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This research set out to examine the potential impact of race on the willingness to 

negotiate in the workplace.  Drawing on previous research on gender influences on 

the willingness to negotiate and research on race and workplace discrimination, it was 

predicted that Black employees would be less willing to negotiate as compared to 

Whites, yet that this relationship would be moderated by a positive climate for 

diversity. Findings from interview data and a survey with employed participants 

showed that Black participants were less likely to negotiate on various topics such as 

promotions, bonuses and stock options.  The ambiguity of these topics as well as 

climate for diversity were investigated further in a lab experiment designed to 

manipulate organizational factors that could impact one’s willingness to negotiate.  

The manipulation for the ambiguous condition, climate for diversity nor the race of 

the participant impacted negotiation rates. Theoretical and practical implications are 

discussed. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

At some point in the lives of most individuals, the opportunity to negotiate 

will present itself.  Negotiation is involved in issues ranging from salary and car 

payments to even more intimate issues such as personal relationships and safe-sex 

practices.  As a result of its ubiquitous presence in our society, negotiation has been 

heavily studied in many branches of psychology (Gelfand, Fulmer & Severance, 

2010).    Much research has been focused on the litany of factors that impact 

negotiation, such as the relationship between negotiators (McGinn, 2006), the 

medium of the negotiation (Thompson & Nadler, 2002), and the presence of external 

pressures like time (Carnevale, O’Connor & McCusker 1993).  In addition to the 

processes involved with the negotiation process, research has noted that more 

psychosocial factors can impact negotiation, such as the emotion of the negotiator (C. 

Anderson & Thompson, 2004), the motivation of the negotiator (De Dreu & Van 

Kleef, 2004) or individual differences such as gender (Bowles, Babcock & Lai 2007; 

Amanatullah & Morris, 2010; Eriksson & Sandberg, 2012). 

Despite the fact that negotiation is a broad, multifaceted topic, the research 

has historically had a narrow focus, by only targeting White Americans. There has 

been a serious lack of attention to the negotiating processes among racial minorities.  

This is of the upmost critical theoretical and practical importance, as diversity 

research in the past has indicated that race affects many organizational phenomena 

(Jackson & Joshi, 2011; Sellers et. al 2006).  The practical implications for 

negotiation research are important, as negotiation plays a potential role in relevant 

social issues such as the wage differences between racial minorities and Whites 
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(Gasser, Flint & Tan 2000), access to greater resources in organizations (Ibarra 1995), 

and attaining higher positions in the workplace (Roberson & Kulik 2007).   

  In addition, there is a lack of attention to the barriers racial minorities face in 

getting to the negotiation table as well as challenges they may face when negotiating.  

Indeed, one study has shown that the dynamics racial minorities face might be vastly 

different from the ones that their White counterparts face. In Ayres & Siegelman’ 

(1995) study of minorities and Whites negotiating at car dealerships, they found that 

White males were treated vastly different from the other groups.  More importantly, 

the Black men and Black women all received much higher (i.e. more expensive) 

offers than White women and White men (Ayres & Sieglman, 1995).  Given these 

findings and aforementioned pervasiveness of negotiation, the dynamics and 

strategies amongst interracial negotiations are in need of investigation.   

The purpose of this thesis is to examine the challenges racial minorities may 

face when initiating negotiation.  Deciding to negotiate can often be the very first step 

towards successfully bargaining, but it is still a complicated process that could be 

impacted by a number of different factors.  In addition to its place in theory, studying 

racial differences in the propensity to initiate negotiation is important from a practical 

standpoint.  The differences in willingness to negotiate can be implicated in 

explaining previously mentioned social issues such as the wage gap amongst different 

groups of people and access to greater organizational resources.  While research on 

the willingness to negotiate has recently focused heavily on gender differences and 

one’s propensity to initiate negotiations (Babcock, Gelfand, Small &  Stayn, 2006; 

Bear & Babcock, 2012; Eriksson & Sandberg, 2012; Leibbrant & List, 2014), to my 
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knowledge, there has been no research that examines the effects of race on the 

propensity to initiate negotiation (PIN).     

This thesis also examines how the relationship between race and PIN is 

modeled within the organizational context.  It is necessary to understand that 

negotiations do not occur in a vacuum, and accordingly, organizational factors need 

to be studied when examining race and PIN.   In particular, this research examines 

race and negotiation within an organizational climate framework. Dickson, Resick 

and Hanges (2006) state that an organizational climate “reflects beliefs about the 

organization’s environment that are shared among members and to which members 

attach psychological meaning to help them make sense of their environment.”  These 

organizational climates are also maintained by policies implemented by the 

organization itself (Schneider and Reichers, 1983).   

More specifically, I examined climate for diversity, which has been defined as 

“employees’ shared perceptions of the policies, practices, and procedures that 

implicitly and explicitly communicate the extent to which fostering and maintaining 

diversity and eliminating discrimination is a priority in the organization” (Gelfand, 

Nishii, Raver, & Schneider, 2005, p. 104).  An organization that has a positive CFD 

can empower employees and create inclusive environments for racial minorities 

(Nishii & Raver 2001).  CFD has been used as a moderator in past literature focusing 

on the turnover intentions of racial minorities (McKay et al. 2007) and the number of 

occurrences of discrimination (Brief & Barsky 2000).   While the importance of CFD 

has been well documented, its relationship with negotiation has not been explored.  It 

is also important to note that the present research focuses on the psychological 
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climate (i.e., perceived climate for diversity), as the intent is to examine the 

individual perception of the organization as I will discuss at length below. 

  My research program was the first to examine racial minorities’ experiences 

at the negotiation table.  This research addressed several questions that are relevant to 

understanding race and the propensity to negotiate.  These questions include: What 

are the factors that impact the decision to negotiate?  Are these factors impacted by 

one’s race?  Does the psychological climate for diversity moderate the relationship 

between race and the factors that impact the decision to negotiate?  From a theoretical 

standpoint, the current research examined a model of how the factors impacting 

negotiation combine to predict minorities’ propensity to negotiate.  The model is 

shown in Figure 1. 

 The model posits that there are several factors that dictate whether or not one 

will actually initiating negotiation.  These factors are based on, and extend, research 

conducted on gender differences in propensities to initiate negotiation (Babcock et al., 

2006).  The researchers interviewed individuals in the workforce to try to understand 

which factors were relevant when participants considered initiating negotiations.  The 

factors included recognition of opportunity, entitlement, apprehension and expected 

social consequences, which will be discussed at length below.  Understanding the 

relationship between these factors and one’s propensity to negotiate is posited to be 

important for racial minorities. As I will explain below, I theorize that racial 

minorities are less likely the recognize opportunity, less likely to feel empowered, and 

are more apprehensive about negotiating due to the social consequences. As a result, I 

predict that they are less likely to initiate negotiation than their White counterparts.  
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However, the model suggests that the psychological climate has a moderating effect 

on the relationship between race and the aforementioned variables that impact one’s 

propensity to initiate negotiation, such that psychological climate for diversity 

attenuates differences present in the relationship between racial difference and PIN.  I 

theorize that the psychological climate for diversity empowers racial minorities, as 

well as lead them to have greater equity in status which leads to greater recognition of 

negotiation opportunities.  With this equal status, racial minorities are also theorized 

to feel more comfortable and less apprehensive about the social costs of negotiation.  

Two studies, one field and one experimental tested the theory.  Below I elaborate on 

the model prior to discussing the methods.  

Factors that Impact the Decision to Negotiate 

Historically, research on negotiation has focused on how people negotiate and 

what factors impact negotiation outcomes (Gelfand, Fulmer and Severance 2010).  

However, past, research has focused on the factors that lead individuals to initiate 

negotiation (Magee, Galinsky & Gruenfeld, 2007; Bowles et al., 2007; Miles, 2010 

Bowles, Babcock & McGinn, 2005).  It is from this line of research that Babcock et 

al. (2006) identified four factors that impact the decision to negotiate.  The 

researchers used the factors to illustrate the two phase process that is involved in 

deciding to negotiate.  The first stage is the recognition the opportunity to negotiate 

and the belief that one is entitled to ask for the outcome they desire.  The second stage 

involves overcoming emotional apprehension surrounding the process of negotiation 

and finally deciding whether or not the act of negotiating will negatively impact their 

social relationships.  The factors will be explained in detail, and will be discussed in 
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relation to potential gender and racial differences.  I will also explain possible 

mechanisms behind these gender and racial differences for each factor.  While these 

mechanisms are not explicitly tested within my studies, I present them here as 

potential explanations behind these differences.   

Recognition of opportunity 

The very first step when deciding to initiate negotiation is to identify that a 

situation could possibly change by asking or demanding to change the status quo.  

There are some occurrences where the opportunity to negotiate is clear, such as when 

negotiating the price of a car or negotiating starting salary.  However, the opportunity 

to negotiate is not always so clear, and individuals may not recognize that they are in 

a negotiable situation 

 Babcock et al. propose that the concept of recognizing when negotiation is 

possible may be related to the “internal-external locus of control” (Rotter, 1966).  

According to the theory, some individuals feel as though they have the power to 

control factors that affect them.  Research has shown that White men have greater 

internal locus of control than women and minorities (Strickland and Haley, 1980; 

Parkes, 1985; MacDonald 1971).  

 Besides individual differences, other factors within the organizational contexts 

can affect the discrepancy between racial minorities and Whites in regards to 

perceiving the opportunities to negotiate.  Mentorship in an organization can lead an 

individual to recognize opportunities for advancement.  Fagenson (1992) found that 

individuals with mentors were more likely to feel satisfied in their careers, and also 

found that they were more likely to recognize opportunities for career mobility and 
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opportunity.  These participants expressed greater satisfaction in many areas, 

including their compensation.  It is possible that mentors enabled protégé’s to 

recognize opportunities that could help benefit their situation. 

However, racial minorities face numerous barriers to obtaining high quality 

mentors.  Dreher and Cox (1996) found that racial minorities and women were less 

likely than their White male counterparts to establish mentoring relationships.  Also, 

Ensher and Murphy (1997) found that protégés were closer and had more beneficial 

relationships with mentors of the same race and gender.  This can have large 

implications for minorities in organizations, where it is more difficult for individuals 

to find mentors that share their race (Ragins, 1997).  It is entirely possible that racial 

minorities and women do not get the same caliber of mentorship in the workplace.  

Research has shown that interracial mentor-protégé relationships are not as supportive 

or effective as their intraracial counterparts (Ensher & Murphy 1997; Elliot & Smith 

2004).  This could impact the positive outcomes from mentorship, which include 

learning about taking advantage of opportunities in the workplace. 

Along with mentorship, social networking can be important when knowing 

when a situation is negotiable.  Social networking at organizations is of the upmost 

importance, and can lead to attaining higher status (Lin 1999) and better access to 

information (Borgatti & Cross 2003).  With the superior access to information, 

individuals in strong social networks might be more able to predict when an issue is 

negotiable.  This advantage might be loss on racial minorities, who might have a 

difficult time forming close social networks with their White counterparts (Ibarra 

1995; McPherson, Smith-Lovin & Cook 2001).  With the boundaries minorities face 
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to establish positive, strong social networks, they may be less likely to be well 

informed of negotiation opportunities.   

