected economic outcomes and their expected perpetua-
tion of gender roles both mediated their lower likelihood of
intending to use confrontation than assertiveness, b0=
−0.30, 95% CI [−0.49, −0.12], SE= .09, p= .001, beco=
0.54, 95% CI [0.46, 0.62], SE= .04, p < .001, bperp= 0.08,
95% CI [0.01, 0.15], SE= .04, p= .019. Women’s lower
likelihood of intending to use being advocated for compared
to assertiveness was only mediated via their expected eco-
nomic outcomes, but not via their expected perpetuation of
gender roles, when both were included in the analysis, b0=
−0.43, 95% CI [−0.65, −0.21], SE= .11, p < .001, beco=
0.78, 95% CI [0.70, 0.86], SE= .04, p < .001, bperp= 0.07,
95% CI [0.00, 0.14], SE= .03, p= .043 (we again used a
Bonferroni correction based on the number of analyses;
thus, α was halved to .025).

Expected Social Evaluations. Women’s lower likelihoods of
intending to use feminine charm, confrontation, and being
advocated for compared to yielding were mediated via their
less favorable expectations regarding social evaluations,
which supports Hypothesis 2d. Women’s higher likelihood
of intending to use relational accounts over yielding, which
we did not predict, was mediated via their expectation that
relational accounts would lead to more favorable social eval-
uations. Women also reported a higher likelihood of intend-
ing to use imagining being an advocate than yielding, but

simultaneously expected it to lead to less favorable social
evaluations. Thus, we did not run an analysis.

Influence of Providing the Theoretical Rationales
We again conducted robust t-tests for independent samples
comparing two differences with each other (see above;
again, multilevel analyses revealed virtually unchanged
results). Mean differences and test statistics for one-sample
t-tests split by condition can be found in Online
Supplemental Tables 5s and 6s. We only had an exploratory
research question for the expected perpetuation of gender
roles. Again, we include imagining being an advocate in
the report of our results (test statistics are in Table 9).

Expected Economic Outcomes. Providing the rationale for
relational accounts did not attenuate its difference from
assertiveness regarding women’s expected economic out-
comes. The same was observed for feminine charm.
However, providing the rationales for confrontation, being
advocated for, and imagining being an advocate was
found to attenuate their differences from assertiveness,
although substantial differences remained even with ratio-
nales present.

Expected Social Evaluations. Providing the rationale for rela-
tional accounts did not increase its difference from yielding
(we observed that women expected relational accounts to
lead to more favorable social evaluations than yielding).
Also, providing the rationales for feminine charm, confronta-
tion, being advocated for, and imagining being an advocate
did not attenuate their differences from yielding.

Likelihood of Intending to Use Strategies. Providing the ratio-
nales did not influence the difference between relational
accounts and assertiveness (we observed that women were
equally likely to intend to use both strategies) and was not
found to attenuate the differences between the remaining spe-
cific strategies and assertiveness. Providing the rationales for
relational accounts and imagining being an advocate also did
not change their differences from yielding (please recall that
women were more likely to intend to use these two specific
strategies than yielding). Finally, providing the rationales
for feminine charm, confrontation, and being advocated for
did not attenuate their differences from yielding. Thus,
Hypothesis 3 was mostly not supported (for Bayesian analy-
ses, see the Online Supplemental Material).

Exploratory Analyses
Influence of the Rationales on the Expected Perpetuation of
Gender Roles. Providing the rationales neither influenced
the differences between the specific strategies and
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assertiveness nor the differences between the specific strate-
gies and yielding (see Table 9).

Forced-Choice Item. A χ2-goodness-of-fit test showed that
women’s strategy choice was not equally distributed (see
Table 6), irrespective of whether the theoretical rationales
were provided, χ2(6)= 271.75, p < .001, or not, χ2(6)=
286.30, p < .001. Further, the two distributions did not
differ, χ2(6)= 7.22, p= .301, suggesting that providing the
rationales had no influence on the choice of strategy.
Women preferred assertiveness, relational accounts, and
imagining being an advocate when they had to pick just
one strategy.

Influence of the Cultural Background. We conducted
Bonferroni corrected one-sample t-tests (see section

Women’s Evaluation of the Strategies for a detailed descrip-
tion) separately for both countries to explore RQ 2, namely
whether women’s cultural background influenced their eval-
uations and intentions to use certain strategies. Descriptive
statistics can be found in Table 10 and test statistics are orga-
nized in Table 11 (the United States) and Table 12
(Germany).

The pattern of results for both countries appeared largely
similar. U.S. women and German women both expected all
specific strategies to lead to lower economic outcomes as
well as to a higher perpetuation of gender roles than asser-
tiveness. Moreover, women from both countries expected
feminine charm to perpetuate gender roles more than yield-
ing, and the remaining strategies to perpetuate gender roles
less than yielding. U.S. women and German women also
both expected relational accounts to lead to more, but

Table 10. Descriptive Statistics Separately for Both Countries and Each Strategy (N= 750).

