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a b s t r a c t
We examined whether gender differences in the perceived ease of being misled predict the likelihood of
being deceived in distributive negotiations. Study 1 (N = 131) conﬁrmed that female negotiators are perceived as more easily misled than male negotiators. This perception corresponded with perceptions of
women’s relatively low competence. Study 2 (N = 328) manipulated negotiator gender, competence
and warmth and found that being perceived as easily misled via low competence affected expectations
about the negotiating process, including less deception scrutiny among easily misled negotiators and
lower ethical standards among their negotiating counterparts. This pattern held true regardless of buyer
and seller gender. Study 3 (N = 298) examined whether patterns of deception in face-to-face negotiations
were consistent with this gender stereotype. As expected, negotiators deceived women more so than
men, thus leading women into more deals under false pretenses than men.
Ó 2014 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.

Introduction
‘‘. . . Salesmen . . . categorize people into ‘typical’ buyer categories. During my time as a salesman I termed the most common
of these the ‘typically uninformed buyer’. . .. [In addition to their
lack of information, these] buyers tended to display other common weaknesses. As a rule they were indecisive, wary, impulsive and, as a result, were easily misled. Now take a guess as
to which gender of the species placed at the top of this ‘typically
easy to mislead’ category? You guessed it—women.’’
(Parrish, 1985, p. 3, as quoted by Ayres & Siegelman, 1995)
As the reformed car salesman’s quote illustrates, women are
often considered easier to mislead than men. The current research
examines how this stereotype inﬂuences who is likely to be
deceived in distributive negotiations, where one party’s ﬁnancial
gain comes from another’s direct loss. Given the unique hurdles
that women face in negotiations (Kray & Thompson, 2005) and
the detrimental effects of deception on both economic and
psychological outcomes (Schweitzer, DeChurch, & Gibson, 2005),
it is surprising that research has not yet determined whether a
negotiator’s gender inﬂuences the likelihood of being deceived.
⇑ Corresponding author.
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Understanding how gender affects deception is important
because women are disadvantaged in negotiations (Bowles &
Kray, 2013; Kray & Thompson, 2005). Women typically perform
worse than men at the bargaining table (Stuhlmacher & Walters,
1999), due in part to stereotype threat (Kray, Thompson, &
Galinsky, 2001) and backlash (Amanatullah & Morris, 2010;
Bowles, Babcock, & Lai, 2007). Deception could exacerbate these
problems.
Across three studies, we investigate the relation between
negotiator gender, the perceived ease of being misled, and the
likelihood of being deceived. We address three major research
questions: (1) Are women stereotyped as more easily misled than
men?; (2) How do perceptions of competence and warmth contribute to this stereotype?; (3) Are patterns of deception consistent
with this gender stereotype? To address these questions, we examined the content of the gender stereotype, predictions about how it
affects the negotiating process, and actual deception patterns in
face-to-face negotiations. To begin, we review the literature on
deception and gender in negotiation.
Deception in negotiations
Negotiations are social interactions in which people mutually
allocate scarce resources (cf. Thompson & Hastie, 1990). Given that
self-interest is a guiding force in negotiations, it is not surprising
that deception is prevalent (Lewicki, 1983; Schweitzer & Croson,
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1999). Deception is inherently an interpersonal process; a lie is
transmitted from one party to another. It typically involves a deliberate attempt by one party to conceal (Shell, 1999) or present
incorrect information to another party (Aquino, 1998; Bok, 1978;
Ekman, 1985; Lewicki, 1983). Though deception can be both initiated by characteristics of a focal negotiator as well as triggered
via characteristics of a negotiating counterpart (Olekalns &
Smith, 2007, 2009), the current research examines the latter question—whether deception is elicited by the perception that a negotiator is easily misled.
In deciding whether to be deceptive, negotiators may consider
the risks, opportunities, and potential consequences of deception
before acting (Gneezy, 2005). Negotiators use deception opportunistically (Elangovan & Shapiro, 1998; Mazar, Amir, & Ariely,
2008; Olekalns & Smith, 2007, 2009), and the mere perception that
a counterpart is weak may elicit deception (Elangovan & Shapiro,
1998; Olekalns & Smith, 2007, 2009). We focus our investigation
on deception in distributive negotiations, where opportunistic
motives are most likely to be active (Malhotra & Gino, 2011;
Murnighan, Babcock, Thompson, & Pillutla, 1999).
Because information dependency is a fundamental feature of
negotiations (Kelley & Thibaut, 1969), deception has a number of
negative consequences for its victims. Deception distorts targets’
beliefs about their counterpart’s interests, inﬂuences their decision
making, and harms their proﬁts, while raising those of deceivers
(Schweitzer et al., 2005). Deception may also decrease the efﬁciency of negotiations by preventing negotiators from recognizing
compatible interests, obscuring opportunities for joint gains, and
causing negotiators to enter into agreements that are worse than
their alternatives (Jap, Robertson, & Hamilton, 2011). As such,
understanding the dynamics of the decision to deceive is critical.
To date, researchers have focused primarily on the question of
whether the gender of a focal negotiator impacts his or her unethical behavior (DePaulo, Kashy, Kirkendol, Wyer, & Epstein, 1996;
Dreber & Johannesson, 2008; Feldman, Forrest, & Happ, 2002;
Kray & Haselhuhn, 2012; Lewicki & Robinson, 1998; Robinson,
Lewicki, & Donahue, 2000). This research ﬁnds that men set lower
ethical standards and report greater deceptive intent than do
women in negotiations. By contrast to the evidence accumulating
on this question, scant attention has been paid to the question of
whether deception varies on the basis of a negotiating partner’s
gender. In other words, does gender predict whether a negotiator
will be the target of deception?
The perceived ease of being misled
We expected women to be perceived as more easily misled than
men in negotiations for two reasons. First, gender differences in the
intensity of agency prescriptions (Bem, 1974; Eagly, 1997; Prentice
& Carranza, 2002) may increase women’s perceived ease of being
misled relative to men. Agency includes projecting conﬁdence,
competence and the sense that one is knowledgeable in business
(Kennedy, Anderson, & Moore, 2013; Prentice & Carranza, 2002).
Women are expected to be less agentic than men (Eagly, 1997).
In negotiations, women conform to these expectations. Relative
to men, women report less knowledge about negotiating and less
conﬁdence in their ability to do so (Babcock, Gelfand, Small, &
Stayn, 2006; Kray & Gelfand, 2009; Stevens, Bavetta, & Gist,
1993). By conveying high levels of capability (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick,
& Xu, 2002), competence may signal deception is likely to be effectively scrutinized and thereby revealed. Conversely, less competent
targets may be seen as easier to mislead.
Second, we consider whether gender differences in the intensity
of warmth prescriptions (Bem, 1974; Eagly, 1997; Prentice &
Carranza, 2002) affect the perceived ease of being misled. Warmth
describes positive intentions toward others (Fiske et al., 2002).