From the basis of the theory of locus of control, social networks and 

mentorship, I advance two hypotheses about recognizing negotiation opportunities 

and initiating negotiation. 

Hypothesis 1a: Individuals who are more likely to recognize that a situation is 

negotiable will be more likely to initiate negotiation.  

 Hypothesis 1b: Racial minorities and women will be less likely to recognize 

that a situation is negotiable, thus leading them to be less likely to initiate negotiation. 

 

Entitlement 

 Another factor that predicts initiating negotiation is the belief that one 

deserves to ask for greater resources.  An individual may be well aware that a 

situation is present for them to negotiate for a more favorable situation or 

compensation, but they may feel as though they do not deserve any more benefits.  

Feeling entitlement in a negotiable situation involves having a positive opinion of 

one’s position or performance, as well as a recognizing that more is available.  (Major 

& Testa, 1989) 

 Social comparison and performance feedback can lead to one assessing a 

negotiable situation and judging whether or not asking for more is appropriate 

(Bylsma & Major, 1992; Jost 1997; Major& Testa, 1989).  This can help set 

guidelines for what compensation should be expected and how much bargaining 

power is available to the negotiator.  However, feedback and comparison are not 
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always available in negotiation situations.  It is in these more ambiguous situations 

where differences between certain individuals’ sense of entitlement becomes 

apparent.  For example, Bylsma & Major (1992) found that without feedback or 

comparison, men felt as though they deserved greater compensation than women. 

Leibbrandt & List (2014) also found women were more apprehensive about 

negotiating in an environment where compensation information was ambiguous. 

Referred to as the depressed- entitlement effect, it partially accounts for how much 

women think they deserve to earn (Bylsma & Major, 1992).   

 To date, there has been little work done on race and the depressed-entitlement 

effect, however expectations of salary has been more closely examined (Seidel, 

Polzer & Stewart 2000).  Gasser, Flint and Tan (2000), found that White Americans 

expected higher starting salaries than Black Americans.  In addition, it was found that 

Black Americans also agreed to smaller increases in salary than White Americans 

(Seidel, Polzer & Stewart, 2000).  In addition to seemingly lower expectations of 

salary, minorities also suffer from less favorable job evaluations than their White 

counterparts (Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1993; Stauffer and Buckley 2005).  The 

combination of lower expectations and less favorable job comparisons could lead to 

an overall decrease in entitlement. 

 From the combination of the entitlement theory and literature, along with 

racial discrimination, I have advanced two hypotheses about this construct. 

Hypothesis 2a: Individuals who feel more entitled about receiving 

compensation will be more likely to initiate negotiation.   
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 Hypothesis 2b: Racial minorities and women will be less likely to feel entitled 

to compensation, thus leading them to be less likely to initiate negotiation. 

Social Consequences of Negotiation 

 Finally, another factor individuals consider when deciding to negotiate is the 

considering the social consequences for negotiating.  Some consider negotiation a 

competitive task, and as such, do not wish to create conflict between individuals.  

Though negotiation can be seen as an isolated event, it could potentially have social 

repercussions that hinder future interactions with negotiators (O'Connor & Arnold, 

2001). 

 The status of the parties involved is pivotal to understanding how individuals 

view the social consequences of negotiation.  Individuals in different social statuses 

have different expectations that could impact what actions they find appropriate 

(Jackman, 1994; Prentice & Carranza, 2002).  This plays an important role in 

negotiation because the behavior of individuals during the process could have an 

impact on the future interactions of the parties involved.  Specifically, if negotiation 

behavior is seen as inappropriate, it could damage the future relationship of the 

parties (Morris, Larrick, & Su, 1999; O'Connor & Arnold, 2001; Tinsley, O'Connor, 

& Sullivan, 2002).  With this knowledge in mind, people of different social statuses 

will be more careful not to behave in an unacceptable manner.  Indeed, Bowles and 

Gelfand (2010) found that low status individuals would be punished more harshly for 

deviant behavior than their high status counterparts 

Women are commonly seen and treated as individuals with low social power 

compared to men, and as a result, many women believe it is not their place to 
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negotiate because it is a process indicative of high power individuals (Small et. al 

2007).  Low status individuals, on the other hand, are seen as less self-serving than 

high status individuals and should thus aim to please others (Conway, 1996).  If 

initiating negotiation is not a behavior that is deemed acceptable by a woman, or any 

other low status individual, then this could lead many to avoid this behavior for fear 

of repercussions.  Low status individuals may also be seen as less deserving of certain 

privileges in a group.  If a low status individual tries to demand more privileges, they 

may face backlash.  (Anderson et al. 2006)  Given the limitations that low status 

individuals face, it should not be too surprising that Bowles, Babcock and Lai (2007) 

found that women were more likely to face negative repercussions for initiating 

negotiations.    

Racial minorities also suffer from having low status and power in the 

workplace (Elliott and Smith, 2004; Greenhaus, Parasuraman and Wormley, 1990).  

Unfortunately, racial minorities do not tend to have the same high social and 

organizational status as their white counterparts, which often finds them in positions 

with little power (DiTomaso & Parks-Yancy, 2007).  With minorities, like women, 

occupying a lower social status that Whites, it might be possible that they’d face 

backlash for initiating negotiation.  With the knowledge that negotiation could incur 

negative social consequences, minorities would be less likely to negotiate.  

Hypothesis 3a: Individuals who feel as though initiating negotiation would 

result in negative social consequences will be less likely to initiate negotiation.   
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 Hypothesis 3b: Racial minorities and women will be more likely to feel as 

though initiating negotiation would result in negative social consequences, thus 

leading them to be less likely to initiate negotiation. 

Psychological Climate for Diversity 

 In addition to the factors that can impact the propensity to negotiate, the 

proposed model asserts that the psychological climate for diversity will moderate the 

effect of race on the factors mentioned above.  Research generally focuses on the 

three main tenets of CFD: formal aspects, informal aspects and the value placed on 

diversity (Leslie, 2004).  These aspects, controlled and enforced by organizations can 

create a positive or negative climate for diversity.  A positive climate for diversity 

ensures that an organization creates an environment with fair formal policies and 

treatment of all employees, promotes positive relationships between different racial 

groups, and places an emphasis on how appreciative the organization is of the diverse 

backgrounds of its members (Brief & Barsky 2000; Mayhew, Grunwald & Dey 

2005).  A negative climate for diversity, on the other hand, treats individuals 

differently depending on their demographic status and shuns racial and gender 

differences (Brief & Barsky 2000) alleviate some of the effects racial status can have 

on the factors that impact the decision to negotiate.      

The proposed model posits that the climate for diversity can have a 

moderating effect on the relationship race has on the three factors that impact 

negotiation.  It is proposed that a supportive psychological climate for diversity will 

allow minorities to overcome the social boundaries that could come in to play when 

considering the three factors.   
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Climate for Diversity, Mentorship and Social Networks 

 Organizations with positive climates for diversity aim to create an inclusive 

environment for all individuals (Nishii & Raver 2001; Nishii, 2013).  Nishii posits 

that a positive climate for diversity is necessary for fostering an inclusive 

environment for all individuals. This can include formal and informal measures that 

enable individuals from different backgrounds to feel an increased sense of belonging 

within the organization (Gonzalez & Denisi, 2009; Shore et al. 2011).  As a result, it 

is possible that women and racial minorities would be able to better connect to the 

networks within an organization with a positive climate for diversity.  This will allow 

them to reap the rewards of having strong ties, as protégés, mentors or just individuals 

in social networks.  These rewards might include better knowledge of negotiation 

opportunities.  On the other hand, a negative climate for diversity may make certain 

individuals feel ostracized in an organization.  Therefore, I hypothesize that 

organizational climate will have a moderating effect on the relationship between race 

and one of the relevant factors for initiating negotiation. 

Hypothesis 4: Psychological climate for diversity will moderate the relationship 

between race and recognition of negotiable situations such that minorities in positive 

climates for diversity will be able to better identify negotiable situations than 

minorities in neutral climates or negative climates for diversity. 

 In addition to simply informing individuals of when negotiation is 

permissible, effective mentors may also provide protégés with insight into social 

comparisons and feedback (Allen et al., 2004).  As stated before, these two pieces of 

information are invaluable when determining the one’s entitlement in a negotiable 
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situation (Bylsma & Major, 1992; Jost 1997; Major& Testa, 1989).  In fact, Bylsma 

& Brenda Major (1992) found that when women were given comparative information 

and feedback, they were able to overcome the depressed entitlement effect and 

receive the same negotiation outcomes as their male counterparts.  In an organization 

with a positive climate for diversity, effective mentors might be more likely to pass 

this information. 

Hypothesis 5: Psychological climate for diversity will moderate the relationship 

between race and entitlement such that minorities in positive climates for diversity 

will feel more entitled to the resources they deserve.  

Climate for Diversity, Status and Power 

 Power and status in the workplace are dictated by a myriad of factors.  For 

racial minorities, gaining a reputable status and accruing power may be a unique 

challenge.  Minorities and women suffer from having a lack of status due to societal 

factors as well as deficiencies in beneficial social networks (Ragins & Sundstrom, 

1989).   In addition, Elliot and Smith (2004) found that minorities and women 

possessed significantly less power than their White male counterparts regardless of 

their position.  These disheartening findings may not apply in an organization of 

positive climate for diversity. 

 Historically, research has shown that these organizations are more cognizant 

of issues surrounding racial discrepancies regarding race and power (Cox, 1994; 

Nishii & Raver, 2003).  Policies and promoted behaviors within these organizations 

aim to provide a more level playing field for minorities and women.  Within these 

climates, individuals should face less discrimination, and should maintain equal 
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power and status as other individuals.  The elimination of status differences according 

to racial identity will attenuate the backlash that minorities could face for initiating 

negotiation.   

Hypothesis 6: Psychological climate for diversity will moderate the relationship 

between race and social cost of initiating negotiation, such that racial minorities in 

positive climates for diversity will experience lower levels of backlash in comparison 

to minorities in negative or neutral climates for diversity. 

 

Exploring the Joint Effects of Race and Gender on PIN 

 Thus far I have discussed race and PIN, but I also explored the potential 

interaction of race and gender on PIN.  In particular, it is predicted that one’s race and 

gender have a large impact on their propensity to negotiate by having on effect on 

social status, entitlement and other previously described factors.  However, for 

minority women, their race and gender may have joint effects on their status, power 

and propensity to negotiate.  Minority women in the workplace not only have to deal 

with stereotypes and social expectations of their gender, but also their race (Settles, 

Pratt‐Hyatt, & Buchanan, 2008).  Past literature has asserted that due to these 

expectations and stereotypes, minority women face prejudice against them based on 

their race as well as their gender (Berdahl & Moore, 2006).  Unfortunately, minority 

women typically experience more harassment on the job than any other group, and 

their race and gender seem to exacerbate the effect on the discrimination they face in 

the workplace (Berdahl & Moore, 2006; Raver & Nishii, 2010 Foynes, Shipherd & 

Harrington 2013).  The prejudice minority women face can have an outcome on their 
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workplace situation, as Black and Latina women were found to earn the least money 

(Browne, 1999) and have the least workplace power (Browne, Hewitt, Tigges, & 

Green, 2001; Maume, 1999).  