Expectations
Likelihood of

Intending to Use

Choice Frequency

Economic Social Perpetuation

M (SD)
95% CI

M (SD)
95% CI

M (SD)
95% CI

M (SD)
95% CI

U.S. sample (n= 354)

Relational accounts 4.69 (1.29)

[4.56, 4.83]

5.09 (1.21)

[4.95, 5.22]

4.39 (1.55)

[4.21, 4.55]

4.50 (1.63)

[4.33, 4.67]

97

(27.40%)

Feminine charm 3.86 (1.66)

[3.69, 4.03]

3.94 (1.66)

[3.77, 4.09]

2.51 (1.67)

[2.32, 2.69]

2.03 (1.49)

[1.87, 2.17]

4

(1.13%)

Confrontation 3.49 (1.44)

[3.35, 3.64]

2.55 (1.15)

[2.43, 2.66]

4.49 (1.65)

[4.32, 4.66]

3.13 (1.70)

[2.96, 3.31]

19

(5.37%)

Being advocated for 3.90 (1.57)

[3.74, 4.05]

3.22 (1.55)

[3.07, 3.37]

4.09 (1.68)

[3.91, 4.27]

3.21 (1.82)

[3.03, 3.40]

31

(8.76%)

Imagining being an advocate 4.47 (1.29)

[4.34, 4.60]

4.50 (1.26)

[4.37, 4.64]

4.73 (1.48)

[4.57, 4.89]

4.15 (1.72)

[3.97, 4.33]

68

(19.21%)

Assertiveness 5.03 (1.19)

[4.89, 5.15]

4.19 (1.30)

[4.05, 4.33]

5.35 (1.56)

[5.19, 5.50]

4.31 (1.68)

[4.13, 4.50]

106

(29.94%)

Yielding 2.76 (1.63)

[2.60, 2.93]

4.56 (1.47)

[4.41, 4.71]

2.92 (1.63)

[2.76, 3.10]

4.02 (1.69)

[3.86, 4.19]

29

(8.19%)

German sample (n= 396)

Relational accounts 4.34 (1.34)

[4.21, 4.47]

4.95 (1.18)

[4.83, 5.07]

4.12 (1.52)

[3.95, 4.27]

4.30 (1.58)

[4.14, 4.46]

90

(22.73%)

Feminine charm 3.82 (1.52)

[3.66, 3.97]

4.22 (1.53)

[4.07, 4.37]

2.08 (1.38)

[1.95, 2.21]

1.75 (1.22)

[1.63, 1.87]

1

(0.25%)

Confrontation 3.73 (1.37)

[3.59, 3.86]

2.66 (1.08)

[2.56, 2.77]

4.50 (1.56)

[4.35, 4.66]

3.44 (1.59)

[3.29, 3.59]

20

(5.05%)

Being advocated for 3.26 (1.49)

[3.12, 3.41]

2.50 (1.22)

[2.38, 2.62]

3.19 (1.51)

[3.04, 3.34]

2.25 (1.45)

[2.11, 2.38]

11

(2.78%)

Imagining being an advocate 4.38 (1.43)

[4.24, 4.52]

4.14 (1.27)

[4.01, 4.25]

4.68 (1.38)

[4.55, 4.82]

3.99 (1.76)

[3.83, 4.16]

95

(23.99%)

Assertiveness 5.31 (1.01)

[5.22, 5.41]

4.16 (1.10)

[4.05, 4.27]

5.59 (1.17)

[5.48, 5.71]

4.71 (1.40)

[4.57, 4.86]

163

(41.16%)

Yielding 1.84 (1.07)

[1.74, 1.94]

4.63 (1.40)

[4.48, 4.77]

2.41 (1.33)

[2.29, 2.54]

3.47 (1.59)

[3.32, 3.62]

16

(4.04%)

Note. Scores regarding women’s expected perpetuation of gender roles were reverse-coded, such that a higher score indicates a lower expected degree of

perpetuation.
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feminine charm, confrontation, and being advocated for to
lead to less favorable social evaluations compared to yield-
ing. Regarding imagining being an advocate, German
women expected it to lead to less favorable social evaluations
than yielding, whereas U.S. women did not expect the two
strategies to differ. Regarding women’s likelihood of intend-
ing to use a strategy, German women were less likely to
intend to use any specific strategy compared to assertiveness.
However, U.S. women were less likely to intend to use only
feminine charm, confrontation, and being advocated for than
assertiveness, but equally likely to intend to use relational
accounts and imagining being an advocate compared to
assertiveness. Women’s likelihood of intending to use rela-
tional accounts over yielding was similar in both countries,
as was women’s lower likelihood of intending to use femi-
nine charm and being advocated for than yielding. Whereas
U.S. women were less likely to intend to use confrontation
than yielding, German women were equally likely to intend
to use these two strategies. Finally, U.S. women were
equally likely to intend to use imagining being an advocate
and yielding, whereas German women were more likely to
intend to use imagining being an advocate.

In summary, we found that the implementation gap
occurred in both countries for most of the specific strategies.
Still, U.S. women intended to use relational accounts and
imagining being an advocate just as much as assertiveness,
whereas German women only preferred to use these two
strategies over yielding.

Finally, a χ2-goodness-of-fit test showed that women’s
strategy choices were neither equally distributed among
U.S. women, χ2(6)= 188.76, p < .001, nor among German
women, χ2(6)= 390.12, p < .001 (see Table 10). In both
countries, women mostly chose relational accounts, imagin-
ing being an advocate, and assertiveness. Yet, the distribu-
tions differed, χ2(6)= 29.66, p < .001, such that U.S.
women compared to German women more often chose
being advocated for and yielding, whereas German women
more often chose assertiveness.