Relatively intensiﬁed warmth prescriptions for women conﬂict
with the assertive behaviors associated with effective negotiating
in general (Amanatullah & Morris, 2010; Small, Gelfand, Babcock,
& Gettman, 2007). Warmth prescriptions may decrease women’s
resistance to lies because directly confronting deception is considered impolite (Ekman, Friesen, O’Sullivan, & Scherer, 1980;
O’Sullivan, Ekman, Friesen, & Scherer, 1985). If would-be deceivers
interpret women’s presumed warmth as an unwillingness to confront deception, then it too may produce an expectation that
women are relatively easily misled.
Apart from the question of what underlies the gender stereotype suggesting women are more easily misled than men, we also
consider what effect this stereotype may have on bargaining
behavior. Perceptions that women are relatively easy to mislead
may increase deception if negotiators take advantage of the
opportunity to deceive implied by this perception. In particular,
the perception that women are more easily misled may generate
an expectation that they are relatively unlikely to exhibit the doubt
and persistent questioning necessary to expose deception
(Schweitzer & Croson, 1999). By being perceived as relatively
unlikely to engage in the scrutinizing behaviors necessary to
expose deception—whether because of their low competence or
their high warmth—women may elicit deception if negotiators
act opportunistically.
A striking ﬁeld study by Ayres and Siegelman (1995) suggests
greater opportunism toward women manifests in worse opening
offers by their counterparts. These authors had both male and
female actors follow a standardized script inquiring about new
car purchases at various auto dealerships. Price quotes were significantly higher for women than for men. Because the trained actors
adopted identical bargaining strategies, it is likely that the gender
difference in offer quality derived from the expectation that
women were more likely than men to pay a high markup. As
Ayres and Siegelman suggested (1995, p. 317), ‘‘If sellers believe,
for example, that women are on average more averse to bargaining
than men, it may be proﬁtable to quote higher prices to women
customers.’’ This research supports the notion that negotiators
willingly act upon women’s apparent bargaining weaknesses. Here
we examine whether this opportunism extends to a greater
willingness to deceive women than men in negotiations.
Summary of hypotheses
On the basis of this logic, we tested a series of four hypotheses
with the goal of establishing a causal chain whereby stereotypes
about women’s ease of being misled inﬂuence negotiator
deception. First, we expected women to be stereotyped as more
easily misled than men in negotiations. Second, we expected this
stereotype to correspond with gender stereotypes concerning
competence and warmth. Third, we expected the perceived ease
of being misled to lower expectations about negotiators’ effectiveness at scrutinizing deception and their negotiating counterparts’
ethical standards. Finally, and most centrally, we hypothesized
that women would be deceived more than men in face-to-face distributive negotiations.
To test these hypotheses, we conducted three studies. First, we
conﬁrmed that the perceived ease of being misled is greater for
female negotiators than male negotiators (Study 1). We also
examined gender prescriptions and proscriptions as possible contributors to this perception. Next, we examined whether gender
stereotypes affect the perceived ease of being misled and, in turn,
expectations about focal negotiators’ deception scrutiny and negotiating counterparts’ ethical standards (Study 2). Finally, we examined whether the pattern of deception in a face-to-face distributive
negotiation is consistent with gender differences in the perceived
ease of being misled. To do so, we analyzed archival data from a
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negotiation simulation in the MBA classroom (Study 3). Study 3
also examined one important consequence of deception—whether
an agreement is reached between negotiators—thus allowing us to
determine if gender discrimination in patterns of deception add to
female negotiators’ litany of disadvantages by inducing them to
enter into more deals under false pretenses than male negotiators.
Study 1: Negotiator gender and the perceived ease of being
misled
Our ﬁrst study was designed to examine whether a gender
stereotype exists suggesting women are more easily misled than
men in negotiations. To do so, we manipulated the gender of a prospective buyer and examined sellers’ expectations about the buyer.
We also included a gender-neutral control condition so that we
could determine whether it is the case that women are regarded
as especially easy to mislead (versus men are especially difﬁcult
to mislead) relative to a baseline condition.
Method
Participants and design
Participants were 131 US workers (75 female, 56 male) of an
online marketing research website. They were paid $1. No other
demographic information was provided. Gender of negotiating
counterpart was the sole independent variable with three
between-subject conditions (male, female, control).
Procedure
Participants were given ﬁve minutes to complete an online
survey. The survey began, ‘‘Imagine you are selling your used car.
After posting an ad on a community bulletin board, you were contacted by an interested buyer [Michael Taylor, Patricia Anderson].
Based on your initial interactions, the buyer [Michael, Patricia]
appears to be a typical [male, female] negotiator.’’ In the control
condition, no information regarding the buyer’s gender was
provided.
We included eight gender stereotypical traits from Prentice and
Carranza (2002).2 We selected gender prescriptions that are stronger for females than males (warmth, kindness), gender prescriptions
that are stronger for males than females (business sense, ambition),
gender proscriptions that are stronger for males than females (gullible, naïve) and gender proscriptions that are stronger for females
than males (arrogance, stubbornness). These traits are consistent
with prior research ﬁndings (Eagly, 1997) suggesting warmth is prescribed for women whereas competence is prescribed for men. We
also included four additional traits that we expected to correspond
with our constructs (easily misled, impulsive, conﬁdent, knowledgeable). Traits were presented in randomized order. Participants read,
‘‘Please rate how likely it is that the buyer [Michael, Patricia] is as
follows:’’ The response scale ranged from 1 (very unlikely) to 7 (very
likely).

A series of 3 (buyer gender: male, female, or control)  2 (participant gender: male or female) ANOVAs revealed three buyer
gender main effects. First, consistent with our hypothesis, a main
effect of buyer gender emerged for ease of being misled, F
(2, 125) = 3.84, p = .02, gp2 = .06. Planned comparisons revealed that
the male buyer was perceived as less easily misled than the female
buyer, F (1, 87) = 8.74, p = .004, gp2 = .09. No difference emerged for
how easily misled the female buyer, F (1, 80) = 1.11, p = .30,
gp2 = .01, or the male buyer, F (1, 83) = 2.37, p = .13, gp2 = .03, were
compared to the gender-neutral buyer. This suggests stereotypes
about men and women contribute equally to the observed gender
difference in the perceived ease of being misled. Participant gender, p = .54, and the interaction between buyer and participant
gender, p = .39, were non-signiﬁcant. Table 2 provides means for
each factor by buyer condition.
Second, a main effect of buyer gender emerged for competence,
F (2, 125) = 2.71, p = .07, gp2 = .04. Importantly, the hypothesized
difference in expected competence between the female buyer
and the male buyer was signiﬁcant, F (1, 87) = 4.54, p = .04,
gp2 = .05. Compared to the gender-neutral buyer, the female buyer
was expected to be marginally less competent, F (1, 80) = 3.35,
p = .07, gp2 = .04. No difference in competence emerged between
the male and gender-neutral buyers, F (1, 83) = 0.01, p = .91,
gp2 < .001. A marginally signiﬁcant main effect of participant gender also emerged, F (1,125) = 3.37, p = .07, gp2 = .03. Women
(M = 5.27, SD = 0.81) expected the buyer to be more competent
than did men (M = 5.00, SD = 0.89). The interaction between buyer
and participant gender was not signiﬁcant, p = .71.
Third, a main effect of buyer gender emerged for warmth, F
(2, 125) = 8.14, p < .001, gp2 = .12. The female buyer was expected
to be higher in warmth than the male buyer, F (1, 87) = 15.10,
p < .001, gp2 = .15. Planned comparisons revealed this gender difference was driven by positive perceptions of the female buyer’s
warmth relative to the control condition, F (1, 80) = 11.02,
p = .001, gp2 = .12. Participants did not perceive signiﬁcantly different levels of warmth between the male and gender-neutral buyers,
F (1, 83) = 0.24, p = .63, gp2 = .003. This suggests intensiﬁed female
prescriptions, rather than relaxed masculine prescriptions, contributed to the gender difference. Participant gender, p = .10, and its
interaction with buyer gender were non-signiﬁcant, p = .37.
Mediation analysis
We examined whether women’s lower perceived competence
or higher perceived warmth corresponded with the perception that
they are more easily misled than men. We tested these hypotheses
using a simultaneous mediation analysis. It included data in the
male and female buyer conditions only and controlled for participant gender. The bootstrapping analysis of mediation (Preacher &
Hayes, 2004) with 10,000 resamples with replacement showed
women’s lower perceived competence [ .50, .06] but not higher
perceived warmth [ .13, .28] mediated the effect of buyer gender
on perceived ease of being misled.