 At the same time, there is also inconsistencies in the literature on race and 

gender.  Specifically, while it is true that minority women generally face more 

discrimination as a result of the race and gender, it is not clear whether these effects 

are additive or multiplicative (Browne & Misra, 2003; Weber, 2001).  Additionally, 

as different races have different stereotypes, the social expectations of one group of 

women may be different than another.  For example, Black women, who face a 

stereotype of being aggressive and demanding, may be assertive in the workplace 

without facing as much backlash as their White female and Black male counterparts 

(Livingston, Rosette & Washington, 2012).  In this situation, a Black woman might 

face less social backlash for initiating negotiation, despite being both a racial minority 

and a woman.  With the potential contradictory social roles and racial stereotypes 

minority women face in the workplace, the present research adopts an exploratory 

hypothesis regarding race, gender and PIN.  

Chapter 2: Pilot Study 
 Study Overview  

As stated, while an extensive literature on negotiation and gender exists, there 

has been little work done exploring the relationships between race and willingness to 

negotiate.  While I have presented theories and hypotheses for the present study, these 

have been borne out of research surrounding gender differences in negotiation and 

also racial issues in the workplace at large.  It’s entirely possible that the racial 
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dynamics of other, more studied, organizational phenomena also apply to negotiation, 

but it’s likely that negotiation has some unique aspects that should be explored 

further.  In an attempt to get more familiar with the impact of race on negotiation, I 

first conducted interviews with Black Americans in the work force.  These interviews 

served multiple purposes, namely to explore issues that arise in negotiations among 

Black Americans and to explore if there were any dynamics that I was neglecting in 

forming my theories.  There may have been important aspects of the relationship 

between race and negotiation that have not been discussed in negotiation or diversity 

research up until this point. 

Method 

Participants 

10 Black individuals in the workforce were interviewed (5 men and 5 

women).  The participants were contacted via the University of Maryland’s office of 

alumni relations, Morehouse College and Spelman College’s Washington D.C. 

alumni chapters.    University of Maryland’s office agreed to facilitate contact with 

members of the College of Behavioral and Social Science’s Alumni Board of Visitors 

and the Alumni Chapter Board.  The alumni chapters of Morehouse and Spelman 

aided in the recruitment by sending out information about the interviews to alumni in 

the area.  The interviewees worked in various industries.  7 of the 10 participants 

worked in some sort of business capacity such as marketing, finance or accounting.  

Two lawyers were included as well as a research director for a small think tank.  The 

ages ranged from 24 to 65 and included employees from varying levels of tenure and 

job status. 
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Procedure 

The participants were notified of the study through the College of Behavioral 

and Social Science as well as Morehouse’s Washington D.C. alumni chapter, and 

were contacted via email asking them if they desired to take part of the study.  Each 

potential interviewee emailed me expressing their interest in the study, and we 

coordinated a time to have an interview over the phone.  Each interview was 

recorded.  The questions utilized were designed to inquire about the participants’ 

personal experiences with negotiation as well as questions about their experience in 

the workplace.  These included questions such as, “When you are considering 

initiating a negotiation, what factors go into your decision regarding whether to do it 

or not?” and “Once you have begun negotiating, what is your general strategy? What 

personal factors (i.e. position, history with the organization, expertise, etc.) impact 

your negotiation strategies?”  Each interview was conducted over the phone, recorded 

and ranged from 45 minutes to one and a half hours.   The full list of questions are in 

Appendix A.  

Findings from the Pilot 

 During the course of the interviews, several trends became apparent.  When 

over 50% of interviewees discussed the same topic, I considered it a trend.  These 

topics were often repeated by several interviewees and were said to impact how they 

felt about negotiating. 

Race and Negotiation. A common trend amongst the interviews was the 

assertion that race played a factor in their experiences with negotiation.  9 of the 10 
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interviewees indicated that race has impacted their experiences with negotiation.  For 

example, as one participant explained:  

Because of American culture, African-American culture as well as the 

culture of the organization… I believe we’re in a culture where 

negotiation is shied away from.  As a result, for years I didn’t 

negotiate as much as I could have and only negotiated things that he 

was 100% certain were negotiable, like salary for example (Have age, 

gender, and occupation here and do this for all quotes). 

Another participant also noted that the environment within their workplace 

also made it difficult to initiate negotiation: 

When I negotiate, I’ve got to make sure that my arguments are pretty 

much infallible.  I’m the only African-American in my department and 

I feel like I’ve got to deal with the stereotype of being less competent.  

This has hindered me in the past, because I’ve been unsure whether or 

not to bring my problems up.  What would happen if I screwed up? 

 While multiple participants have stated that their race is a large factor when 

negotiating, other participants described situations where they felt more comfortable 

when considering negotiation. 

I used to care more about my race and gender when I was negotiating 

in the past.  I was definitely not as confident and assertive.  I’ve 

changed over the years as I’ve gotten a little older and gotten more 

experience, but the biggest change has been the field itself.  It’s 
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become a lot more diverse, and that’s changed the way business is 

done.  I feel more comfortable and confident over time. 

The participants quoted above, as well as many of the other interviewees, 

believed that negotiation was not stressed within the African-American culture and 

that this prevented them from negotiating for things unless they were absolutely 

certain.  Other participants noted the organizational climate and a fear of being 

stereotyped that contributed to their unwillingness to negotiate.  These experiences 

speak to the nature of many different issues with race and negotiation.  Many of them 

discussed the prospect of negotiating as if it were a risky venture that could lead to a 

litany of negative consequences.    The ones that did feel comfortable about 

negotiating felt as though they had a good reason to negotiate, a solid argument for 

their position and were in an environment where they felt respected.     

Race and Gender.  Another trend that was present in nearly all of my 

interviews with female participants was the issue of race and gender.  The female 

participants tended to believe that their race had a bigger impact than their gender, but 

the intersection of both separated their experiences from Women of other races as 

well as from Black men.  As one participant noted:  

In my office, I don’t feel like I have to deal with the same rules or 

concerns that the other women do because I’m a Black woman.  I can 

be more assertive than the White women here because they either 

expect me to be more assertive, or they don’t know what to expect.  

For that reason, I can push a little harder than White women. 

Another echoed these sentiments:  
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I definitely have trouble negotiating because I’m a Black female.  I 

feel like I’m the bottom of the barrel sometimes around here.  Almost 

everyone in management is male and mostly White males that don’t 

really consider my needs and wants.  They expect me to bend over 

backwards and to just be ok with them taking advantage of me.  The 

few times I have actually asked for stuff, I feel like they don’t really 

take me seriously.  It can be real frustrating.  

And as another notes:  

Sometimes I think people in this company can be bullies.  They’re 

bullies to most people and I know that they can be difficult to try to 

negotiate with.  But with me, I know it’s partly because I’m an 

African-American, and I’m a woman.  They look at me like, “You 

can’t be serious, you’re asking for what?” I get these looks from men 

and women. 

 This intersectionality of race and gender provided the participants with unique 

experiences that differ from both their male and White counterparts.  This has been 

documented in more recent literature in the field.  Specifically, while it is true that 

minority women generally face more discrimination as a result of the race and gender, 

it is not clear whether these effects are additive or multiplicative (Browne & Misra, 

2003; Weber, 2001; Livingston, Rosette & Washington, 2012).  Additionally, as 

different races have different stereotypes, the social expectations of one group of 

women may be different than another.  For example, Black women, who face a 

stereotype of being aggressive and demanding, may be assertive in the workplace 
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without facing as much backlash as their White female and Black male counterparts 

(Livingston, Rosette & Washington, 2012).  In this situation, a Black woman might 

face less social backlash for initiating negotiation, despite being both a racial minority 

and a woman.   

 

Aggression vs. Assertiveness. The final trend that appeared often was the issue of 

interviewees concerned with being perceived as aggressive when they simply wished 

to be assertive.  Several interviewees commented on this. As one participate (age, 

gender, occupation) explained:  

In some cases I know I make people uncomfortable with my 

assertiveness when starting to negotiate or do other things really.  

People worry about me being the ‘angry black man’. 

Another (age, gender, occupation) echoed this in saying:  

I’m a big Black guy with a deep voice, and I worry about it all the 

time.  Honestly, I’ve got to go in there with a big smile and make sure 

that the other person, especially if they’re White or another race, is as 

comfortable as possible.  Otherwise, when you walk in the door they 

give you a look of uneasiness when you walk in the door and if you 

raise your voice.  You’ve got to let them know and shake their hand 

and let them know ‘hey, I’m not going to hurt you’.  It’s one of those 

things, especially down here [Louisiana], that you have to deal with 

your entire life.  My parents always taught me that Black men make 
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White people uncomfortable, so you’ve got to let them be comfortable 

to disarm them. 

Finally, another participated noted that:  

Even when I’m not negotiating I’ve got to be calm and kind of low 

key.  I’m a loud woman from a loud family but I always tone it down 

at work.  I don’t want to be that loud angry black woman.  I also make 

sure I communicate well.  If I don’t, people might think I’m angry at 

them, or yelling at them for no reason, when really, I’m probably 

being energetic or even just excited (age, gender, occupation).  

Both male and female interviewees echoed this sentiment frequently and their 

concerns about being perceived as too aggressive may impact their experience with 

negotiating.  The stereotype of the aggressive and angry Black person has been 

discussed before within organizational research (Wingfield, 2007; Childs, 2005).  

Stereotypes surrounding aggression and anger may impede Black employees from 

negotiating, which is a very assertive task.  If they are concerned with appearing too 

aggressive or angry, they may feel as though initiating negotiation would lead them to 

making their coworkers uncomfortable. 

It should be noted that previous research on gender and negotiation has found 

that women have been concerned with appearing too aggressive when negotiating 

(Bowles, Babcock & McGinn, 2005; Bear, 2011; Gelfand & Stayn, 2013).  However, 

the concerns of the interviewees seem to be due to a separate issue.  With the 

previous gender research, women have indicated that they are concerned with 

breaking traditional gender roles and not behaving in prosocial ways.  Women are 
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often stereotyped to appear accommodating and modest, and when their behavior 

does not match these expectations, they often experience harsh backlash in the 

workplace (Bear, 2011).  This has lead women to feel as though they need to behave 

in a polite, prosocial manner that is in line with the established gender roles 

(Amanatullah & Morris, 2010). 