Discussion

The results of Study 2 mainly substantiated the results of
Study 1, suggesting that demand effects did not play a
major role in Study 1. Again, Hypotheses 1a–d were
mostly supported: Women expected all specific strategies
to lead to lower economic outcomes and to perpetuate
gender roles more than assertiveness, which explained the
implementation gap that emerged for almost all specific strat-
egies (except for relational accounts; especially, but not only,
expectations regarding economic outcomes were a mediator).
Largely in line with Hypotheses 2a–d, women expected
yielding to perpetuate gender roles more than most of the
specific strategies, and for nearly all specific strategies
(except for relational accounts), women also had less favor-
able expectations regarding social evaluations in comparison

to yielding, which led them to be less likely to intend to use
many of the strategies. Although women were more likely to
intend to use relational accounts and imagining being an
advocate than yielding and equally likely to intend to use
relational accounts and assertiveness, they were not more
willing to use any specifically designed strategy than
simply showing assertiveness. Notably, with regard to
Hypothesis 3, providing the theoretical rationales, again,
mostly did not attenuate the implementation gap.

General Discussion

We extended the extant knowledge on the implementation
gap in the following ways. First, our studies revealed that
women’s expected perpetuation of gender roles when using
certain strategies can be an additional root of the implemen-
tation gap (besides expectations regarding economic out-
comes and social evaluations; Mazei et al., 2020).
Moreover, our studies showed that the implementation gap,
which can impede progress towards gender parity, emerges
for more crucial strategies than previously known (i.e.,
being advocated for and imagining being an advocate) and
in at least two cultures (although relational accounts and
imagining being an advocate represent exceptions among
U.S. women). Finally, despite our repeated and stringent
tests, we found that providing theoretical rationales for the
specific strategies hardly had any influence on the implemen-
tation gap and its underlying processes. Altogether, our
research revealed that the implementation gap is a robust
phenomenon. A summary of all hypotheses and respective
results can be found in Table 13.

Theoretical Implications
In our studies, we found that an implementation gap can
emerge even when women were provided with underlying
theoretical rationales. This discovery suggests that the
initial results by Mazei et al. (2020) were not simply obtained
because the underlying rationales for the specific strategies
were not given. This finding is noteworthy: If researchers
and practitioners examined the available literature on the
implementation gap, they may assume that it could be
closed in a straightforward fashion by explaining to women
how the strategies are meant to work, as the implementation
gap was previously observed only once and under the narrow
condition of completely absent explanations for the strategies
(Mazei et al., 2020).

Yet, also with regard to Vroom’s VIE theory (1964), we
found that providing the theoretical rationales did not
strongly influence women’s expectations regarding the
achievement of different negotiation outcomes when using
specific strategies. We reasoned that providing the rationales
would leverage the instrumentality component, or “p → o”
(Van Eerde & Thierry, 1996), by making clearer the potential
benefits (“o”) that can follow from using a specific strategy
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(“p”). Thereby, the rationales may potentially guide women
who contemplate using a specific strategy in their expecta-
tions regarding their instrumentality. Accordingly, we
hypothesized that providing theoretical rationales would
lead women to become more likely to intend to use specific
strategies. However, in most cases, providing the rationales
did not convince women to use specific strategies.
Regardless of the presence of the rationales, women also
indicated that it was fairly clear to them how the specific
strategies are meant to work. Thus, our results suggest that
more detailed explanations as to how the strategies are
meant to work will not help to attenuate the implementation
gap. The implementation gap, it appears, represents a note-
worthy and stubborn hurdle in the pursuit of gender parity.

We also explored a novel cause of the implementation
gap: women’s expectations regarding the perpetuation of
gender roles upon using a certain strategy. Women mostly
expected the specific strategies to perpetuate gender roles
more than assertiveness, which partly also mediated their
lower likelihood of intending to use specific strategies.
Thus, our findings suggest that women were aware of the
risk of perpetuated gender roles and considered this risk
when making strategic choices (see Rudman & Fairchild,
2004). Interestingly, this risk might be particularly relevant
for women who believe that they themselves do not need
to use a specific strategy, as they would not expect to
obtain any personal benefits from using a specific strategy
that could outweigh the negative consequence of perpetuat-
ing the female gender role. Altogether, our research illumi-
nated a novel cause of the implementation gap, which is a
relevant insight because an incomplete understanding of
the implementation gap would hinder progress toward
closing it. Therefore, an important avenue for future research
is to examine how the expected perpetuation of gender roles
can be addressed, for instance, by providing explanations that
highlight the benefits of using a specific strategy (e.g.,
improved economic outcomes), which may ultimately help
to reduce inequalities and underlying gender roles (as
gender gaps in pay would be mitigated).

Our research extended the knowledge about the imple-
mentation gap in yet another way: We found that the imple-
mentation gap is not limited to the strategies of relational
accounts, feminine charm, and confrontation, but also
exists for the hitherto neglected but relevant strategies of
being advocated for and, in part, imagining being an advo-
cate (among German women). That is, women could
hardly imagine handing over the negotiation to someone
else. Although being advocated for was evaluated more
favorably when its theoretical rationale was provided, such
that (a) women’s expected social evaluations, relative to
yielding, increased (Study 1) and that (b) women’s expected
economic outcomes, relative to assertiveness, increased
(Study 2), women were still not inclined to use being advo-
cated for. Moreover, they still expected it to lead to relatively
unfavorable social evaluations, and only yielding wasT
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expected to result in even worse economic outcomes.
Women’s unfavorable social expectations might stem from
the possibility of them being perceived as weak or as shirking
responsibility when handing over the negotiation. In addi-
tion, simply asserting oneself is, at least, consistent with
people’s expectations of how a negotiation typically pro-
ceeds. In conclusion, our findings highlight that the practical
usefulness of advocacy could be limited—although related
insights are certainly relevant for theory (Amanatullah &
Morris, 2010; Bowles et al., 2005). Regarding imagining
being an advocate (Bear & Babcock, 2017), women were
more likely to intend to use it than yielding and, for U.S.
women, equally likely to intend to use it in comparison to
assertiveness. Hence, this strategy appears to be relatively
promising. Yet, it has to be kept in mind that a negotiation
counterpart likely is unaware of a woman’s mental reframing
of a negotiation situation, so the risk of incurring backlash
can remain upon using this strategy (Bear & Babcock, 2017).