Results

Discussion

To begin, we factor analyzed all of the items via a principal components analysis with varimax rotation. Three factors with eigenvalues greater than one emerged from the analysis: Ease of being
misled (a = .85): easily misled, gullible, naïve, impulsive; Competence
(a = .79): good business sense, conﬁdent, knowledgeable, ambitious;
Warmth (a = .79): warm, kind, stubborn, arrogant, with the ﬁnal
two items reverse-scored; Table 1 provides descriptive statistics.

Consistent with the car salesman’s intuition, women were perceived as more easily misled negotiators than men. Neither women
nor men were perceived as easy to mislead on an absolute level in

2

We also included items intended to measure anxiety, but do not report them for
the sake of simplicity.

Table 1
Study 1: Means, standard deviations, and correlations between factors.
Factor

Mean

SD

1

2

1. Ease of being misled
2. Competence
3. Warmth

3.19
5.15
4.05

1.10
0.85
1.04

–
.43***
.13

–
.03
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Table 2
Study 1: Factor means and standard deviations by buyer gender.

Table 3
Study 2: Means, standard deviations, and correlations between variables.

Factor

Female (n = 44)

Male (n = 47)

Control (n = 40)

Variable

Mean

SD

1

2

1. Ease of being misled
2. Competence
3. Warmth

3.49a (0.89)
4.90a (0.87)
4.53a (0.80)

2.85b (1.09)
5.30b (0.75)
3.76b (1.06)

3.27ab (1.22)
5.24 ab (0.90)
3.86b (1.10)

1. Buyer ease of being misled
2. Buyer deception scrutiny
3. Seller ethical standards

3.73
3.50
3.26

1.50
1.26
1.28

–
.48***
.26***

–

Note: Means with different subscripts differ at p < .05.

***

the sense that average ratings were not above the midpoint of the
scale. Instead, men were perceived as especially difﬁcult to mislead. Gender stereotypes about what traits are required and/or
allowed of each gender informed the perception that men are less
easily misled than women. Speciﬁcally, prescriptive mandates that
men exhibit competence predicted the perceived ease of being
misled. In contrast to our hypothesis, prescriptive mandates that
women exhibit warmth did not affect this perception, suggesting
appearing nice is less of a liability in potentially deceptive situations than is appearing incompetent. We also note that these perceptions held true irrespective of perceiver gender. Expectations
about women’s relatively low competence explained why they
were perceived as easier to mislead than men, and this held true
for male and female perceivers alike.

Method

Study 2: Expected effects of being easily misled on negotiating
processes
The previous study conﬁrmed the existence of a cultural stereotype suggesting women are more easily misled than men in negotiations. The perceived ease of being misled was negatively
correlated with perceived competence, but uncorrelated with perceived warmth. The pattern suggests that women are perceived to
be easy deception targets because of their relatively low expected
competence. In the current study, we directly manipulated negotiator gender, along with competence and warmth, to causally assess
what underlies the gender stereotype about women’s ease of being
misled.
Another goal of this study was to examine how the negotiating
process may be affected by the perceived ease of being misled. To
do so, we examined whether this perception affects expectations
about focal negotiators’ effectiveness at scrutinizing deception
and their counterpart’s likely ethical standards. Whereas selfreports of behavioral intentions tend to be inaccurate in ethical
domains, predictions of others’ behaviors tend to be quite accurate
and representative of population base rates (Epley & Dunning,
2000). As such, we measured expectations about negotiators in
general, rather than asking about whether participants themselves
would relax their ethical standards when negotiating with an easily misled negotiator. We expected that being perceived as easily
misled would correspond with an expectation that negotiating
counterparts will adopt relatively low ethical standards. In particular, we were interested in identifying whether behaviors associated with the perceived ease of being misled (i.e., ineffective
deception scrutiny) predict expected ethical standards of negotiating counterparts. By failing to exhibit the types of behaviors that
deter deception, negotiators may elicit deception (Olekalns, Kulik,
& Chew, 2014).
The previous study examined the perceived ease of being misled in the context of used car sales. In the current study, we sought
to test our theoretical account in the context of antique furniture
sales. In so doing, we were able to test whether gender stereotypes
about the perceived ease of being misled generalize beyond the
stereotypically masculine context of used car sales. If the distributive negotiating context in general elicits opportunistic motives,
then we should expect to see evidence of women’s perceived ease
of being misled in less overtly gendered contexts.

.36***

p < .001.