However, the concerns of the interviewees are not related to the issue of role 

incongruity.  Instead they explain that they are worried about confirming the 

stereotype of the “angry Black person”.  This stereotype promotes the idea of an 

irrational Black person who is easily agitated and difficult to work with (Childs, 

2005).  Previous research on racial issues in the workforce has noted that Black 

employees are aware of this stereotype and many actively try to avoid it (Wingfield, 

2007).  Past research, as well as comments made by the interviewees describe 

situations where they are worried about intimidating colleagues and experiencing 

backlash for behaving in an inappropriate manner.   

Interview Implications 

 The results from the interviews show that race, gender and stereotypes are 

factors that Black employees are cognizant of in the workplace.  However, the 

interviews also pointed out an issue that had previously not been brought up by my 

theories.  The anxiety surrounding Black employees with appearing inappropriately 

aggressive or angry may have important implications in terms of initiating 

negotiation.  To account for this, I added the construct of appearing aggressive to my 

model as well as my survey as another potential mediator between race and initiating 

negotiation.  I theorized that the concern with appearing to aggressive would prevent 
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Black Americans from initiating negotiation.  Initiating negotiation is an assertive 

action where one must attempt to advance one’s interests.   While this display of 

assertiveness might be seen as reasonable, Black Americans may be concerned with 

perceived as too aggressive.  This could lead to damaged professional relationships 

because of their perceived aggression.  Since my interviewees frequently noted the 

awareness of this stigma, I believe that Black Americans may be less likely to 

negotiate because they believe it could be seen as aggressive. The revised model can 

be found in Figure 2.    

Chapter 3: Field Survey in Negotiation 

Study Overview 

 Study 1 employed a survey methodology to examine my hypotheses. The 

survey asked participants about a range of negotiable topics, PIN variables 

investigated in previous research (e.g., recognition of opportunity, entitlement, and 

concern with consequences) and a new measure of concern with appearing angry, as 

well as measures of psychological climate for diversity  

Method 

Participants 

 Participants were recruited using the panel service provided by Qualtrics.  The 

panel recruited participants ensuring that the respondents were African-American and 

White individuals currently in the workforce.  Each respondent received $10 for their 

participation in the study.  There were 324 participants total with 95 White men, 89 

White women, 65 Black men and 75 Black women.  All participants were between 

the ages of 19 and 65, with a mean age of 32.   
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Power analysis was conducted beforehand to see how many participants 

would be needed to run the necessary analyses.  The results indicated that we needed 

279 participants for a medium effect size.  For a small effect size, 1716 participants 

would be needed, and for a large effect size, 112 participants would be needed.  350 

participants were originally in the data, but 26 needed to be dropped.  10 were retired 

participants who felt as though they could not answer the questions dealing with 

negotiation nor the questions dealing with questions about their organization.  The 

remaining 16 participants were removed for various issues including not properly 

completing the survey (e.g. every response was ‘1’) or failing to complete over two-

thirds of the survey.  

Procedure 

 Participants were recruited through Qualtrics and eligible respondents 

received a link where they could complete the survey.  Participants were asked about 

their willingness to negotiate for various organizational topics.  In addition, the 

respondents were asked to fill out questions about the different factors that impact the 

propensity to initiate negotiation.  Finally, the participants were asked about different 

aspects of their organization, as well as their role within the organization.  These 

topics included their relationship with their supervisor, the organizational climate, 

perceived power and organizational demographic information. 

Measures  

Willingness to Negotiate.  

As per Babcock et al (2006), I asked the participants to indicate the last time 

they negotiated, and when they plan to negotiate in the future.  I also asked the 
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participants to indicate their willingness to negotiate on four topics dealing with 

compensation: salary, benefits, promotions and stock options.  For each topic, 

participants were asked to “Please indicate how frequently you negotiate for the 

following item”.  The 6 points were Daily, Weekly, Monthly, Annually, Biannually 

and Never. 1  The full list of items are found in Appendix B.    

Determinants of the Propensity to Initiate Negotiation.   

To measure the three factors that impact PIN, the present research utilized the 

scale used in Babcock et al. (2006).  Each item presents a statement dealing with one 

of the factors, and participants will be able to respond with their level of agreement, 

ranging from 1=strongly disagree to 7=strongly agree.  I conducted principle axis 

factor analysis using varimax rotation to investigate the presence of the different 

dimensions.  Using the Kaiser criterion in conjunction with the Cattell Scree plot, 

four dimensions each with an eigenvalue greater than 1 were identified that explained 

72% of the variance.  These four dimensions were: recognition of opportunity, 

entitlement, anxiety surrounding negotiating and concern with social consequences of 

negotiating.   

There were five items assessing recognition of opportunity including the 

following statements “Most things are negotiable”, “It is possible to make things 

better for myself by simply asking for what I want“, “Many interactions I have during 

the day can be opportunities to improve my situation,” “There are many things 

                                                 
1 Along with the four topics listed here, I also included additional more negotiable topics such as 
retirement, sick days and equipment.  These items were not selected based on any established 
theory, but mostly served as an exploratory list to note any racial or gender issue. They have since 
been excluded due to low base rates and have had no significant race effects.  Over 90% of people 
indicated that they never negotiated for benefits, transfers, difficulty of task assignments, flex time, 
job location, parking or office space.  The other items, including vacation time, autonomy, training, 
retirement, sick days or vacation had no race or gender effects. 
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available to people, if only people asked for them” and “I often see chances to 

improve my circumstances (α = .825). 

The entitlement section features the three following statements:   "I usually 

feel that I've earned the right to have things go my way," “I think situations should be 

changed to fit my desires,” and “I deserve to have my interests taken care of.” (α = 

.698) 

 The next section asked participants to indicate their level of agreement with 

statements about their anxiety about the social consequences of negotiating.  The 

anxiety dimension included the six following statements:  "I feel anxious when I have 

to ask for something I want", “It always takes me a long time to work up the courage 

to ask for things I want”, “I feel nervous when I am in situations in which I have to 

persuade others to give me things I want”, “I experience a lot of stress when I think 

about asking for something I want”, “I feel very awkward asking for things for 

myself” and “It always feels so unpleasant to have to ask things for myself (α = .910). 

The final dimension was the concern with the social consequences of 

negotiating.  This     There were 5 items in the measure: "Asking someone for what I 

want crates harmful conflict", "If I ask for what I want form someone it will put stress 

on our relationship", "Even if I don’t get it, if I ask for what I want, others will think I 

am selfish," "No one would think I’m selfish if I ask for something I want" and 

"Asking for what I want will give others reason to think I am greedy" (α = .856).  

Climate for Diversity 

 Psychological climate for diversity was examined using the diversity 

perception scale developed by Mor Barak, Cherin & Berkman (1998).  This scale 



 

 29 

 

measures how participants feel their organization handles diversity and how they feel 

about diversity.  Participants will asked to indicate how much they agree with 10 

statements about the diversity climate of the organization on a 6-point likert format 

ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The scale is includes statements 

such as, “Managers here have a track record of hiring and promoting employees 

objectively, regardless of their race, sex, religion or age”, “Management here 

encourages the formation of employee network support groups”, “I feel I have been 

treated differently here because of my race, sex, religion or age”, “Managers here 

make layoff decisions fairly, regardless of the employee’s ethnicity, gender, age, or 

social background” and “Mangers here give assignments based on the skills and 

abilities of employees.” 

Principal axis analysis was conducted to test the number of factors in the 

measure.  Using Kaiser’s criterion in conjunction with Cattell’s scree plot, there 

appeared to be two factors with an eigenvalue greater than 1 that explained 65% of 

the variance.  However, all items loaded on one factor except one: “Management here 

encourages the formation of employee network support groups”.  This item was 

double loaded on both of the indicated factors.  I therefore solved for a one factor 

solution and the scale showed to be internally consistent (α = .810).  

Concern with Appearing too Aggressive.  

After observing that participants from the interviews had concern with 

appearing too aggressive, I added a measure to address this issue.  Participants were 

asked to indicate their level of agreement, ranging from 1=strongly disagree to 

7=strongly, agree on 11 statements such as, “If I appear even the slightest bit 
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aggravated, other exaggerate how aggravated I am” and “If I assert myself, I have to 

be careful about not seeming angry.”   

Principal axis factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted to 

investigate the number of factors present in this measure.  Kaiser’s criterion was used 

along with Cattell’s scree plot.  Results revealed that there were two factors with an 

eigenvalue greater than 1 that explained 82% of the variance.  However, each of the 

three items that loaded onto the second factor were double loaded.  These items were 

subsequently removed, leaving 8 items on the final measure. This scale was internally 

consistent (α = .793).  The full list of items are in Appendix D.  

Power 

The measure utilized to measure perceived power was developed by 

Anderson, John, & Keltner (2012).  The 8-item measure includes statements such as 

“I think I have a great deal of power,” and “My ideas and opinions are often ignored” 

(reverse coded).  These statements were measured on a scale ranging from 1 

(Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree).  These items were all preceded by the 

phrase “In my organization…”   

I conducted a principal axis factor analysis with varimax rotation to 

investigate the number of factors in the measure.  Using the Kaiser criterion and 

Cattell’s scree plot, results showed that there was only one driving factor with an 

eigenvalue greater than 1 that explained 68% of the variance. The measure was also 

acceptably reliable (α = .679). 

Demographics 
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 Participants were asked to answer several demographic questions for the 

purposes of this study.  These questions included race, gender, age and annual 

income.  Participants also had to indicate the industry they work in.  They chose from 

one of 20 options including aerospace, consulting, nursing and wholesale retailers.  

For the purposes of analysis, similar professions were combined into one of 5 

categories: health, retail, business services, and education and STEM fields. 

Results 

 Control Variables One industry was correlated with a few negotiation 

variables of interest.  Retail services was correlated with training, promotions and 

vacation time (r = .116, p = .036; r= .118, p = .037; r = -.127, p = .02).  It was also 

correlated with recognition of opportunity (r = -.130, p = .019).  Age was also 

correlated with negotiation for salary and retirement (r = .150, p =.007; r = .232), p = 

.000.  It was not correlated with any of the other measures.    In the results that follow 

I control for industry and age.  

Differences in Negotiation 

 Salary.  Differences in the level of comfort with negotiation was analyzed 

using two-way analysis of covariance with the participants’ race (Black or White) and 

the participants’ gender (Male or Female).   The first topic analyzed was salary. The 

results indicated that the Black participants (M = 5.34, SD = 1.04) were just as likely 

to negotiate for salary as the White participants (M= 5.33, SD = 1.10), F(1, 

324)=.005, p=.946.  However, there was a main effect on gender where men 

(M=5.20, SD = 1.18) were more likely to negotiate than women (M=5.48, SD=.942), 
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F(1,324)= 5.453, p=.020.  The interaction was not significant, (F(1,324)= 1.733, 

p=.189). 