Practical Implications
In compensation negotiations, women can be disadvantaged
by gender roles (e.g., Bowles et al., 2022; Kulik & Olekalns,
2012), leading to inequalities in terms of pay and career
advancement (e.g., England et al., 2020; Lyness & Grotto,
2018). Unfortunately, our findings revealed that strategies,
which can in principle be helpful for women to address
their disadvantages (e.g., Bowles & Babcock, 2013), have
characteristics that can fuel unfavorable expectations. That
is, women may expect that these strategies cannot help
them achieve economic success without inviting negative
evaluations (Mazei et al., 2020) or perpetuating gender
roles. These insights are relevant for different stakeholders.
Negotiation trainers or diversity officers (Leslie, 2019)
need to consider that these specific strategies may not be
actually used—even when their underlying theoretical ratio-
nales are explained. Hence, negotiation trainers may need to
enable women to more fully experience the application of
those specific strategies, for instance, by observing other
women (cf. social learning theory; Bandura, 1977;
Bandura, 2001) or by using them themselves and observing
their actual effects (cf. behavior modeling training; Decker
& Nathan, 1985; Taylor et al., 2005). Similarly, as negotia-
tion contexts are as diverse as women are, negotiation train-
ers could consider the particular contexts in which specific
strategies can be of greatest help for women. For example,
relational accounts might be particularly effective in negoti-
ations in which relationships with the organization or other
people are strongly valued by a counterpart, whereas con-
frontation might be particularly effective in negotiation situ-
ations in which an injustice has demonstrably occurred.
Negotiation trainers should also keep in mind that women
may be persuaded differently depending on their culture.
Women from “principles-first” cultures (e.g., Germany)
often aim to understand why specific strategies are necessary

and meant to help before practicing how to apply them.
Women from “application-first” cultures (e.g., the United
States) often are more thrilled by the “how” and focus less
on the “why” (Meyer, 2014). Finally, as aforementioned,
women were relatively unlikely to intend to hand over a
salary negotiation to an advocate. Hence, organizations
need to consider whether employees would actually be
inclined to be advocated for.

Limitations and Future Research Directions
Although we addressed some of the limitations that charac-
terize the extant research on the implementation gap, future
research should address the limitations of our work. First,
similar to Mazei et al. (2020), we used written descriptions
for the negotiation scenario and the strategies. Although par-
ticipants were able to picture themselves in the situation,
future research could utilize videos in which actors apply
the strategies (cf. social learning theory; Bandura, 1977;
Bandura, 2001). It might also be promising to examine
women’s expectations and likelihoods to use specific strate-
gies when their usage is strongly encouraged, for instance, by
a confident advisor with high expertise (Sniezek & Van
Swol, 2001).

Moreover, future research could measure women’s actual
behaviors (Baumeister et al., 2007) with real ensuing conse-
quences (Morales et al., 2017). Further, our scenario included
a rather implicit hint toward the risk of backlash. This design
feature may help to explain women’s relatively high reported
likelihood of using assertiveness (see also Amanatullah &
Tinsley, 2013) and also why German women in Study 1
expected assertiveness to lead to comparable social evalua-
tions as yielding.

Future research is also needed to examine further potential
influences on women’s expectations as well as the implemen-
tation gap. For example, our negotiation scenario did not
specify the counterpart’s gender. Although the imagined
counterpart’s gender was not found to have a strong impact
in our studies, examining the characteristics of women’s
counterparts (including but not limited to their gender; see,
e.g., Bowles et al., 2007) certainly is an important question
for future research. Similarly, more light could be shed on
the influence of women’s own characteristics, such as their
age, occupational activities, or type of activity. Gender differ-
ences in agency and communion also are greater among het-
erosexual samples (Hsu et al., 2021), a tendency that might
influence the processes examined here. For example,
people who self-identify as women but did not internalize tra-
ditional feminine traits may evaluate feminine charm rela-
tively unfavorably in comparison to women who conceive
of themselves differently. Related to that, women’s individ-
ual belief about them (not) “needing” a specific strategy
might be another cause of the implementation gap that
could be worth examining. Lastly, we explored two coun-
tries, Germany and the United States, which are both rather

108 Psychology of Women Quarterly 47(1)



individualistic and high in cultural assertiveness. Thus, future
research could examine the implementation in countries with
less cultural assertiveness.

Further research on advocacy (e.g., Amanatullah &
Tinsley, 2013; Kouchaki & Kray, 2018) would also be rele-
vant. For instance, an interesting avenue is to (further)
examine when (and why) women would be more inclined
to be advocated for, as well as how other people perceive
women who use this strategy. Similarly, regarding imagining
being an advocate, Bear and Babcock (2017) found that it
helps to increase women’s economic outcomes in negotia-
tions, but it remains unclear whether using this strategy
would lead to a backlash.