Participants
Participants were 394 Amazon Mechanical Turk workers who completed a survey in exchange for $0.75. We conducted four comprehension checks along the way, including an assessment of buyer gender.
After eliminating participants who did not pass all four checks, we
had a ﬁnal sample of 328 participants. Among them, 116 were female
(35%). The average age of the sample was 32 years old (SD = 9.78). The
ethnicity of the sample is as follows: 74% Caucasian, 7% African
American, 5% Hispanic, 11% Asian, 1% Native American, 2% other.
Experimental design
We conducted a 2 (warmth: low, high)  2 (competence: low,
high)  2 (buyer gender: male, female) between-subjects experimental design.
Procedure
Participants read the following scenario involving the sale of an
antique chair:
Imagine someone (the Seller) is selling an antique chair, which is
estimated to be worth $1250 according to a popular antique furniture buying guide. One of the chair’s legs is defective, and would
cost $250 to have it ﬁxed correctly. To prepare it for sale, the Seller
tightened the leg temporarily; the Seller knows it will become wobbly again with use. However, the only way the Buyer can learn
about this issue now is if the Seller were to disclose the defect.
Participants were told that an interested buyer had contacted the
seller. We varied warmth and competence using terms from Study 1.
To manipulate warmth, the buyer was either described as ‘‘warm
and kind’’ (high) or ‘‘stubborn and arrogant’’ (low). To manipulate
competence, the buyer was either described as ‘‘having good business sense and ambition’’ (high) or ‘‘lacking good business sense
and ambition’’ (low). We also varied buyer gender, using the names
Mike Taylor and Patty Anderson. After describing the buyer, we measured the buyer’s perceived ease of being misled with 4 items
(a = .93) from Study 1: gullible, easily misled, naïve, and impulsive.
Participants indicated the extent to which the items described the
buyer on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely).
We then measured expectations about the seller’s ethical standards with 7 items (a = .94): ‘‘How committed is the seller to maintaining the highest ethical standards with the buyer?’’, ‘‘How likely
is the seller to omit pertinent information to the buyer (reversescored)?’’, ‘‘When negotiating with the buyer, to what extent is
the seller likely to be truthful?’’, ‘‘To what degree is the seller likely
to be committed to disclosing all possible considerations to the
buyer?’’, ‘‘How likely is the seller to feel that it is necessary to
reveal the whole truth to the buyer?’’, and ‘‘How obligated will
the seller feel to act in a completely trustworthy and honest manner in dealing with the buyer?’’ Participants responded to each
question on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely).
Next we assessed the buyer’s expected deception scrutiny. Participants read that the seller lied to the buyer as follows, ‘‘Before
agreeing to purchase the chair, the Buyer asks the Seller, ‘Can you
please conﬁrm that the chair is in good working order?’ The Seller’s
response to this question was, ‘Yes, the chair is in mint condition.’’’
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Participants indicated expected deception scrutiny with 6 items
(a = .92): whether the buyer would doubt the seller’s response, be
skeptical of the seller’s response, persist in questioning the seller,
continue to scrutinize the chair’s condition, believe the seller
(reverse-scored), and be satisﬁed with the seller’s response
(reverse-scored). Participants indicated what they expected would
happen next on a scale ranging from 1 (deﬁnitely not what will happen) to 7 (deﬁnitely what will happen).3
At the conclusion of the survey, we included manipulation
checks of competence and warmth, as well as measuring demographic information. Competence and warmth items were assessed
using identical items from the manipulations on scales ranging
from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely).
Results
Unless otherwise indicated, we conducted all analyses using a 2
(participant gender)  2 (buyer gender)  2 (buyer warmth)  2
(buyer competence) ANOVA. Though we limited our analyses to those
who passed all four comprehension checks, all effects that are reported
at p < .05 remain at p < .05 when analyzing the entire sample, suggesting that sample restrictions did not inﬂuence our pattern of ﬁndings.
Table 3 provides descriptive statistics and correlations. Our manipulations served their intended purpose, as participants perceived the low
competence buyer (M = 3.27, SD = 1.33) to be less competent than the
high competence buyer (M = 5.15, SD = 1.29), F (1,312) = 142.97,
p < .001, gp2 = .31, and the low warmth buyer (M = 2.34, SD = 1.24)
to be less warm than the high warmth buyer (M = 5.70, SD = 1.29), F
(1, 312) = 509.80, p < .001, gp2 = .62. We did not observe any other
effects for either of the manipulation check items.
Buyer’s perceived ease of being misled
Consistent with the correlational evidence reported in Study 1, the
low competence buyer (M = 4.67, SD = 1.20) was perceived to be more
easily misled than the high competence buyer (M = 2.78, SD = 1.13), F
(1, 312) = 192.47, p < .001, gp2 = .38. We also observed a marginally
signiﬁcant main effect for warmth, such that the high warmth negotiator (M = 3.88, SD = 1.39) was perceived to be more easily misled than
the low warmth negotiator (M = 3.59, SD = 1.60), F (1, 312) = 3.47,
p = .06, gp2 = .01. No other effects were statistically signiﬁcant.
Buyer’s expected deception scrutiny
As hypothesized, the low competence buyer (M = 3.07, SD = 1.09)
was expected to scrutinize deception less than the high competence
buyer (M = 3.93, SD = 1.28), F (1, 312) = 31.32, p < .001, gp2 = .09. We
also observed a main effect for warmth, such that the high warmth
negotiator (M = 3.28, SD = 1.12) was expected to scrutinize deception less than the low warmth negotiator (M = 3.71, SD = 1.36), F
(1, 312) = 11.55, p < .001, gp2 = .04.4 No other effects reached statistical signiﬁcance.
3
We also measured the extent to which the seller was expected to be concerned by
the possibility of retaliation from the buyer. However, we observed no signiﬁcant
effects for this measure and therefore do not discuss it further.
4
We also identiﬁed an unexpected four-way interaction, F (1, 312) = 3.95, p < .05,
gp2 = .01. Given that it was not hypothesized, we simply note it here and call on future
research to replicate and explain it. Notably, we found a buyer gender  warmth  competence interaction among male participants, F (1, 204) = 6.06,
p = .01, but not female participants, F (1, 108) = 0.49, p = .49. Whereas a buyer
gender  warmth interaction emerged for males evaluating the high competence
buyer, F (1, 106) = 7.06, p = .009, no such interaction emerged for males evaluating the
low competence buyer, F (1, 59) = 0.08, p = .77. Speciﬁcally, males considered the
highly competent male buyer as more likely to scrutinize deception when he was low
in warmth (M = 4.39, SD = 1.24) as opposed to high in warmth (M = 3.55, SD = 1.04), F
(1, 57) = 8.09, p = .006. In contrast, males considered the female buyer as slightly less
likely to scrutinize deception when she was low in warmth (M = 3.94, SD = 1.27) as
opposed to high in warmth (M = 4.25, SD = 0.98), though the effect was not signiﬁcant,
F (1, 49) = 0.96, p = .33. No other effects were statistically signiﬁcant.

5

Seller’s expected ethical standards
As hypothesized, the seller was expected to have lower ethical
standards when negotiating with a low competence buyer
(M = 3.05, SD = 1.21) than with a high competence buyer
(M = 3.48, SD = 1.32), F (1, 312) = 8.16, p = .005, gp2 = .03. We also
observed a main effect for warmth, such that a high warmth buyer
(M = 3.40, SD = 1.21) was expected to produce higher ethical standards for sellers than a low warmth negotiator (M = 3.13,
SD = 1.34), F (1, 312) = 4.56, p = .03, gp2 = .01. Rather than lowering
counterparts’ expected ethical standards, warmth led to the
expectation that counterparts would have relatively high ethical
standards. No other effects were statistically signiﬁcant.
Mediation analysis
To examine whether perceived competence affects expected
deception scrutiny by creating the perception that a negotiator is
easily misled, we conducted an initial mediation analysis. A bootstrapping procedure with 10,000 replications revealed a signiﬁcant
indirect effect for the buyer’s perceived ease of being misled, 95%
CI = [.47, .94], suggesting that it mediated the effect of buyer competence on expected deception scrutiny.
We also examined whether expected deception scrutiny mediated the link between the buyer’s perceived ease of being misled
and the seller’s expected ethical standards. In the interest of demonstrating a mediation chain beginning with the buyer’s competence, we ﬁrst entered buyer competence and perceived ease of
being misled into a single model predicting expectations of the
seller’s ethical standards. As expected, the buyer’s perceived ease
of being misled negatively predicted expectations of the seller’s
ethical standards (p < .001), but buyer competence did not
(p = .95). We then expanded on this model by including expectations of the buyer’s expected deception scrutiny as a predictor
and found that the effect of the perceived ease of being misled
was reduced (p = .07) while the effect of expected deception scrutiny was signiﬁcant (p < .001). After running a bootstrap with
10,000 replications, we found a signiﬁcant indirect effect for
expected deception scrutiny on the relationship between the
buyer’s perceived ease of being misled and expectations of the seller’s ethical standards, 95% CI = [ .17, .05]. See Fig. 1 for a visual
summary of the double mediation model.
Discussion
The results of this study shed further light on the relation
between gender and the perceived ease of being misled in negotiations. An initial goal of our study was to determine the causal role
that competence and warmth play in shaping perceptions of negotiators’ ease of being misled. Consistent with the correlational evidence from Study 1, low competence corresponded with an
expectation of being easily misled. However, whereas warmth
did not predict the ease of being misled in Study 1, the current
study found that high warmth increased the expectation that a
negotiator would be easily misled. Consistent with these general
trait expectations, both competence and warmth predicted behavioral expectations for focal negotiators corresponding with being
easily misled. Low competence negotiators were expected to be
relatively ineffective at scrutinizing deception and, similarly, high
warmth negotiators were expected to be poor deception scrutinizers. These perceptions and corresponding behavioral expectations
held true irrespective of buyer gender and seller gender. Likewise,
these effects for competence and warmth operated independently
from one another.
Despite the parallels in how low competence and high warmth
affected expectations of focal negotiators’ deception scrutiny, only
low competence led to the expectation that negotiating counterparts would relax their ethical standards. By contrast, high warmth
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Fig. 1. Study 2 mediation analyses.

led to the expectation that negotiating counterparts would raise
their ethical standards. These ﬁndings suggest that appearing
incompetent puts negotiators at greater risk of opportunistic
deception than does appearing nice.
Taken together, these results lay out a causal chain whereby
the buyer’s perceived competence inﬂuences the seller’s
expected ethical standards by inﬂuencing perceptions and expectations of the buyer. Participants tended to consider incompetent
buyers as unlikely to scrutinize deception because they were
perceived as easily misled. In turn, the perception that incompetent buyers were unlikely to scrutinize deception led to the
expectation that sellers would relax their ethical standards.
Overall, the results suggest that being perceived as low in negotiating competence is a liability because it elicits opportunistic
deception.