 Bonuses.  Unlike salary, results indicate that Black participants (M=2.45, 

SD=1.87) were less likely to negotiate for bonuses than their White counterparts 

(M=2.01, SD = 1.75), F(1, 321)=5.352, p=.021.  Women (M=2.01, SD=1.73) were 

also more likely to negotiate that men (M=2.40, SD=1,889), F(1,321)=4.78, p=.030.  

The interaction was non-significant F(1,321)=1.75, p=.187. 

 Stock Options.  Black participants (M=1.82, SD=1.59) were less likely to 

negotiate for stock options than their White counterparts (M=1.35, SD=1.08) 

F(1,318)=10.05, p=.002.  There was no difference between men (M=1.59, SD=1.36) 

and women (M=1.52, SD=1.34) F(1,318)=.363, p=.547.  In addition, the interaction 

was non-significant F(1,318)= .315, p=.575. 

 Promotions.  White participants (M=5.57, SD=.729) were more likely to 

negotiate for promotions than Black participants (M=5.73, SD=.651), F(1, 311)= 

4.072, p=.044.  There was no difference in men (M=5.60, SD=.756) and women 

(M=5.71, SD=.628), F(1,311)= .977, p=.324.  The interaction was also non-

significant F (1,311) = 1.153, p=.284. 

 Recent and Future Negotiations.  Participants indicated when they last 

negotiated and when they planned to negotiate next.  Both variables were 

significantly positively skewed, so both were log transformed before analysis.  The 

race of the participants did not have impact on the last time then negotiated 

(B=25.150, p=.125), nor when they plan on negotiating again (B=-6.710, p=.079).  

However, the latter results were trending towards significance and showed that   
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White participants indicated that they would negotiate sooner (M = 22.23 weeks) than 

Black participants (M = 36.13 weeks).      

Determinants of the Propensity to Initiate Negotiation 

 Recognition of Opportunity.  Like the negotiation measures, these 

measures were analyzed using two-way analysis of covariance with race and gender 

as the independent variables.  The complete correlation table of each of these 

measures, including negotiation outcomes, is available in Table 1.  Recognition of the 

opportunity was first analyzed, and the results indicated that Black participants 

(M=5.29, SD=1.01) felt as though they recognized just as many negotiation 

opportunities as our White participants (M=5.078, SD=.86), F(1,321) = 2.79, p=.096.  

There was no significant difference in the way men (M=5.23, SD=.98) and women 

(M= 5.11, SD=.89) believed they recognized opportunity F(1,321) = 1.23, p=.268.  

The interaction was non-significant F(1,321) = .956, p=.329. 

Entitlement.  Results showed that Black participants (M=4.81, SD=1.02) 

actually felt more entitled than the White participants (M=4.36, SD=1.12), F(1, 

323)=14.35, p=.000.  There were no gender differences as men (M=4.58, SD=1.11) 

felt equally as entitled as women (M=4.55, SD=1.09), F(1, 323)=.228, p=.634.  There 

was no significant interaction F(1,323)=.382, p=.537. 

  Anxiety about Social Consequences.  The results showed no difference in the 

amount anxiety Black participants reported (M=3.31, SD = 1.47) and White 

participants reported (M=3.22, SD= 1.44), F(1,307)=1.66, p=.199.  Also, men 

(M=3.15, SD=1.23) and women (M=3.31, SD=1.16) felt similar levels of anxiety 

F(1,307) = 2.97, p= .086.  However, this gender difference was trending towards 
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significance where women felt more anxious about negotiating.  The interaction was 

non-significant F(1, 307) =2.51, p=.114. 

 Likewise, Black participants (M=2.88, SD =1.12) and White participants (M= 

3.01, SD= 1.10) were equally as concerned with the social consequences of 

negotiating F(1, 307) = .995, p = .319.   Men (M = 3.00, SD = 1.14) and women (M= 

2.91, SD = 1.07) were also equally as likely to be concerned with social consequences 

F(1, 307) = .001, p = .970).  There was no significant interaction F(1,307) = 2.53, p = 

.113. 

 Climate for Diversity.    White participants reported similar levels of climate 

for diversity (M=4.89, SD .950) as Black participants (M=4.67, SD=1.01), F(1, 311) 

= 3.42, p=.065.  However, men reported higher levels of climate for diversity 

(M=4.91, SD=.977) than women (M=4.68, SD=.978), F(1,311)=.032.  There was no 

interaction F(1, 311) = 3.33, p = .069. While the racial difference and the interaction 

were both greater than .05, they were both clearly trending towards significance.  At 

closer inspection of the data, men of both races reported similar levels of climate for 

diversity, whereas Black women reported much more negative climates than White 

women (t (156) = -2.66, p = .009). 

It was proposed that climate for diversity would moderate the relationships 

between race and the P.I.N measures.  The climate for diversity measure had a main 

effect on recognition of the opportunity, (B = .407, p < .01), entitlement (B = .141, 

p=.011), anxiety over negotiating (B = -.188, p = .001) and concern with social 

consequences (B = -.220, p < .01).  Climate for diversity also had main effects on 

several negotiation measures.  The more positive the climate for diversity, the more 
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comfortable people felt negotiating for bonuses (B = .219, p = .036), promotions (B = 

.012, p = .035) and stock options (B = .243, p = .001).  The measure also did not 

predict the next negotiation time (B = -.196, p =.645) or the most recent negotiation 

time (B = .133, p = 6.55) 

In terms of interactions, climate for diversity did not moderate the 

relationships between race and recognition of the opportunity, (B = .144, p = .679) 

race and entitlement (B = .165, p = .661), race and anxiety (B = -.478, p =.215) nor 

race and concern with social consequences (B = -.110, p = .772).  It also failed to 

moderate the relationships between race and the last time the participant negotiation 

(B = -.384, p = .428) nor the when they plan to negotiate next (B = 1.56, p = .681). 

Climate for diversity was also tested as a moderator in the relationship 

between race and the negotiation topics.  There were no significant interactions for 

any of the negotiation topics.   

 Because PIN variables were not related to race in the expected direction, and 

climate for diversity did not moderate any race effects, I did not further test any 

moderated mediation analyses.  Results from all analyses are in Tables 2 and 3. 

Other exploratory analyses  

 Concern with Appearing Aggressive. White participants (M= 3.70, SD=.83) 

were just as concerned about appearing aggressive as their Black counterparts 

(M=3.80, SD=.94), F(1,311) = .541, p=.463.  Men (M= 3.73, SD= .89) and women 

(M=3.71, SD= .87) both scored similarly on the measure F(1,311)=.168, p=.682.  The 

interaction was non-significant F(1, 311) = .046, p=.831.   
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 Power.  Black participants (M= 4.37, SD = 1.01) reported similar levels of 

perceived power as White participants (M=4.49, SD = .951), F(1, 311) = 1.702, 

p=.193.  There was a significant difference between genders, however, as women 

(M= 4.28, SD = .767) reported less power than their male counterparts (M = 4.59, SD 

= .887), F(1, 311)= 6.794, p=.010.  There was no significant interaction F(1, 311) = 

.076, p =.783. 

Study 1 Discussion 

Ambiguity 

 Study 1 was intended to examine the impact of race on the PIN measures and 

negotiation rates.  My results revealed that race did have a relationship with 

negotiation, but only on certain topics.  Black participants were less likely to 

negotiate for bonuses, stock options and promotions.  Results also showed a trending 

relationship where White participants planned to negotiate sooner than Black 

participants.  However, there was no difference when it came to negotiating salary.  

Salary may be considered a more well-known topic of negotiation than the others, and 

it is possible that certain topics are lesser known and more ambiguous than other 

topics.  Whereas each of the interviewees were aware of the opportunity to negotiate 

for salary, few mentioned negotiating for other topics.  It's possible that the 

participants from the survey may feel the same way, in other words, they may be 

comfortable negotiating for what they know is appropriate while failing to negotiate 

for more ambiguous benefits.  In an ambiguous situation where the appropriate action 

is not clear, Black employees may not be as comfortable with negotiating.   

Ambiguity has been examined as an important factors in gender differences in 
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negotiating.  Bowles (2012) notes that there are two aspects of ambiguity in 

negotiation that have been studied with regards to gender differences: structural 

ambiguity and norm ambiguity.  She defined structural ambiguity as how clear the 

standards are for what is negotiable and what is considered a positive agreement 

(Bowles, 2012).  Bowles et al. (2005) also found that the structural ambiguity of a 

negotiation was positively related to gender gaps in negotiated agreements.  Norm 

ambiguity is defined as the standards of acceptable negotiating behavior (Bowles, 

2012). In the cases of bonuses, stock options and promotions, the norms and structure 

of negotiating for these topics may be more ambiguous than other topics, such as 

salary.  Like the gender differences, their maybe racial differences when it comes to 

these ambiguous topics.      

Climate for Diversity 

 It was proposed that the psychological climate for diversity would moderate 

the relationship between race and the P.I.N. Measures.  While climate for diversity 

itself was related to each of the P.I.N. measures and some negotiation issues, it did not 

serve as a moderator.  Across race and gender, climate for diversity produced strong 

main effects.  This is probably due to the nature of these climates producing a positive 

environment for all employees.  This is further evidenced by the items on the climate 

for diversity measure.  Statements such as “Management here encourages the 

formation of employees’ network support groups” and “Mangers here give 

assignments based on the skills and abilities of employees” probably reflect not only 

strong initiatives to create an inclusive environment for minorities, but for all 

employees. 
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 There were, however, racial and gender differences in the responses for 

climate for diversity.  Women were more likely to indicate negative climates, and the 

racial difference, while not statistically significant, were definitely trending.  A closer 

inspection of the data shows that men of both races report very similar levels of 

climate for diversity, while the largest difference comes between the women.  Black 

women reported that their organizations were more negative about diversity than their 

White counterparts.  This finding may be a result of intersectionality issues that Black 

women face in the workplace.  While the Black men in the sample seemed to be 

satisfied with their environments, the experiences of Black women seemed to be 

different.  

Race and P.I.N. 

  More interesting results came from the determinants of the propensity to 

initiate negotiation.  It was predicted that Blacks would experience less entitlement 

and less recognition of opportunities while simultaneous feeling greater anxiety about 

social consequences.  The results showed that race did impact entitlement and 

recognition, but in opposite direction to what was expected.  Black employees they 

felt like they recognized opportunities to negotiate more as well as felt more entitled.  

It’s possible that feelings of the Black participants may not match reality.  Again, 

Black participants were not as likely as White participants to report negotiating for 

bonuses, stock options or promotions.  They may feel as though they are aware of the 

negotiable situations while in actuality, they are not. This inflated feeling of 

awareness might be due to the knowledge of negotiable topics.  To examine this 

further, my next study focused more on the ambiguity of situation, and investigating 
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how scenarios where the rules are unclear might interact with the race of the potential 

negotiator.   

Limitations 

 While this study was able to get useful data a field sample, it was not without 

its faults.  One issue was that I was not able to control the nature of climate for 

diversity that each was reporting upon.  Each individual simply reported how they 

perceive their own organization’s climate, which may mean different things for 

different people.  For instance, a male employee may believe that their organization is 

a positive environment for women and minorities when it actually is not.  Another 

limitation was the way participants were asked about negotiating but these are self-

reports and I was not able to get an ‘objective” variable when all participants were 

facing identical circumstances.  