Finally, one of the most important routes for future
research is to examine further ways to attenuate the imple-
mentation gap. Besides avenues based on social learning
theory (Bandura, 1977) and behavior modeling trainings
(Decker & Nathan, 1985), women could be provided with
empirical evidence suggesting that the specific strategies do
“work.” Another particularly important route for future
research is to develop further strategies that are more attrac-
tive to women from the outset and, thus, more likely to be
actually used.

Conclusion
The implementation gap represents an important hurdle to
the achievement of gender equality in the workplace. Our
studies have taken research on this gap several steps
forward. We found the implementation gap to be a robust
phenomenon that exists even when women are explained
how the specific strategies are meant to work. Moreover,
the implementation gap has multiple roots—an insight that
can aid in designing new strategies. Furthermore, the imple-
mentation gap emerges for previously neglected strategies
(i.e., being advocated for and, partly, imagining being an
advocate). Altogether, we provided novel insights into the
implementation gap that help to guide future research and
practice.
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Notes
1. Please note that “expectancy” is used as a technical term here.

Women’s thoughts regarding the instrumentality of a certain
strategy to obtain certain outcomes are also expectations, as
used in everyday language. Thus, although our theorizing
focuses on the instrumentality component, we consistently
use the term “expectations” to make our article as easy and
broadly comprehensible as possible.

2. Mazei et al. (2020) included “neutral” behavior for exploratory
reasons, but there were no related theoretical assumptions or
results that would suggest further investigation. Thus, we did
not examine neutral behavior.

3. Robust independent samples t-tests comparing employed
women with women having a different occupation (group
sizes for women being students at a high school or a university
were too small for sensible tests), as well as comparing
younger and older women (divided via median split), revealed
no significant differences regarding their relative likelihood of
intending to use specific strategies.

4. Interitem correlations for the social evaluations scale ranged
from r = .66 (rationales absent condition: yielding) to r =
.90 (rationales absent condition: being advocated for).

5. Bootstrapped t-tests for paired samples revealed the same
pattern of results.

6. In the rationales absent condition, 25.23% of the participants
erroneously indicated that they were provided with rationales;
in the rationales present condition, 2.53% of the participants
erroneously indicated that they were not provided with them.
Including participants who failed the treatment check revealed
the same pattern of results.

7. Robust independent samples t-tests comparing young and old
women (using a median split) revealed no differences regard-
ing women’s relative likelihood of intending to use the specific
strategies. After one-way ANOVAs revealed a significant main
effect for women’s occupational status on how they evaluate
confrontation and being advocated for in comparison to asser-
tiveness, one-sample t-tests for the occupational statuses
(group size for students at a high school was too small for sen-
sitive tests) showed that still all of them were less likely to use
these specific strategies than assertiveness.

8. Interitem correlations ranged from r = .60 (social evaluations,
rationales present condition: yielding) to r = .92 (economic
outcome, rationales absent condition: being advocated for).

Lietz et al. 109

https://osf.io/zxaqf/?view_only=3bb11a5f286c4fbda8ac43b4c3be0cce
https://osf.io/zxaqf/?view_only=3bb11a5f286c4fbda8ac43b4c3be0cce
https://osf.io/zxaqf/?view_only=3bb11a5f286c4fbda8ac43b4c3be0cce
https://osf.io/swtg3/?view_only=fb7769b0e63a45ff8a44b4792bc1106c
https://osf.io/swtg3/?view_only=fb7769b0e63a45ff8a44b4792bc1106c
https://osf.io/swtg3/?view_only=fb7769b0e63a45ff8a44b4792bc1106c
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4016-2349
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4016-2349


References

Al Dabbagh, M., Bowles, H. R., & Thomason, B. (2016). Status

reinforcement in emerging economies: The psychological

experience of local candidates striving for global employment.

Organization Science, 27(6), 1453–1471. https://doi.org/10.

1287/orsc.2016.1099
Amanatullah, E. T., & Morris, M. W. (2010). Negotiating gender

roles: Gender differences in assertive negotiating are mediated

by women’s fear of backlash and attenuated when negotiating

on behalf of others. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 98(2), 256–267. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017094
Amanatullah, E. T., & Tinsley, C. H. (2013). Punishing female

negotiators for asserting too much …or not enough:

Exploring why advocacy moderates backlash against assertive

female negotiators. Organizational Behavior and Human

Decision Processes, 120(1), 110–122. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.obhdp.2012.03.006

Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of

behavioral change. Psychological Review, 84(2), 191–215.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033–295X.84.2.191

Bandura, A. (2001). Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspec-

tive. Annual Review of Psychology, 52, 1–26. https://doi.org/
10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.1

Baumeister, R. F., Vohs, K. D., & Funder, D. C. (2007). Psychology

as the science of self-reports and finger movements: Whatever

happened to actual behavior? Perspectives on Psychological

Science, 2(4), 396–403. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6916.

2007.00051.x
Bear, J. B. (2011). “Passing the buck”: Incongruence between

gender role and topic leads to avoidance of negotiation.