Study 3: Gender bias in negotiator deception
Studies 1 and 2 offered support for the initial three hypotheses.
First, female negotiators were perceived as more easily misled than
male negotiators. Second, this perception corresponded with gender stereotypes about women’s relatively low negotiating competence and, to a lesser degree, high warmth. Third, being
perceived as relatively easily misled due to low competence lowered expectations of a negotiating counterpart’s ethical standards.
This occurred because being perceived as more easily misled
increased expectations that deception would not be effectively
scrutinized. The current study was designed to test our ﬁnal
hypothesis concerning whether actual patterns of deception in
face-to-face negotiations are consistent with gender stereotypes
about women’s ease of being misled.
The previous studies examined the perceived ease of being misled across two negotiation contexts, including used car and antique
furniture sales. In the current study, we examined real estate negotiations, where 57% of professional real estate agents are women
(National Association of Realtors, 2012). In so doing, we sought
to demonstrate that, broadly speaking, female negotiators are at
risk of being targeted by opportunistic deception in distributive
negotiations.
We also examined whether women’s elevated deception exposure negatively impacts their negotiating deals. A particular type of
lie that can harm negotiators occurs in impasse settings (i.e., where
negotiators’ interests do not overlap). In this context, lies are told
to lure a target negotiator into a deal under false pretenses (Jap
et al., 2011). The current study examined this type of deception.
We expected that, if negotiators act on the perception that female
negotiators are relatively easily misled, then female negotiators
should have higher agreement rates than male negotiators. In
negotiations with negative bargaining zones, this represents a

negative outcome because it fails to meet negotiators’ minimal
requirements for agreement.
Negotiation setting and simulation
To test our hypotheses, an archival dataset was created using
existing measures from an MBA negotiation course. In this course,
students completed face-to-face negotiation role-playing exercises followed by post-negotiation online surveys on a weekly
basis. We selected this context for a number of reasons. First, students were motivated to perform. Preparation and effort in negotiation exercises were graded, and reputational incentives
motivated students to reach attractive deals. After each exercise,
the precise terms of each negotiating pair’s agreement were summarized in written form and shared with the entire class, thus
providing clear and immediate reputational incentives to do well.
Second, as in real world negotiations, deception carried the risk of
discovery and harm to relationships and reputations. Instructors
debriefed the classes after each negotiation by explaining key
terms of the deal and each role’s interests in the negotiation. As
a result of this debrieﬁng process, students were virtually assured
that any deception occurring during negotiations would ultimately be revealed to their negotiating partners. Past research
has conﬁrmed that behavior in these simulations affects reputations and ongoing relationships among classmates (Anderson &
Shirako, 2008).
One negotiation exercise in particular was designed to
introduce the concept of ethics. This provided an ideal context
for testing our hypotheses about the relation between target
negotiator gender and deception. The negotiation task (described
in detail below) involved a buyer–seller real estate transaction
designed to pose the following ethical dilemma to buyers:
Should they lie about their intended use of the property to facilitate a deal that might not otherwise occur? Prior to debrieﬁng
the exercise (i.e., revealing the buyers’ true intentions), participants completed a post-negotiation survey that included all
dependent variables.
We measured deception by the buyer in two ways. First, we
coded sellers’ open-ended descriptions of what buyers told them
about their intentions. Two independent judges coded these
descriptions for deception. Second, we measured buyers’ lie admissions, a common method for assessing dishonesty (cf. DePaulo
et al., 1996; McCabe, Butterﬁeld, & Trevino, 2006). Agreement rate
served as a measure of deception consequences.
Method
Participants
Participants were 298 full-time M.B.A. students (221 male)
at a public west coast business school who were enrolled in
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Table 4
Study 3: Means, standard deviations, and correlations between variables.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Variable

Mean

SD

1

Gender (B)
Gender (S)
Deception (S, coded)
Lie Admissions (B)
Agreement

0.76
0.59
2.08
0.13
0.75

0.43
0.49
1.20
0.33
0.43

–

2
.06
.01
.01
.04

3

4

–
.34***
.19**

–
.05

–
.27***
.26***
.13*

Note: Gender = 0 for females, 1 for males.
***
p < .001.
**
p < .01.
*
p < .05.

one of six sections of a negotiation course. They comprised 149
dyads (65 male–male, 23 female buyer–male seller, 48 male
buyer–female seller, 13 female–female). The sample included
80% of students enrolled in the course; excluded students either
did not participate in the negotiation or failed to complete the
post-negotiation survey. Dyads were included if at least one
member of the dyad submitted an agreement report. Given that
men comprised approximately 75% of M.B.A. enrollment, data
from 6 sections of negotiation classes across 3 semesters were
combined to enable the analysis of a full factorial design.5
The negotiation exercise occurred in approximately the 4th week
of a 15-week course. Two female instructors taught the six
sections.

Procedure
Participants were given one hour to negotiate the ‘‘Bullard
Houses’’ role-playing exercise (Karp, Gold, & Tan, 1998), which
describes a real-estate negotiation. The seller’s agent in the negotiation is instructed to sell the property to a known, reputable
buyer for ‘‘tasteful’’ and preferably residential purposes. The
buyer’s agent represents a client that intends to build on the
property a commercial high-rise hotel that caters to tourists
and convention visitors, a use inconsistent with the sellers’ interests. Participants were randomly assigned to negotiate as the
buyer’s agent (‘‘buyer’’) or the seller’s agent (‘‘seller’’) in a real
estate negotiation. Following prior research (Jap et al., 2011;
Kern & Chugh, 2009), we chose this negotiation because it
involves the potential for deception. Buyers’ agents had the
opportunity to either tell the truth, misrepresent, or tell an outright lie about their intentions in order to lure the seller into a
deal. Sellers were instructed only to sell the property to a known,
reputable buyer for ‘‘tasteful’’ and preferably residential purposes.
Buyers were prohibited from revealing under any circumstances
that their client intended to build a commercial high-rise hotel
catering to tourists and convention visitors, a use inconsistent
with the sellers’ interests. However, at no point were buyers
instructed to tell a blatant lie of commission.
Buyers were faced with the decision of whether to be truthful
versus dishonest to sellers about their client’s intended use of
the property. Buyers exhibiting total honesty could inform the
seller that they were prohibited from revealing the intended use
of the property, though doing so could raise suspicion and thereby
potentially increase the risk of reaching an impasse. Alternatively,
various degrees of dishonesty could be employed: Buyers could
claim that they were unaware of their client’s intended use, focus
on ambiguous terms like ‘‘residential’’ (though a hotel ‘‘houses’’
people, it is short-term and requires different zoning than long5
Lie admissions did not vary over time, v2 (2, 131) = .90, p = .40, suggesting
contamination was not a problem.