Chapter 4: Lab Experiment on Negotiation 

Study Overview 

 After the collection and analysis of the data from Study 1, I conducted a 

laboratory study to see if I could test racial differences in negotiation based in an 

experimental setting.  The study aimed to manipulate not only the climate for 

diversity, but also the ambiguity of the negotiation.  I also was able to give 

participants the opportunity to negotiate in the lab, and compare negotiation rates.  

Based on the findings of the Study 1, I proposed several hypotheses. 

 Hypothesis 1: The ambiguity of the negotiable situation will moderate the 

relationship between race and willingness to negotiate such that as the situation 

appears vaguer, the racial differences will be exacerbated. 
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Hypothesis 2:  The perceived climate for diversity will moderate the 

relationship between race and willingness to negotiate such that in positive climates, 

there will be no racial differences in negotiating, but in negative climates Black 

participants will be less likely to negotiate than White participants. 

Hypothesis 3: Race, ambiguity and climate for diversity will have a three way 

interaction such that positive climates would allow Black participants to just as 

comfortable negotiating with their White counterparts in ambiguous or unambiguous 

situations.  In negative climates, there will be a racial and gender gap where White 

male participants will be more likely to negotiate than all other participants.  This 

gap will be strongest in ambiguous situations. 

Participants 

 145 participants were recruited through the University of Maryland’s SONA 

system.  Each participant signed up for the study online and were told that they would 

be able to earn between $3 and $8.  The data from 7 participants were removed from 

analysis because they discovered the true nature of the study.  In total, 54 

Black/African-Americans and 85 White participants were included in the final 

analysis.  There were 39 men and 99 women.  

Experimental Design 

This study utilized a 2 x 2 x 2 design with 3 sets of dichotomous variables.   

Before the experiment started, a power analysis was conducted to calculate how many 

participants would be needed.  The results of the power analysis showed that I 

required approximately 149 participants for a medium effect size.  1545 participants 

would be needed for a small effect size, and 62 would be needed for a large effect 
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size.  The three predictor variables was the participant (Black or White), the climate 

for diversity (positive or negative) and the ambiguity of the situation (ambiguous or 

unambiguous).  The dependent variable was whether or not the participant negotiated. 

For those participants that did negotiate, the amount they negotiated for was also 

calculated.      

Cover Story 

 The methodology employed in this experiment was based on the procedures 

used in Study 2 of Major et al. (2002), Small et al. (2007) and Leslie & Gelfand 

(2008). This experiment combined these methodologies and made alterations to them 

all so that I could examine the impact of climate for diversity and ambiguity of the 

situation on negotiation outcomes. 

 All participants were told that they would be participating in a study created 

by the University of Maryland and a local consulting firm named RLK Consulting. 

 In the study, they were to take the role of a consultant at the firm, where they would 

make various business decisions and explain why they made the choices that they did. 

 Before beginning the task, each participant was given information about the firm in 

the form of a printout from a fictional website, The Insider Scoop.  The website was 

described as a site that reviews different companies in the Washington, D.C. area 

similar to Glassdoor or SimplyHired.  In addition to general information about the 

firm including location and mission statement, the packet included information that 

spoke to RLK’s climate for diversity.  The complete materials are available in 

Appendix E. 
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As per Leslie & Gelfand (2008), climate for diversity was manipulated in two 

ways with the information about RLK.  Participants assigned to the negative climate 

for diversity were led through the experiment by a White male, while participants 

assigned to the positive climate were led through the experiment by a woman of 

color.  In addition, the information in the packet varied according to condition.  The 

first piece of information was the depiction of those in top positions within the 

organization.  In the positive condition, there was diversity in terms of ages, gender 

and race.  In the negative condition, nearly all the positions were filled by White men, 

and two White women.  The second item was a collection of quotations that were 

taken from fictional reviews of the company.  While most of the quotations were not 

related to climate for diversity, in the negative condition there was a quote referring 

to the organization as an “old boys’ network” and “having issues with race.”  In the 

positive condition, the organization was described as one that “values diversity”. 

After reading about RLK, participants were told to fill out a short survey that 

was described as a way to let RLK understand how they were perceived online.  This 

survey was actually an organizational attraction scale developed by Perkins, Thomas 

& Taylor, 2000.   

Ambiguity Manipulation and Consulting Task 

 After reading about RLK and completing the survey, participants were then 

guided to the organizational task.  Participants were told that they would complete 

three decision making scenarios where they would read about an organizational 

situation and decide the best course of action.  There were no wrong answers, but the 

participants had to write down how they came to each decision.   An example of the 
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task can be found in Appendix F.  This task was adapted from Bailey and Alexander 

(1993).  The participants were told that their task was going to be graded.  All 

participants were told that they would receive at least $3, but the grade they would get 

would impact their compensation.  All participants across condition received an 

8.5/10 regardless of performance.  In the unambiguous condition, participants were 

told that if they receive at least an 8/10, they would be able to negotiate their 

compensation.  In the ambiguous condition, participants were told that if they “did 

well enough” they would be able to negotiate.  After participants completed the task, 

they were told that their answers were going to be graded and they would fill out 

demographic information.  After 5 minutes, the research assistant returned with their 

grade and $3.  When the research assistant gave the participant the money, each asked 

“We have decided to compensate you with $3, is this ok?”  If the participant objected 

to the compensation in any way, the research assistant listened to their reasoning and 

asked them how much they think they should have received.  The research assistant 

always agreed with the participant and gave them more money. 

Manipulation checks.   

While the participant waited for the assistant to return, they completed one 

final questionnaire.  This was to assess how well the manipulation worked as well as 

whether or not the participant was suspicious at any point.  The questions included 

“Generally speaking, what type of environment does this company provide for racial 

minorities?” which was measured on a 7 point scale ranging from 1= very negative to 

7 = very positive.  We asked about the ambiguity of the situation by asking, “How 

clear were the instructions about how your performance on the task impacted your 
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compensation” on a 7 point scale ranging from 1 = very vague to 7 = very clear.  

Finally, the participants were asked “Do you believe that you were deceived in this 

study in any way?” and “What did you think this study was about?” After being 

debriefed, each participant received $8, regardless of whether or not they negotiated. 

Pilot Testing 

 Before data collection, pilot testing was conducted.  20 undergraduate 

students from the University of Maryland were recruited through flyers around the 

psychology department.  The pilot study sought to investigate the plausibility of the 

manipulations for climate for diversity and ambiguity.  Also, the pilot was designed 

to rate the different research assistants on various personality and appearance ratings. 

 The participants in the pilot study were not paid, and thus did not negotiate their 

payment.  After they received their final grades, the participants were debriefed, and 

told about the nature of the main study.  We informed them that in the main 

experiment, participants would be given $3 with the opportunity to negotiate for 

more. 

Each participant was interviewed extensively after the completion of the 

study.  They were all asked about the climate manipulation and the ambiguity of the 

situation.  Each participant correctly identified the climate for diversity as positive or 

negative, however, those in the negative climate condition noted that the 

manipulation made it obvious that the study was focused on race and discrimination. 

 To account for this, the materials were changed slightly to include more young 

people in the picture of the top members of the organization as well as two women. 

 Manipulation of the positive climate was changed was well as too many of the 
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pictures were of models, which led the participants to comment that the top members 

were too attractive. 

Each participant in the pilot study also reacted appropriately to the ambiguity 

of the study.  While they did not actually negotiate, when they asked about whether or 

not they would negotiate if they participated in the main study, their responses varied 

on the ambiguity of the situation.  Participants noted that the ambiguity of the 

situation would possibly make them unprepared to negotiate because they wouldn’t 

know if their performance was adequate to justify a negotiation.  The participants 

were also asked about how the climate for diversity would impact their willingness to 

negotiate.  Most participants were unsure about this, but some of the female and 

minority participants noted that they would be hesitant to discuss their compensation 

in an environment where they felt that they wouldn’t be valued.   

Results 

Suspicion and Manipulation Checks 

7 participants indicated that they believed that the study was actually about 

discrimination or about negotiation, including one participant who was informed 

about the study from a friend who participated in the pilot.  Due to these suspicions 

raised by these participants, I decided to remove their data before running all 

subsequent analyses.  Of the 7 participants, 2 were in the negative climate for 

diversity/ambiguous condition, 3 were in the negative climate for 

diversity/unambiguous condition and 2 were in the positive climate for 

diversity/ambiguous condition.   

Manipulation checks 
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Of the participants in the positive climate for diversity condition, 89% of the 

participants identified the organization as positive or neutral for minorities (M = 

5.91).  In the negative climate for diversity condition, 92% of the participants 

identified the climate as negative for minorities (M = 2.67).  To test whether or not 

the instructions were considered vague or clear enough, a t-test was conducted to see 

the differences in scores on the manipulation check.  Participants in the ambiguous 

condition (M = 2.75) considered the instructions about compensation considerably 

more vague than their counterparts in the unambiguous condition (M=5.89; (t (136) = 

10.22; p = .000).   

Negotiation 

 Across all conditions, 29% of participants negotiated for more money.  To 

examine the overall difference between the two races, I ran a chi-square tests.  The 

results revealed that there was no significant difference between the two races (X2 = 

.772, N = 138, p = .836). (37% of Black participants negotiated while 23% of White 

participants negotiated).   

 In order to test whether or not the climate for diversity or ambiguity 

manipulation had a main effect or moderated the impact of race on willingness to 

negotiated, I conducted several logit regression analysis where the dependent variable 

was assigned to 1 if the participant negotiated and -1 if they did not.  The independent 

3 binary variables were race, ambiguity and climate for diversity.  I did not have the 

statistical power to investigate interactions between race and gender, so gender was 

treated as a control variable in my analyses.  The analysis showed that the overall 

model was not significant, X2(8, N = 138) =7.502 p = .836. There were no significant 
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differences in the race of the participant (B=1.500, p = .700) in predicting asking for 

more money.    Ambiguity and climate for diversity were also not related to 

willingness to negotiate (B=1.029, p = .563; B = -.883, p = .619, respectively).   

I tested hypothesis 1, which stated that the ambiguity of the situation would 

moderate the relationship between race and willingness to negotiate.  The results 

show that this hypothesis was not supported, as ambiguity did not moderate the 

relationship (B= -.819, p = .519). I also tested for hypothesis 2, which stated that 

climate for diversity would moderate the relationship between race and willingness to 

negotiate.  This hypothesis was not supported as climate for diversity did not impact 

the relationship between race and negotiation (B= -.819, p = .519; B= -.363, p =.773). 

  

Study 2 Discussion 

 Study 2 aimed to examine the willingness to negotiate in a laboratory setting.  