Negotiation and Conflict Management Research, 4(1), 47–
72. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-4716.2010.00072.x

Bear, J. B., & Babcock, L. (2017). Negotiating femininity:

Gender-relevant primes improve women’s economic perfor-

mance in gender role incongruent negotiations. Psychology

of Women Quarterly, 41(2), 163–174. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0361684316679652

Bowles, H. R., & Babcock, L. (2013). How can women escape the

compensation negotiation dilemma? Relational accounts are

one answer. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 37(1), 80–96.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684312455524

Bowles, H. R., Babcock, L., & Lai, L. (2007). Social incentives for

gender differences in the propensity to initiate negotiations:

Sometimes it does hurt to ask. Organizational Behavior and

Human Decision Processes, 103(1), 84–103. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.09.001

Bowles, H. R., Babcock, L., & McGinn, K. L. (2005). Constraints

and triggers: Situational mechanics of gender in negotiation.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89(6), 951–
965. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.951

Bowles, H. R., Thomason, B., & Bear, J. B. (2019).

Reconceptualizing what and how women negotiate for career

advancement. Academy of Management Journal, 62(6),

1645–1671. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2017.1497

Bowles, H. R., Thomason, B., & Macias-Alonso, I. (2022). When

gender matters in organizational negotiations. Annual Review

of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior,

9, 199–223. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012420-
055523

Burger, J. M. (1985). Desire for control and achievement-related

behaviors. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

48(6), 1520–1533. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.48.6.1520
Burger, J. M., & Cooper, H. M. (1979). The desirability of control.

Motivation and Emotion, 3, 381–393. https://doi.org/10.1007/
BF00994052

Chaiken, S. (1987). The heuristic model of persuasion. In

M. P. Zanna, J. M. Olson, & C. P. Herman (Eds.), Social influ-

ence: The Ontario symposium (Vol. Vol. 5, pp. 3–39).
Lawrence Erlbaum.

Czopp, A. M., & Monteith, M. J. (2003). Confronting prejudice (lit-

erally): Reactions to confrontations of racial and gender bias.

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29(4), 532–544.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202250923

Czopp, A. M., Monteith, M. J., & Mark, A. Y. (2006). Standing up

for a change: Reducing bias through interpersonal confronta-

tion. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90(5),

784–803. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.784
Dannals, J. E., Zlatev, J. J., Halevy, N., & Neale, M. A. (2021). The

dynamics of gender and alternatives in negotiation. Journal of

Applied Psychology, 106(11), 1655–1672. https://doi.org/10.
1037/apl0000867

Decker, P. J., & Nathan, B. R. (1985). Behavior modeling training:

Principles and applications. Praeger.
Eagly, A. H. (1987). Sex differences in social behavior: A social-

role interpretation. Lawrence Erlbaum.
Eagly, A. H., & Karau, S. J. (2002). Role congruity theory of prej-

udice toward female leaders. Psychological Review, 109(3),

573–598. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.109.3.573
Eagly, A. H., Nater, C., Miller, D. I., Kaufmann, M., & Sczesny, S.

(2020). Gender stereotypes have changed: A cross-temporal

meta-analysis of U.S. public opinion polls from 1946 to

2018. American Psychologist, 75(3), 301–315. https://doi.

org/10.1037/amp0000494
Eagly, A. H., & Wood, W. (2012). Social role theory. In

P. A. M. van Lange, A. W. Kruglanski, & E. T. Higgins

(Eds.), Handbook of theories of social psychology (pp. 458–
476). Sage.

England, P., Levine, A., & Mishel, E. (2020). Progress toward

gender equality in the United States has slowed or stalled.

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 117(13),

6990–6997. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1918891117
Eriksson, K. H., & Sandberg, A. (2012). Gender differences in ini-

tiation of negotiation: Does the gender of the negotiation coun-

terpart matter? Negotiation Journal, 28(4), 407–428. http://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1571-9979.2012.00349.x

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., & Buchner, A. (2007).

G*Power 3: A flexible statistical power analysis program for

the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior

110 Psychology of Women Quarterly 47(1)

https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2016.1099
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2016.1099
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2016.1099
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017094
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017094
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2012.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2012.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2012.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033&ndash;295X.84.2.191
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033&ndash;295X.84.2.191
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6916.2007.00051.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6916.2007.00051.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6916.2007.00051.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-4716.2010.00072.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-4716.2010.00072.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684316679652
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684316679652
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684316679652
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684312455524
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684312455524
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.951
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.951
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2017.1497
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2017.1497
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012420-055523
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012420-055523
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012420-055523
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.48.6.1520
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.48.6.1520
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00994052
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00994052
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00994052
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202250923
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202250923
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.784
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.784
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000867
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000867
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000867
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.109.3.573
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.109.3.573
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000494
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000494
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000494
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1918891117
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1918891117
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1571-9979.2012.00349.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1571-9979.2012.00349.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1571-9979.2012.00349.x


Research Methods, 39(2), 175–191. https://doi.org/10.3758/
BF03193146

Haines, E. L., Deaux, K., & Lofaro, N. (2016). The times they are
a-changing… or are they not? A comparison of gender stereo-
types, 1983–2014. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 40(3),
353–363. https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684316634081

Harvey, N., & Bolger, F. (2001). Collecting information:
Optimizing outcomes, screening options, or facilitating dis-
crimination. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Human Experimental Psychology, 54(1), 269–301. https://
doi.org/10.1080/02724980042000110

Holland, J. L. (1996). Exploring careers with a typology: What we
have learned and some new directions. American Psychologist,
51(4), 397–406. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.51.4.397

Hsu, N., Badura, K. L., Newman, D. A., & Speach, M. E. P. (2021).
Gender, “masculinity,” and “femininity”: A meta-analytic
review of gender differences in agency and communion.
Psychological Bulletin, 147(10), 987–1011. https://doi.org/
10.1037/bul0000343