term residences), or blatantly lie by claiming that their client
intended to put the property to a use consistent with the seller’s
interests (e.g., brownstones).
Dependent measures
We report our dependent measures below. Degrees of freedom
vary across analyses because some negotiators did not complete all
dependent measures of the study and some dyads only had one
respondent.
Buyer deception
Buyer deception was assessed on the basis of sellers’ openended responses to the following question: ‘‘What is your understanding of the intended use of the property by the buyer?’’ Two
independent judges coded each description according to the
degree to which it was deceptive and had the potential to distort
the seller’s perception of reality. The following 5-point scale was
used: 0 (truth but violated orders by revealing client’s intent, i.e.
‘‘high-rise commercial hotel’’), 1 (truth but did not reveal client’s
intent, i.e. ‘‘not authorized to reveal’’), 2 (vague and subjective,
i.e. ‘‘façade will remain intact’’ or ‘‘uncertain’’ use), 3 (misleading,
emphasis on ‘‘residential’’ use), and 4 (blatant lie, i.e. ‘‘luxury condominiums’’). Inter-rater reliability was high (a = .90), so the ratings were averaged. Eleven sellers did not report what the buyer
told them about the intended use of the property, resulting in a
sample of 138 dyads for this measure.
Buyer lie admission
With the goals of establishing convergent validity with our
coded deception measure and obtaining an actual measure of buyers’ self-perceived degree of honesty, we also assessed buyers’ own
lie admissions. Lie admissions were measured by asking buyers if
they lied to sellers about the intended use of the property. We
coded no as ‘‘0’’ and yes as ‘‘1.’’ A total of 15 buyers did not indicate
whether they lied to their negotiating partner, leaving a total of
134 dyads for this measure.
Dyadic agreement
Agreement rates were examined, coding impasse as ‘‘0’’ and
agreement as ‘‘1.’’
Results
Preliminary analyses
Descriptive statistics for all study variables are provided in
Table 4. Assuring inter-dyadic agreement about what the buyer
told the seller, we obtained a signiﬁcant correlation between buyer
deception (reported by sellers) and buyer lie admissions.
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Table 5
Hierarchical linear models predicting seller reports of buyer deception in Study 3.

Buyer gender
Seller gender
Instructor ﬁxed effect

(1) Coded deception

(2) Lie admissions

(3) Agreement

0.10 (.27)
0.65 (.21)**
Yes

0.13 (.66)
1.70 (.59)**
Yes

0.14 (.45)
0.69 (.41)+
Yes

Note: Numbers represent coefﬁcient estimates (robust standard errors in parentheses). Model 1 is a linear regression model. Models 2 and 3 are logistic regression models.
Buyer gender = 0 if female, 1 if male; Seller gender = 0 if female, 1 if male; Negotiator role = 0 if buyer, 1 if seller.
**
p < .01.
+
p < .10.

To account for the hierarchical nature of the dataset and unbalanced cell sizes,6 models use an instructor ﬁxed effect and robust
standard errors unless otherwise noted.
Buyer deception
As illustrated by Model 1 of Table 5, a main effect emerged for
seller gender, t (134) = 3.15, p = .002, b = .26. As hypothesized,
female sellers (M = 2.46, SD = 1.20) were deceived to a greater
degree than male sellers (M = 1.81, SD = 1.13). Male and female
buyers did not differ in the extent to which they were deceptive,
t (134) = 0.37, p = .71.

Table 6
Buyer lie admissions by buyer gender and seller gender in Study 3.
Buyer gender

Female
Male
Overall

Seller gender
Female

Male

Overall

16.7%
(n = 12)
23.9%
(n = 46)
22.4%

11.1%
(n = 18)
3.4%
(n = 58)
5.3%

13.3%
12.5%

Buyer lie admission
We estimated a logistic regression model with buyer gender
and seller gender as predictors. Table 5 provides coefﬁcient estimates with buyer gender and seller gender as predictors (Model
2). Corroborating the pattern of deceit observed in sellers’ reports,
buyers admitted to being more deceitful to female sellers (22%)
than to male sellers (5%), z = 2.89, p = .004, OR = 0.18, providing
further support for our hypothesis. Again, lie admissions did not
vary by buyer gender, z = 0.20, p = .85. In Table 6, we describe
the proportion of buyers who admitted to deceiving their counterpart by buyer and seller gender.
Fig. 2. Study 3: Agreement mediation analysis.

Agreement
Overall, 75% of dyads reached agreement. We expected that
deceived negotiators would have higher agreement rates than
non-deceived negotiators. Consistent with this notion, sellers’
amount of experienced deception predicted agreement rates, r
(135) = .19, p = .02. Given that females were deceived more than
males and that deceived negotiators were more likely to reach an
agreement than non-deceived negotiators, we expected that
female sellers would be more likely to reach agreements. A marginally signiﬁcant effect emerged for seller gender whereby dyads
with female sellers (82%) reached more deals than dyads with male
sellers (70%), z = 1.67, p = .09, OR = 0.50 (see Model 3 in Table 5).
Buyer gender did not inﬂuence agreement rates, z = 0.32, p = .75.
Mediation analysis
In testing our prediction about the impact of deception on negotiation outcomes, we conducted mediation analyses for agreement
rates. We expected that deception disproportionally directed at
6
Due to the large number of males relative to females in our dataset, gender
imbalances exist for both roles. Though this issue does not bias the estimated means
or standard deviations of our sample, it does create two issues that may bias
statistical tests. First, it reduces the power of statistical tests (cf. Aguinis, 1995;
Aguinis & Stone-Romero, 1997). Though we cannot address this issue, we note that it
renders our hypothesis tests more conservative than would occur with a more
balanced gender distribution in an equivalently sized sample of negotiators. The
second issue with this gender imbalance is that it results in greater variability
surrounding the sampled standard error of measures collected for females relative to
those collected for males, which can increase the likelihood of heteroskedasticity. To
account for this issue, we conduct statistical tests using Huber–White standard error
estimates, which are robust to the standard assumption of homogeneous variance
across observations (Huber, 1967; White, 1980).

female sellers would result in higher agreement rates for female,
compared to male, sellers. To test this possibility, we examined
whether the amount of buyer deception mediated the relationship
between seller gender and agreement rates. As illustrated in Fig. 2,
seller gender predicted the degree of buyer deception in a linear
regression model (p = .002) and dyad-level agreement in a logistic
regression model (p < .10, marginally signiﬁcant). However, when
controlling for the effect of deception on dyad-level agreement,
the effect of seller gender on agreement was non-signiﬁcant
(p = .25) while the degree of buyer deception continued to have
an effect on agreement rates (p = .06). After adjusting coefﬁcients
and standard errors according to the procedure outlined by
MacKinnon and Dwyer (1993) for mediation with binary response
variables, we conducted a bootstrap analysis with 10,000 replications, in line with the recommendations of Preacher and Hayes
(2004). The 95% conﬁdence interval for the indirect effect was
[ .13, .001]. This analysis suggests that buyer deception mediated the relationship between seller gender and agreement rates.
Dyads were more likely to reach an agreement with female sellers
because buyers were more likely to deceive female sellers than
male sellers. Though buyer deception mediated the higher agreement rates in dyads with female sellers, buyer lie admissions did
not mediate this relationship (p = .41), suggesting the lie had to
be believed by sellers to be effective.
Exploratory analysis of deception type
To determine the precise nature of the gender bias in deception,
we conducted an exploratory frequency analysis based on the
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35%

Female Seller

Male Seller

Frequency

30%
25%
20%

9

signiﬁcant gender difference in the experience of lies of commission versus honest responses. Speciﬁcally, women were told more
blatant lies than men, and men were provided more honest
responses than women. The gender bias in deception appears driven by a greater propensity to tell women blatant lies in a situation
in which men tend to be told the truth.