By manipulating organizational climate and the ambiguity of the situation, I set out to 

see how negotiation rates would be impacted by these factors.  My results showed 

that there were no racial differences, and that the ambiguity of the situation did not 

impact participants’ willingness to negotiate.  Furthermore, there were also no gender 

effects.   

 While my survey revealed some of the topics of negotiation that have gender 

and racial differences, my lab study failed to reproduce these differences.  There are 

several factors that could contribute to these results.  The first would be the difficulty 

of manipulating the climate for diversity within a laboratory setting.  While my 

participants were able to correctly identify the fictional company, RLK, as one with a 
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negative climate for diversity, this may not have translated to the lab space.  The 

University of Maryland has many diversity initiatives and consistently promotes a 

positive space for different individuals.  It’s likely that while participants did consider 

RLK to be a negative environment, they were still participating in a positive one in 

the broader university context. 

 Second, it is possible that my manipulation of the ambiguous situation simply 

was not strong enough.  Despite the fact that participants correctly indicated that the 

directions were vague or clear, it did not have a significant effect.  One problem could 

have been the score that each participant was given, an 8.5/10.  This is a good score, 

and participants that negotiated in the ambiguous condition probably assumed that it 

qualified as a “good enough” score to negotiate.   

 Finally, the laboratory context of investigating PIN may need to be altered.  

This research modified the procedures of multiple studies, including Small et al. 

(2007). In the current study, only 29% of participants negotiated, and in Small et al. 

(2007)’s original work, only 22% of participants negotiated.  These overall 

negotiation rates are very small and present a challenge with investigating individual 

and situational differences in in negotiation.   

Chapter 5: General Discussion 

 These set of studies were the first to examine the differences in negotiation 

experiences of different races.  

When starting this research, I proposed a model that could explain racial differences 

in initiating negotiation.  The model stated that minorities would recognize 

opportunities less, feel less entitled and be more concerned with the negative social 
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consequences of negotiating.  This would lead them to initiate negotiations less than 

their White counterparts.  I also proposed that the climate for diversity would 

moderate the relationship between race and these antecedents to negotiation such that 

the racial differences would be exacerbated in more negative climates and alleviated 

in more positive climates.  Findings from the studies, however, suggest that I should 

consider revising the model.  

 Climate for diversity did not moderate the relationship between race and 

antecedents to negotiate, nor did it moderate the relationships between race and any 

of the negotiation variables.  Furthermore, it did not impact the willingness to 

negotiate in a controlled environment.  In the survey, climate for diversity had main 

effects on each of the antecedents as well as willingness to negotiate for bonuses, 

promotions and stock options.  It is possible that the construct is simply too distal, 

and constructs that are more closely related to the process of negotiation might need 

to be examined.  In my revised model, I posit that climate for diversity impacts race 

and negotiation through various mechanisms such as improving the quality of 

mentorship and reducing differences in perceived status and power.  Another issue is 

the measurement of climate for diversity in the survey as well as how it was 

manipulated in the experiment.  In the survey, items such as “Mangers here give 

assignments based on the skills and abilities of employees” and “Management here 

encourages the formation of employees’ network support groups” may not  be 

directly tied to diversity issues, and may just be indicative of well managed 

organizations.  In the experiment, participants may not have been able to 

psychologically link the climate of the fictional consulting firm to the climate of the 
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laboratory.  If this construct is to be used to examine its impact on race and 

negotiation, new measures and manipulations should be explored.  

 The majority of interviewees commented on being concerned with appearing 

aggressive, and particularly seeming angry, at the workplace.  This issue also should 

be examined further in the context of race and negotiation.  After the interviews, I 

added this construct as another potential mediator of the relationship between race 

and willingness to negotiate.  It was added to my survey, and while I did not see any 

racial differences, I believe it should be considered in future research. Although it did 

not appear to affect propensity to negotiate, it might affect how Blacks are perceived 

when negotiating.  

 The antecedents to negotiate: recognition of opportunity, entitlement and 

concern with the social consequences of negotiation all need to be revisited as 

potential mediators.  Recognition and entitlement both produced unexpected results 

and could be evidence of several factors.  While Black participants felt as though they 

recognized opportunities and felt more entitled, they did not negotiate more than their 

White counterparts on any of the measures.  It’s possible that they felt overconfident, 

or they possibly felt a sense of social desirability after answering questions about 

their history with negotiation.  The other issue with these constructs were how they 

were measured.  Each of these antecedents were measured in a very general sense.  

For example, entitlement was measured with statements such as “I feel I have earned 

the right to have things go my way”, while recognition of opportunity had statements 

such as “It is possible to make things better for myself by simply asking for what I 

want.”  These measures seem to speak less about how one feels about negotiating for 
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a certain topic and more about one’s general outlook on assertiveness and getting 

desired outcomes.  While this could lead to negotiation, it may not necessarily be 

indicative of racial differences.  This is especially true given where we see the 

negotiation differences, i.e. in more ambiguous topics.  In unclear situations, one may 

not recognize that it is possible to ask or negotiate for what is wanted.  One could feel 

comfortable and entitled to negotiate for higher salary, but many not even be aware or 

may feel unsure about negotiating for promotions or stock options.  I propose that 

ambiguity is a strong potential moderator between race and the antecedents to 

negotiate. 

Gender and Negotiation 

 This research was heavily influenced by work on gender differences in 

negotiation.  It was expected that many of mediators between race and willingness to 

negotiate would also impact the relationship of gender and willingness to negotiation.  

Also, I was aware that there may be issues of intersectionality as I was looking at 

both race and gender.  In terms of negotiation differences, gender played a role in two 

of the negotiation topics: salary and promotion.  While men were more likely to 

negotiate for their salary, women were more likely to negotiate for their bonuses.  

This was an interesting finding, especially given the fact that past research on gender 

and negotiation has focused heavily on gender differences when it comes to 

negotiating for salary (Leibbrandt & List, 2014; Miles & Clenney 2010).  It may be 

possible that women might feel more comfortable negotiating for these bonuses 

instead of their salaries.  This finding provides further evidence that negotiation 

literature should not focus solely on salary. 



 

 52 

 

 Finally, there were no significant interactions of race and gender on any 

measure.  However, there was a trending relationship for the perceived climate for 

diversity.  Black women reported significantly more negative climates than members 

of the other demographic groups and it is possible that this is may be evidence of 

Black women being treated unfairly given their status as women and minorities 

(Rosette & Livingston, 2012).  While this did not lead to any negotiation differences, 

these issues may manifest in different workplace processes. 

Future Directions 

 This is one of the first studies dealing with race and negotiation.  Given the 

limitations of the study and the amount of interesting findings, there are many 

questions that remain unanswered. One of the most pressing is the issue of ambiguity 

in negotiation topics.  It has already been shown to be a factor in gender differences 

in negotiation rates, and if properly manipulated, it might explain some of the 

findings from this work.  While the manipulation was not effective in the current 

research, it still has potential as a powerful predictor of negotiation.  In future 

research, it might be better to let participants actually negotiate for promotions or 

bonuses.  In a different procedure, participants could be given different roles or 

different forms of compensation that they could have the opportunity to negotiate.  

This could put them in a novel situation that could possibly be better for manipulating 

the ambiguity of the situation. 

 The study procedure for negotiation should also be re-examined.  With less 

than 30% of participants negotiating, it is difficult to further examine differences 

between groups, especially in an experimental design with three independent 
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variables.  Future research should improve the negotiation paradigm utilized in this 

research, so that it’s possible to better examine negotiation rates as well as what 

participants are willing to negotiation for.      

Another issue to be further addressed is the possible impact of appearing too 

aggressive with negotiating.  This could be examined and manipulated in a laboratory 

setting to see how the negotiation rates would differ.  While a measure was developed 

for the current research, it should be given more time and examined more closely.  

The interviewees noted that they were concerned with appearing too aggressive, but 

the consequences should be fleshed out in future research.  Finally, intersectionality 

research must continue with regards to negotiation.  With a wealth of knowledge 

about negotiation and gender, the roles of racial stereotypes and other challenges 

faced by women of color could have a strong impact on how different groups 

negotiate. 

 

Implications 

 The present research investigated issues that may be all too common in the 

workforce.  Results from employed participants in the interviews and survey bring up 

issues of race, gender negotiation, and organizational climate.  While these topics 

have been discussed within the literature of organizational psychology and has led to 

changes in the business world, they have not been studied together.  My research 

shows that not only are Black employees concerned with initiating negotiations, and 

negotiate less for ambiguous items such as bonuses and promotions.    Thus, this 

research also shows the importance of ambiguity in negotiation topics.  While this 
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must be researched further, it is evident that women and minorities are hesitant to 

negotiate for things that they are not sure about.  Given this information, it may be 

advantageous to further investigate how information about topics such as negotiation 

is spread throughout an organization.  Be it social networking or better 

communication between managers and employees, organizations must have clear 

expectations about negotiation behavior. Finally, this project also provides further 

evidence about the importance of providing a positive work environment for 

minorities and women.  Participants in these positive climates were more likely to 

negotiate regardless of their race or gender, and may reflect a level of comfort that 

employees have in these environments. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A 

Focus Group Negotiation Questions 

1. What topics are appropriate to negotiation? 

2. How do you know that a topic is negotiable? 

a. How do you know when the situation is negotiable? 

b. Have there been times where you didn’t know a topic was negotiable, 

but found out that it was? 

3. How long ago was the most recent negotiation that you initiated at work 

regarding something for yourself? 

 

a. What did you negotiate about? (please be specific) 

 

4. How long ago was the second most recent negotiation that you initiated at 

work regarding something for yourself? 

 

a. What did you negotiate about? (please be specific) 

 

5. Please think about the next negotiation that you will initiate at work regarding 

something for yourself.  How soon do you think this will happen? 

 

6. What do you think the topic of this negotiation will be? 

 

7. Does your organization communicate whether or not a topic is negotiable? 

 

8. Could you give us examples of topics you have negotiated? 

 

9. What are some factors that make initiating negotiation more comfortable? 

 

10. Does negotiating have an impact on how others view you? 

 

11. What personal factors (i.e. position, history with the organization, expertise, 

etc.) impact your negotiation strategies? 

 

12. Where did you learn to negotiate? 

 

a. Did you have a mentor who discussed negotiating with you? 
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13. How important is negotiating? 

a. Has your opinion changed since you began your professional career? 

 

 

14. Do you believe there are negative consequences for initiating negotiation? 

 

15. Do you think your race/gender has impacted your experiences with 

negotiation? 

 

a. Do you ever consider these factors while negotiating? 

16. Does your organization embrace diversity? 

a. Are there many people of color or women in top positions in the 

company? 

b. Do you ever reach out to these individuals? 
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Appendix B 

Last time you negotiated 
 
The following questions will be about your experiences in the 
workplace.  Please answer the questions honestly and to the best of 
your ability. 
 

1. How long ago was the most recent negotiation that you initiated 
at work regarding something for yourself? 
 

2. What was the topic of this negotiation? 
 

3. How long ago was the second most recent negotiation that you 
initiated at work regarding something for yourself? 

 
4. What was the topic of this negotiation? 

 
5. Please think about the next negotiation that you will initiate at 

work regarding something for yourself. How soon do you think 
this will happen? 