Hüffmeier, J., Freund, P., Zerres, A., Backhaus, K., & Hertel, G.
(2014). Being tough or being nice? A meta-analysis on the
impact of hard- and softline strategies in distributive negotia-
tions. Journal of Management, 40(3), 866–892. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0149206311423788

Human Development Reports (2020). Table 5: Gender Inequality
Index (GII). https://hdr.undp.org/en/composite/GII

Infanger, M., Rudman, L. A., & Sczesny, S. (2016). Sex as a source
of power? Backlash against self-sexualizing women. Group
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 19(1), 110–124. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1368430214558312

Judd, C. M., Kenny, D. A., & McClelland, G. H. (2001). Estimating
and testing mediation and moderation in within-subject
designs. Psychological Methods, 6(2), 115–134. https://doi.
org/10.1037//1082-989X.6.2.115

Karau, S. J., & Williams, K. D. (1993). Social loafing: A meta-
analytic review and theoretical integration. Journal of person-
ality and social psychology, 65(4), 681–706. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0022-3514.65.4.681

Kouchaki, M., & Kray, L. J. (2018). “I won’t let you down:”
Personal ethical lapses arising from women’s advocating for
others. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 147, 147–157. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2018.
06.001

Kray, L. J., Kennedy, J. A., & Van Zant, A. B. (2014). Not compe-
tent enough to know the difference? Gender stereotypes about
women’s ease of being misled predict negotiator deception.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
125(2), 61–72. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2014.06.002

Kray, L. J., Locke, C. C., & Van Zant, A. B. (2012). Feminine charm:
An experimental analysis of its costs and benefits in negotiations.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 38(10), 1343–1357.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167212453074

Kray, L. J., & Thompson, L. L. (2005). Gender stereotypes and
negotiation performance: An examination of theory and
research. In B. M. Staw & R. M. Kramer (Eds.), Research in

organizational behavior: An annual series of analytical
essays and critical reviews (Vol. Vol. 26, pp. 103–182).
Elsevier Science/JAI Press.

Kugler, K. G., Reif, J. A. M., Kaschner, T., & Brodbeck, F. C.
(2018). Gender differences in the initiation of negotiations: A
meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 144(2), 198–222.
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000135

Kulik, C. T., & Olekalns, M. (2012). Negotiating the gender divide:
Lessons from the negotiation and organizational behavior liter-
atures. Journal of Management, 38(4), 1387–1415. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0149206311431307

Leslie, L. M. (2019). Diversity initiative effectiveness: A typologi-
cal theory of unintended consequences. Academy of
Management Review, 44(3), 538–563. https://doi.org/10.5465/
amr.2017.0087

Lyness, K. S., & Grotto, A. R. (2018). Women and leadership in
the United States: Are we closing the gender gap? Annual
Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational
Behavior, 5, 227–265. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-
orgpsych-032117-104739

Mazei, J., & Hüffmeier, J. (2014). Being liked and effective at the
same time: How the confrontation with gender role proscrip-
tions ameliorates women’s negotiation dilemma.
Unpublished presentation at the 27th conference of the
International Association for Conflict Management (IACM).

Mazei, J., Hüffmeier, J., Freund, P. A., Stuhlmacher, A. F., Bilke,
L., & Hertel, G. (2015). A meta-analysis on gender differences
in negotiation outcomes and their moderators. Psychological
Bulletin, 141(1), 85–104. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038184

Mazei, J., Mertes, M., & Hüffmeier, J. (2020). Strategies aimed at
reducing gender differences in negotiation are perceived by
women as ineffective. Sex Roles, 83, 580–594. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11199-020-01130-4

Meyer, E. (2014). The culture map: breaking through the invisible
boundaries of global business. PublicAffairs.

Morales, A. C., Amir, O., & Lee, L. (2017). Keeping it real in exper-
imental research – understanding when, where, and how to
enhance realism and measure consumer behavior. Journal of
Consumer Research, 44(2), 465–76. https://doi.org/10.1093/
jcr/ucx048

Montoya, A. K., & Hayes, A. F. (2017). Two-condition within-
participant statistical mediation analysis: A path-analytic
framework. Psychological Methods, 22(1), 6–27. https://doi.
org/10.1037/met0000086

Prentice, D. A., & Carranza, E. (2002). What women and men
should be, shouldn’t be, are allowed to be, and don’t have to
be: The contents of prescriptive gender stereotypes.
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 26(4), 269–281. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1471-6402.t01-1-00066

Pruitt, D. G., & Rubin, J. Z. (1986). Social conflict: escalation,
stalemate, and settlement. McGraw-Hill.

Reif, J. A., Kugler, K. G., & Brodbeck, F. C. (2020). Why are
women less likely to negotiate? The influence of expectancy
considerations and contextual framing on gender differences
in the initiation of negotiation. Negotiation and Conflict

Lietz et al. 111

https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193146
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684316634081
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684316634081
https://doi.org/10.1080/02724980042000110
https://doi.org/10.1080/02724980042000110
https://doi.org/10.1080/02724980042000110
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.51.4.397
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.51.4.397
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000343
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000343
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000343
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311423788
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311423788
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311423788
https://hdr.undp.org/en/composite/GII
https://hdr.undp.org/en/composite/GII
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430214558312
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430214558312
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430214558312
https://doi.org/10.1037//1082-989X.6.2.115
https://doi.org/10.1037//1082-989X.6.2.115
https://doi.org/10.1037//1082-989X.6.2.115
https://doi.org/10.1037//1082-989X.6.2.115
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.4.681
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.4.681
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.4.681
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2018.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2018.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2018.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2014.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2014.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167212453074
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167212453074
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000135
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000135
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311431307
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311431307
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311431307
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2017.0087
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2017.0087
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2017.0087
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104739
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104739
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104739
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038184
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038184
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01130-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01130-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01130-4
https://doi.org/10.1093/jcr/ucx048
https://doi.org/10.1093/jcr/ucx048
https://doi.org/10.1093/jcr/ucx048
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000086
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000086
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000086
https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-6402.t01-1-00066
https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-6402.t01-1-00066
https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-6402.t01-1-00066


Management Research, 13(4), 287–303. https://doi.org/10.