15%

General discussion

10%
5%
0%
Truth Revealed
Client's
Intent

Truth - Did
not Reveal
Client's
Intent

Vague and
Subjective

Misleading

Blatant Lie

Type of Stated Buyer Intention
Fig. 3. Study 3: Frequency of response type by seller gender.

5-point coding scheme described above (see Fig. 3).7 In so doing, we
determined that buyers were signiﬁcantly more likely to communicate blatantly deceptive intentions to female sellers than to male
sellers, v2 (1, 138) = 8.27, p = .004. Conversely, buyers were signiﬁcantly more likely to convey truthfully that they could not reveal
their client’s intentions to male sellers than to female sellers,
v2 (1, 138) = 4.07, p = .04, though they were no more likely to reveal
their client’s intentions to male sellers than to female sellers,
v2 (1, 138) = 1.35, p = .25. No signiﬁcant gender effects emerged for
vague, v2 (1, 138) = 0.73, p = .39 or misleading statements,
v2 (1, 138) = 1.24, p = .27.
Discussion
We examined whether a gender bias emerges in who negotiators deceive. As hypothesized, female negotiators were deceived
more so than male negotiators. This tendency was observed across
multiple measures of deception, including revealed deception
(through systematic coding) and admitted deception (through
self-reports).
These ﬁndings point to yet another disadvantage facing women
at the bargaining table. In addition to being offered less favorable
deal terms (Ayres & Siegelman, 1995) and incurring social penalties for negotiating that men escape (Bowles et al., 2007), women
are also disproportionately targeted for opportunistic deception.
This study also provides some evidence that being disproportionately deceived led female sellers to enter into more deals under
false pretenses than male sellers. Reaching agreement represented
a negative outcome for sellers because the buyers’ intended use of
the property was inconsistent with the sellers’ interests.
This study also provides some insight into what type of deception female negotiators experienced. Previous research has distinguished between two forms of deception, lies of commission and
lies of omission (Bok, 1978; O’Connor and Carnevale, 1997;
Schweitzer & Croson, 1999; Spranca, Minsk, & Baron, 1991).
Whereas the former involves blatantly false statements, the latter
involves misrepresentation. Lies of commission are considered
more serious and observed less often than lies of omission
(Schweitzer & Croson, 1999; Spranca et al., 1991). We observed a
7
Overall, only 16% of buyers engaged in blatant deception in comparison to 30%
who were completely truthful by either revealing their client’s intentions or stating
that they are not authorized to discuss those intentions. Thus, although the task may
seem to license buyers to engage in deception because it prohibits them from
revealing their client’s intentions, a minority of buyers were blatantly deceptive and
some even engaged in the unauthorized act of telling sellers their client’s true
intentions.

This research explores a novel phenomenon in behavioral negotiations research: Negotiators act opportunistically by deceiving
women more frequently than men. In Study 1, we documented a
previously overlooked gender stereotype relevant to negotiations
that may explain this pattern: Women are viewed as easier to mislead than men. We determined that this perception was predicted
most reliably by the relatively low competence expected of female
negotiators. Study 2 found that the perceived ease of being misled
stereotype has predictable effects on negotiators’ expectations
about the bargaining process. We found that the perception of
being easily misled reduced expected scrutiny of deception and,
in turn, the expected ethical standards of negotiating counterparts.
Finally, we found that this stereotype has pernicious effects for
women. Speciﬁcally, Study 3 showed that women experienced
more deception than men in a face-to-face distributive negotiation.
We also provided some evidence to suggest women’s heightened
propensity of being deceived leads them into more deals under
false pretenses than men.
Theoretical contributions
Our research adds to the growing body of literature suggesting that gender stereotypes are important drivers of negotiation
performance (Amanatullah & Tinsley, 2013; Bowles et al., 2007;
Kray & Babcock, 2006; Kray, Galinsky, & Thompson, 2002; Kray
& Thompson, 2005; Kray et al., 2001). Gender stereotypes
suggesting women are easier to mislead confront them with
unique negotiating hurdles. Whereas past research has shown
that the activation of stereotypes can affect negotiators’
assertiveness and outcomes, the current research shows that
gender stereotypes also affect the ethics of negotiating counterparts in distributive negotiations. Although blatant deception
was not the modal response in our behavioral study, this
relatively low frequency event had important consequences on
negotiation processes and outcomes. We found that women’s
disproportionate exposure to deception lured them into more
deals under false pretenses than men. In negotiations outside
of the classroom and laboratory, this may translate into greater
implementation costs for women than men when their negotiating counterparts’ true intentions come to light.
The pattern of deception may suggest gender prescriptions and
proscriptions (Prentice & Carranza, 2002) apply not only to how
men and women act themselves, but also to how others act toward
each gender. Just as men and women are allowed to exhibit distinct negative characteristics, interaction counterparts may be
allowed to interact differently with men and women. Our results
suggest the proscription against deception may be relaxed in interactions with female negotiators or intensiﬁed in interactions with
male negotiators. Deceiving men may be viewed, implicitly or
explicitly, as worse than deceiving women.
Overall, we found compelling evidence in support of an opportunistic model of negotiator deception (Malhotra & Gino, 2011;
Murnighan et al., 1999; Olekalns & Smith, 2007), such that negotiators take advantage of their counterparts’ perceived incompetence. By contrast, we did not ﬁnd evidence that being
perceived as easily misled due to high warmth poses the same
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risk as low competence. The ability to rationalize dishonest
behavior is often a critical precursor to unethical behavior
(Gino & Ariely, 2012; Lewis et al., 2012; Shalvi, Dana,
Handgraaf, & De Dreu, 2011) and perceiving a counterpart as
too incompetent to scrutinize deception may provide a better justiﬁcation for deception than simply being too nice. These results
suggest that deception in distributive negotiations may be a form
of succumbing to moral temptation (Monin, Pizarro, & Beer,
2007) posed by the perception that a negotiating counterpart
‘‘had it coming’’ by lacking competence.
Our studies painted a more nuanced picture of the role that perceived warmth plays in negotiator deception. Whereas Study 1
found no correlational association between the ease of being misled and warmth, Study 2 found a positive relationship. However,
Study 2 also suggests that, rather than triggering deception, perceived warmth may have a mitigating effect on negotiators’ deceptive tendencies. This pattern is consistent with prior research
suggesting that, in non-competitive contexts, people use deception
to protect women, rather than take advantage of them. For example, in a study examining deception in everyday social interactions,
women were told more ‘‘white lies’’ (i.e., low stakes lies meant to
protect a target’s feelings rather than to increase a focal actor’s
material gain) than men (DePaulo et al., 1996). More recently,
Gino and Pierce (2010) found that participants reported greater
willingness to cheat to help a female peer than a male peer. In both
studies, interactions with females were characterized by protective, not opportunistic, motives.
By utilizing a full factorial design with respect to dyadic gender
composition across the studies, the current research is among the
ﬁrst to test the simultaneous effects of both negotiators’ gender on
deception. We are the ﬁrst to show that the gender of one’s negotiating counterpart inﬂuences the propensity to deceive. Diverging
from past research (Dreber & Johannesson, 2008; Kennedy & Kray,
2013; Kray & Haselhuhn, 2012; Lewicki & Robinson, 1998;
Robinson et al., 2000), we found no effects of focal negotiator gender on deception. Women were not more honest than men. One
explanation could be that female negotiators in Study 3 were acting as agents. They represented a client. Women may lower their
ethical standards when negotiating on behalf of others due to prescriptions requiring them to support others (Amanatullah &
Tinsley, 2013). Just like negotiating on behalf of others has been
shown to eliminate gender differences in performance (Bowles
et al., 2007), advocating for others may moderate gender differences in ethical behavior in negotiations (Kouchaki & Kray,
2014). Because agents can cite local social utility—the fact that
their behavior beneﬁted others—as one excuse for acting deceptively (Ayal & Gino, 2011), acting in one’s own capacity may reduce
women’s deceit of other women.
The current research also begs the question of whether
gender stereotypes regarding women’s relative ease of being
misled are accurate. Some evidence suggests not. Past work
has established that women are better at decoding nonverbal
cues than men (Hall, 1978), though no better at catching a liar
(Ekman & O’Sullivan, 1991). The gender difference in agreement
rates in Study 3 suggests women were in fact more easily
misled. However, what we do not know is whether, if deceived
at identical rates, women would have found the lies to be more
believable than men. We also distinguish the ease of being
misled here from gullibility as deﬁned in the literature as trust
in the presence of clear reasons to distrust (Gurtman, 1992;
Rotter, 1980). These data do not speak to gullibility per se
because sellers did not have clear a priori reasons for distrusting buyers’ assurances about the intended use of the property
(i.e., they had not negotiated previously) and had no ability to
independently verify the buyer’s intentions in the role play
simulation.