 
6. What will be the topic of this negotiation? 

 
 

Willingness to Negotiate  
 
The following questions will be about how frequently you negotiate for 
different items. There are no right or wrong answers. 
 
Salary 

o Never  
o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
o Annually 
o Biannually  

 
Benefits 

o Never  
o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
o Annually 
o Biannually  
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Transfers 

o Never  
o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
o Annually 
o Biannually  

 
Difficulty of Work Assignments 

o Never  
o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
o Annually 
o Biannually  

 
Vacation Time 

o Never  
o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
o Annually 
o Biannually  

 
Flex Time 

o Never  
o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
o Annually 
o Biannually  

 
Autonomy on an Assignment  

o Never  
o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
o Annually 
o Biannually  

 
Bonuses  

o Never  
o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
o Annually 
o Biannually  

 
Promotions 

o Never  
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o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
o Annually 
o Biannually  

 
Training Opportunities  

o Never  
o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
o Annually 
o Biannually  

 
Select Never 

o Never  
o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
o Annually 
o Biannually  

 
Stock Options 

o Never  
o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
o Annually 
o Biannually  

 
Job Location 

o Never  
o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
o Annually 
o Biannually  

 
Parking 

o Never  
o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
o Annually 
o Biannually  

 
Equipment 

o Never  
o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
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o Annually 
o Biannually  

 
Office Space 

o Never  
o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
o Annually 
o Biannually  

 
Retirement Funds 

o Never  
o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
o Annually 
o Biannually  

 
Sick Days  

o Never  
o Daily 
o Weekly 
o Monthly 
o Annually 
o Biannually  

 
Please describe any other topics that you might negotiate for as well as how 
often you negotiate for these items.  
Instructions for Survey 

 
The following questions will ask you about your experiences and beliefs. 
 Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following 
statements. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 61 

 

Appendix C 

Propensity to Initiate Negotiation (P.I.N) Scales:  

a. Recognition of opportunity  

a. Most things are negotiable 

b. It is possible to make things better for myself by simply asking for 

what I want 

c. Many interactions I have during the day can be opportunities to 

improve my situation 

d. There are many things available to people, if only people asked for 

them 

e. I often see chances to improve my circumstances 

b. Entitlement  

a. I think situations should be changed to fit my desires 

b. I usually feel that I’ve earned the right to have things go my way 

c. Just because I want something, it doesn’t mean I am entitled to get it 

(reversed) 

d. I deserve to have my interests taken care of 

c. Social Consequences  

a. I feel anxious when I have to ask for something I want 

b. It always takes me a long time to work up the courage to ask for things 

I want 

c. I feel nervous when I am in situations in which I have to persuade 

others to give me things that I want 
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d. I experience a lot of stress when I think about asking for something I 

want 

e. I feel very awkward asking for things for myself 

f. It always feels so unpleasant to have to ask for things for myself 

g. Asking someone for what I want creates harmful conflict 

h. If I ask for what I want from someone it will put stress on our 

relationship 

i. Even if I don’t get it, if I ask for what I want, others will think I am 

selfish 

j. No one would think I’m selfish if I ask for something I want (reversed) 

k. Asking for what I want will give others reason to think I am greedy 
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Appendix D 

Concern with Appearing to Aggressive 
 
I am comfortable with asserting myself.  

o Strongly Disagree 
o Disagree 
o Somewhat Disagree 
o Neither Agree nor Disagree 
o Somewhat Agree 
o Agree 
o Strongly Agree 

 
I have to worry about others thinking I am hyper-aggressive.  

o Strongly Disagree 
o Disagree 
o Somewhat Disagree 
o Neither Agree nor Disagree 
o Somewhat Agree 
o Agree 
o Strongly Agree 

 
I am not concerned with appearing too aggressive.  

o Strongly Disagree 
o Disagree 
o Somewhat Disagree 
o Neither Agree nor Disagree 
o Somewhat Agree 
o Agree 
o Strongly Agree 

 
If I appear even the slightest bit aggravated, other exaggerate how 
aggravated I am.  

o Strongly Disagree 
o Disagree 
o Somewhat Disagree 
o Neither Agree nor Disagree 
o Somewhat Agree 
o Agree 
o Strongly Agree 

 
If I raise my voice in the workplace, it will frighten others.  

o Strongly Disagree 
o Disagree 
o Somewhat Disagree 
o Neither Agree nor Disagree 
o Somewhat Agree 
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o Agree 
o Strongly Agree 

 
When I assert myself, others think I am being too aggressive.  

o Strongly Disagree 
o Disagree 
o Somewhat Disagree 
o Neither Agree nor Disagree 
o Somewhat Agree 
o Agree 
o Strongly Agree 

 
If I appear angry at the workplace, others will become scared of me.  

o Strongly Disagree 
o Disagree 
o Somewhat Disagree 
o Neither Agree nor Disagree 
o Somewhat Agree 
o Agree 
o Strongly Agree 

 
If I assert myself, I have to be careful about not seeming angry.  

o Strongly Disagree 
o Disagree 
o Somewhat Disagree 
o Neither Agree nor Disagree 
o Somewhat Agree 
o Agree 
o Strongly Agree 

 
When I behave assertively, others will distance themselves from me.  

o Strongly Disagree 
o Disagree 
o Somewhat Disagree 
o Neither Agree nor Disagree 
o Somewhat Agree 
o Agree 
o Strongly Agree 

 
I must always appear calm or others will think I am overreacting.  

o Strongly Disagree 
o Disagree 
o Somewhat Disagree 
o Neither Agree nor Disagree 
o Somewhat Agree 
o Agree 
o Strongly Agree 

 
I would face negative consequences if I appear overly angry in the workplace.  

o Strongly Disagree 
o Disagree 
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o Somewhat Disagree 
o Neither Agree nor Disagree 
o Somewhat Agree 
o Agree 
o Strongly Agree 
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Appendix E 

 
Climate for Diversity Manipulation and Fillers 

(Positive Climate for Diversity) 
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(Negative Climate for Diversity) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(Postive Climate for Diversity) 
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(Negative Climate for Diversity) 
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(Filler 1) 
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(Filler 2) 
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(Filler 3) 
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(Filler 4) 
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(Filler 5) 
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Appendix F 

 

Example of Organizational Decision Making Task: 

 

FROM: foley@RLKConsult.com 
RE: Hiring Decision 
 
As you may know, one of the associates in our group had to resign last month 
because of medical problems. Due to the high volume of business our group 
has been handling recently, we need to fill the position immediately. Human 
resources has sent me the resumes of 72 applicants for the position. Due to 
the tight economy, it seems that we have an abundance of highly qualified 
applicants. We do not have time to interview all of these candidates. 
Realistically, we can only interview 20 people if we want to fill the position 
within the month. In determining which of these candidates will receive 
interviews we need to decide whether we want to emphasize either 
performance in business school or past experience in the consulting industry. 
Please let me know which strategy you recommend. 
  
J. Foley, Senior Associate 
 
I MUST NOW CHOOSE BETWEEN THE FOLLOWING TWO OPTIONS: 
  
 

 I believe that individuals with a lot of experience in the field have a wider 

source of knowledge about the industry and know more about the day-to-day 

life of a consultant. We want to hire people that will be able to hit the ground 

running. It is my opinion that experience is the key to success as a consultant. 

I will recommend that we emphasize experience over performance in business 

school when ranking the candidates. 

 

 

 I believe that performance in business school is the best indication of pure 

intellect. While experience helps to develop a consultant, intelligence is what 

determines a consultant’s ultimate success. It is my opinion that in the long 

run the candidates who were the most successful in business school will make 

the best consultants. I will recommend that we emphasize performance in 

business school over experience when ranking the candidates. 

 

 

 In a few sentences, explain why you made your choice: 
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Tables 

Table 1 

 

Inter-correlations for Measures 

Note.  N = 324.  Race is coded as 1 (Blacks) and 0 (Whites).  Gender is coded as 1 

(Male) and 2 (Female).  Bolded values are significant.  

 *p<.05.   **p<.01. 
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Table 2 

 

Main Effects of Race 

Variable Race N Mean SD F 

Salary Black 140 5.34 1.04 .005 

 White 184 5.33 1.10  

Bonuses Black 140 2.45 1.87 5.352* 

 White 184 2.01 1.75  

Stock Options Black 140 1.82 1.59 10.05* 

 White 184 1.35 1.08  

Promotions Black 140 5.73 .651 4.072* 

 White 184 5.57 .729  

Past Negotiation Black 140 58.79 93.94 .813 

 White 184 78.63 262.62  

Next Negotiation Black 140 32.53 47.92 3.066 

 White 184 22.40 19.27  

Recognition Of Opportunity Black 140 5.29 1.01 2.79 

 White 184 5.08 .86  

Entitlement Black 140 4.81 1.02 14.35** 

 White 184 4.36 1.12  

Anxiety Black 140 3.31 1.47 1.66 

 White 184 3.22 1.44  

Concern about Social Consequences Black 140 2.88 1.12 .995 

 White 184 3.01 1.10  

Climate for Diversity Black 140 4.67 1.01 .065 

 White 184 4.89 .95  

Concern with Appearing Aggressive Black 140 3.80 .94 .463 

 White 184 3.70 .83  

 

Note. Degrees of freedom for F-Tests is 323. 

* p< .05     **p<.01 
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Table 3 

Main Effects of Gender 

Variable Gender N Mean SD F 

Salary Women 164 5.48 .942 5.324* 

 Men 160 5.20 1.18  

Bonuses Women 164 2.01 1.73 4.78* 

 Men 160 2.40 1.89  

Stock Options Women 164 1.52 1.34 .363 

 Men 160 1.59 1.36  

Promotions Women 164 5.71 .628 .977 

 Men 160 5.60 .756  

Past Negotiation Women 164 78.31 12.42 3.51 

 Men 160 42.15 14.78  

Next Negotiation Women 164 29.54 4.98 3.066 

 Men 160 28.78 5.93  

Recognition Of Opportunity Women 164 5.11 .89 1.23 

 Men 160 5.23 .98  

Entitlement Women 164 4.55 1.09 .228 

 Men 160 4.58 1.11  

Anxiety Women 164 3.31 1.16 2.97 

 Men 160 3.15 1.23  

Concern about Social Consequences Women 164 2.91 1.07 .970 

 Men 160 3.00 1.14  

Climate for Diversity Women 164 4.68 .978 2.245* 

 Men 160 4.91 .977  

Concern with Appearing Aggressive Women 164 3.73 .89 .168 

 Men 160 3.71 .87  

 

Note. Degrees of freedom for F-Tests is 323. 

* p< .05     **p<.01 
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 Figures 

Figure 1 

Figure 1.  Diagram of the proposed model 
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Figure 2 

 

Figure 2.  Model after Pilot Study 
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