1111/ncmr.12169
Reif, J. A. M., Kunz, F. A., Kugler, K. G., & Brodbeck, F. C.

(2019). Negotiation contexts: How and why they shape

women’s and men’s decision to negotiate. Negotiation and

Conflict Management Research, 12(4), 322–342. https://doi.
org/10.1111/ncmr.12153

Rudman, L. A. (1998). Self-promotion as a risk factor for women:

The costs and benefits of counterstereotypical impression man-

agement. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74(3),

629–645. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.3.629
Rudman, L. A., & Fairchild, K. (2004). Reactions to counterstereo-

typic behavior: The role of backlash in cultural stereotype

maintenance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

87(2), 157–176. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.2.157
Rudman, L. A., Moss-Racusin, C. A., Phelan, J. E., & Nauts, S.

(2012). Status incongruity and backlash effects: Defending

the gender hierarchy motivates prejudice against female

leaders. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48(1),

165–179. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.10.008
Shan, W., Keller, J., & Joseph, D. (2019). Gender differences in

negotiation across cultures: Are men better negotiators every-

where? A meta-analysis of how gender differences in negotia-

tion performance vary across cultures. Journal of

Organizational Behavior, 40(6), 651–675. https://doi.org/10.
1002/job.2357

Simmons, J. P., Nelson, L. D., & Simonsohn, U. (2012). A 21-word

solution. Dialogue: The Official Newsletter of the Society for

Personality and Social Psychology, 26, 4–7. http://dx.https://
doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2160588

Simonsohn, U. (2014). No-way interactions [Blog Post]. http://

datacolada.org/17

Small, D. A., Gelfand, M., Babcock, L., & Gettman, H. (2007).
Who goes to the bargaining table? The influence of gender
and framing on the initiation of negotiation. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 93(4), 600–613. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.4.600

Smith, E. R., & Mackie, D. M. (2007). Social psychology (3rd Ed.).
Psychology Press.

Sniezek, J. A., & Van Swol, L. M. (2001). Trust, confidence, and
expertise in a judge-advisor system. Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes, 84(2), 288–307. https://doi.
org/10.1006/obhd.2000.2926

Stuhlmacher, A. F., & Linnabery, E. (2013). Gender and negotia-
tion: A social role analysis. In M. Olekalns & W. Adair
(Eds.), Handbook of research on negotiation (pp. 221–248).
Edward Elgar.

Taylor, P. J., Russ-Eft, D. F., & Chan, D. W. L. (2005). A meta-
analytic review of behavior modeling training. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 90(4), 692–709. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0021-9010.90.4.692

Toosi, N. R., Mor, S., Semnani-Azad, Z., Phillips, K. W., &
Amanatullah, E. T. (2019). Who can lean in? The intersect-
ing role of race and gender in negotiations. Psychology of
Women Quarterly, 43(1), 7–21. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0361684318800492

Van Eerde, W., & Thierry, H. (1996). Vroom’s expectancy models
and work-related criteria: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 81(5), 575–586. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.81.5.575

Vroom, V. H. (1964). Work and motivation. Jossey-Bass.
Williams, M. J., & Tiedens, L. Z. (2016). The subtle suspension of

backlash: A meta-analysis of penalties for women’s implicit
and explicit dominance behavior. Psychological Bulletin,
142(2), 165–197. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000039

112 Psychology of Women Quarterly 47(1)

https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12169
https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12169
https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12169
https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12153
https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12153
https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12153
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.3.629
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.3.629
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.2.157
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.2.157
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2357
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2357
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2357
https://doi.org/http://dx.
https://doi.org/http://dx.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2160588
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2160588
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2160588
http://datacolada.org/17
http://datacolada.org/17
http://datacolada.org/17
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.4.600
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.4.600
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.4.600
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.2000.2926
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.2000.2926
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.2000.2926
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.4.692
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.4.692
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.4.692
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684318800492
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684318800492
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684318800492
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.5.575
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.5.575
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.5.575
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000039
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000039

	Outline placeholder
	 Women's Dilemma in Negotiations and the Implementation Gap
	 Causes and Extent of the Implementation Gap
	 How to Attenuate the Implementation Gap?
	 Overview of Our Research

	 Study 1
	 Method
	 Design
	 Power Analysis
	 Sample
	 Procedure and Materials

	 Results
	 Women's Evaluation of the Strategies

	 Discussion
	 Study 2
	 Method
	 Design
	 Power Analysis and Sample
	 Measures
	 Procedure and Materials

	 Results
	 Women's Expectations as Mediators

	 Discussion
	 General Discussion
	 Theoretical Implications
	 Practical Implications
	 Limitations and Future Research Directions
	 Conclusion

	 Notes
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