Limitations and directions for future research
Future research is needed to identify the boundary conditions of
opportunistic deception toward women. The current research
demonstrates an effect in distributive bargaining settings without
much consideration for the manner in which actor characteristics
or non-opportunistic motives may inﬂuence the likelihood of
deception. First, researchers should consider whether individual
differences in egalitarian ideologies (Tetlock, 2000) or moral identity (Aquino & Reed, 2002) attenuate the gender bias in deception.
Second, researchers should consider the circumstances under
which gender stereotypes about women’s relatively low competence lead men to be deceived more so than women. In addition
to offensive moves triggered by opportunity, deception may be
conceptualized as defensive moves aimed at preventing exploitation. If a counterpart is perceived to be aggressive and competitive,
then negotiators may rationalize pre-emptive deceit as a means of
self-protection against exploitation (Aquino, 1998; Lewicki, 1983;
Murnighan et al., 1999; Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977; Steinel & De
Dreu, 2004; Tenbrunsel, 1998). For example, Rubin, Pruitt, and
Kim (1994) found that individuals felt greater license to deceive
negotiating targets perceived to be competitive than those perceived to be cooperative. Likewise, negotiators expecting to interact with a competitive target report more lenient ethical
standards than negotiators expecting to interact with a cooperative
target (Lewicki & Spencer, 1990; Steinel & De Dreu, 2004). It is an
open question whether men, who are more competitive than
women in negotiations (Walters, Stuhlmacher, & Meyer, 1998),
are instead deceived more so than women when self-defense is a
dominant motive. Finally, future research is needed to understand
the relation between gender and protective deception that directly
affects a negotiating counterpart, rather than a neutral third party,
as in recent research (Gino & Pierce, 2010).
Another important direction for future research is to examine
whether the nature of the negotiation context moderates our
effects. Recently, Bear and Babcock (2012) found that women
underperformed relative to men in a negotiation over an overtly
masculine topic (motorcycle headlights), but that this economic
disadvantage was mitigated in a negotiation over an overtly feminine topic (jewelry beads). Though we examined the relation
between gender and deception across three negotiation contexts—used cars, furniture, and real estate—it is possible that the
tasks themselves were all gendered in a way that psychologically
disadvantaged women. It is possible that modifying the context
in which negotiations occur would reduce women’s perceived ease
of being misled. For example, in negotiation contexts in which
women are perceived to be particularly skillful—such as in navigating interpersonal conﬂict in romantic or family relationships—men
may be perceived to be more easily misled than women. While
worthy of future inquiry, this possible boundary condition does
not minimize the importance of our effects because most negotiation domains are typed as masculine (Bowles & Kray, 2013).
Our model indicates that women are highly deceived because of
stereotyped expectations that they will be unlikely to scrutinize
lies effectively. Given the classroom context in which the archival
data were collected in Study 3, we cannot say whether deception
scrutiny actually differed by gender as negotiations were not
recorded. We leave this question for future research. On one hand,
it may be that women’s initial questioning about the buyer’s intentions was perceived to be ineffective, thus eliciting opportunistic
deception. We also note an alternate possibility that our data cannot address: it is possible that women were less accepting of vague
responses than men, thus eliciting more precise (but blatantly
deceptive) answers. Given recent research showing gender differences in negotiator persistence depend on counterpart gender
(Bowles & Flynn, 2010), it suggests the answer may not be simple.
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More work is clearly needed to understand the negotiating processes leading up to the observed gender bias in who gets deceived.
A key strength of Study 3 is that it was conducted in the MBA
classroom, where students are highly motivated to perform and
to maintain positive reputations with their peers. Though the realism of the context enhances external validity, questions of generalizability still exist. At least three characteristics differentiate this
sample from the general population. First, graduate students
studying business cheat more than their non-business peers
(McCabe et al., 2006). Second, although self-selection may lead
more competitive people to pursue business degrees, the economic
models emphasized in business education may also reinforce a
self-interest perspective (Frank, Gilovich, & Regan, 1993). Finally,
the deliberative, analytical approach emphasized in business education may have exacerbated unethical behavior (Zhong, 2011).
Whether these ﬁndings generalize to populations whose education
is less heavily based on economic principles of rationality and selfinterest is a question for future research.
Practical implications and conclusion
Our ﬁndings may help to explain the persistent gender gap in
labor participation and advancement in business. Though women
make up 47% of the United States labor force, they comprise just
4% of Fortune 500 CEOs and only 16% of Fortune 500 board seats
(Catalyst., 2012). Our research suggests one reason why women
may hesitate to negotiate (Small et al., 2007) and shy away from
competition (Niederle & Vesterlund, 2007), arguably two critical
activities for career advancement. We show that, when women
do negotiate, they are disproportionately deceived, and this
increases their risk of entering into deals under false pretenses.
Given that women react more negatively than men to ethical compromises in pursuit of proﬁt and status in organizations (Kennedy
& Kray, 2013), the current research suggests women’s disproportionate exposure to deception in negotiations may exacerbate their
aversion to bargaining and, possibly, remaining in business.
A growing body of literature highlights the unique obstacles
facing women negotiators. The current research contributes by
demonstrating that gender affects exposure to opportunistic
deception at the bargaining table. When opportunistic deception
is directed more at women than at men, it suggests the negotiating
playing ﬁeld is unlevel (i.e. tipped in men’s favor). Our ﬁndings
suggest that removing women from the ‘‘typically easy to mislead’’
category in negotiators’ minds may be an important next step in
the quest to level the playing ﬁeld. Until this cultural stereotype
is disconﬁrmed, women may be well advised to heed the perennial
negotiating advice: caveat emptor, or buyer beware.
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