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Abstract
In this chapter, we explore ways in which affective experience and expression might
moderate effects of gender on negotiation, particularly in masculine-stereotypic and maledominated (MSMD) contexts. We argue that, in MSMD contexts (as compared to more genderequitable situations), men are likely to have a more chronic experience of power than women and
that such gender differences in actual, perceived, and felt power are likely to reinforce gender
stereotypes favoring men in negotiation. We articulate a set of propositions about the potential
effects of anger and anxiety—two power-linked affective states—on gender in negotiations in
MSMD contexts. We consider implications for negotiators’ social and economic outcomes. In
conclusion, we suggest practical considerations for managers in MSMD work environments.
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Anger and Anxiety in Masculine Stereotypic and Male Dominated (MSMD)
Negotiating Contexts: Affect and the Study of Gender in Negotiation
At the close of the last century, anger and anxiety were salient in the discussion of gender
in negotiation—not as analytic constructs, but as lived experiences. It was an era when women
wore power suits, and the simple suggestion of gender differences in negotiation could evoke
angry eyerolls. Personality studies were passé; the focus was on negotiation analytics. It was also
a time when women intuited with reasonable anxiety that any conversation about “gender
differences” would conclude men were better than women.
As illustrated by the richness and diversity of the chapters in this volume, the
conversation about gender in the negotiation field has made enormous progress in the past 20
years. Perhaps, the most important advancement has been the revelation of gender stereotypes as
a form of cognitive bias that influences the evaluation of negotiating counterparts and
negotiators’ own behavior and performance (Bowles, 2013; Kennedy & Kray, 2015; Kray &
Thompson, 2004). Kolb and Putnam (1997) deconstructed the masculine-stereotypic language of
negotiation analytics, and Kray, Thompson, and Galinsky (2001) documented the pervasive
descriptive stereotype that men are better negotiators than women because of their perceived
masculine-stereotypical strengths (e.g., rational, competitive, etc.). Kray and colleagues showed
further how implicit awareness of negative stereotypes about women as negotiators evoked
stereotype threat (Steele, 1988) in female negotiators and undermined their bargaining
performance (Kray, Galinsky, & Thompson, 2002; Kray et al., 2001).
Subsequent research revealed that prescriptive stereotypes also influence women’s
negotiation performance (Amanatullah & Morris, 2010; Bowles, Babcock, & Lai, 2007).
Whereas descriptive stereotypes characterize how we anticipate men and women will behave and
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perform, prescriptive stereotypes define how we expect men and women to behave from a
normative perspective (i.e., what is socially appropriate and attractive) (Rudman, Moss-Racusin,
Phelan, & Nauts, 2012). For instance, assertively negotiating for higher pay puts women (as
compared to men) at greater risk of social backlash because self-advocacy violates the feminine
ideal that women put others before themselves (Bowles et al., 2007). As a result, numerous
studies show that women are more effective advocates for others than for themselves
(Amanatullah & Morris, 2010; Bowles, Babcock, & McGinn, 2005; Mazei et al., 2015). In sum,
negotiation scholars have now demonstrated in scores of studies that “gender differences” in
negotiation are not about men’s and women’s personalities, but rather about gender stereotypes
as an influential form of cognitive bias.
Revisiting Anger and Anxiety in the Conversation on Gender in Negotiation
If we are now clear minded about gender effects in negotiation being a function of
cognitive bias, why revisit feelings of anger and anxiety? Another area of research that has
blossomed in recent decades is the study of affect in decision making (for reviews, see Lerner,
Dorison, & Klusowski, in press; Lerner, Li, Valdesolo, & Kassam, 2015), including negotiation
(for reviews, see Olekalns & Druckman, 2014; Van Kleef & Côté, 2018; Van Kleef, De Dreu, &
Manstead, 2004b). In this chapter, we suggest directions for future research on how affect—
specifically the experience and expression of anger and anxiety—might moderate gender effects
in negotiation.
Anger and Anxiety
We focus on anger and anxiety for multiple reasons. Anger is a discrete emotion that
varies in intensity from mild irritation or annoyance to intense fury and rage (Spielberger,
Jacobs, Russell, & Crane, 1983) and is elicited when one’s goals are blocked (Frijda, 1986).
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Researchers have demonstrated numerous effects of anger on negotiation behavior and outcomes
(for a review, see Van Kleef & Côté, 2018). For instance, there is evidence that anger can be
advantageous for value claiming (e.g., Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006), but that it tends to interfere
with integrative problem solving and the potential for future cooperation (e.g., Allred, Mallozzi,
Matsui, & Raia, 1997; Van Beest & Scheepers, 2013).
Emotion researchers commonly contrast anger with the discrete emotions of sadness and
fear (for a review, see Lerner & Tiedens, 2006). We chose instead to focus on anxiety, which is
an affective state related to fear (Öhman, 2008). Anxiety is characterized by distress or
psychological arousal in response to threat and uncertain or undesirable outcomes (Brooks &
Schweitzer, 2011; Öhman, 2008). We perceived the literature on anxiety (viz., state as opposed
to trait anxiety) to have more conceptual and practical relevance to the study of gender in
negotiation than the study of fear or sadness.
Anxiety has been shown to undermine competitive bargaining performance (Brooks &
Schweitzer, 2011). It is also a mechanism of stereotype-threat (Blascovich, Spencer, Quinn, &
Steele, 2001; Osborne, 2001, 2007), which (as explained above) inhibits women’s negotiation
performance (Kray et al., 2001). Both anger and anxiety have been shown to increase reliance on
stereotype-based judgements (Bodenhausen, 1993; Bodenhausen, Sheppard, & Kramer, 1994;
Fiske & Morling, 1996; Stephan & Stephan, 1985), which heighten the potential for gendered
evaluations of a negotiator’s behavior.
Another reason to focus on anger and anxiety is that they are related to the psychological
experiences of power and status (Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008; Keltner, Gruenfeld, & Anderson,
2003; Tiedens, Ellsworth, & Mesquita, 2000), which are central constructs in the analysis of
gender (Ridgeway, 2011; Rudman & Glick, 2008). Multiple studies suggest higher power people
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may be more prone and normatively expected to express anger (Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008;
Keltner, Young, Heerey, Oemig, & Monarch, 1998; Ratcliff, Franklin, Nelson, & Vescio, 2012;
Tiedens et al., 2000).1 In contrast, anxiety is a characteristic of those with low power (i.e., those
over whom others control resources and opportunities) (Gruenfeld, Inesi, Magee, & Galinsky,
2008; Keltner et al., 2003).
In developing our propositions, we have employed a social functional perspective on
emotion (Keltner & Haidt, 1999; Van Kleef, 2009). Following this perspective, we conceptualize
affective experience and expression as sources of information that guide negotiators’ behavior
and shape their impression of and inferences about negotiating counterparts. For instance, the
experience of anger could make one defensive about perceived unfairness (Keltner & Haidt,
1999). Expressions of anger by a negotiating party could lead other parties to infer that they are
powerful (Tiedens, 2001) or someone to avoid (Van Beest, Van Kleef, & Dijk, 2008). Our
propositions relate to both intra-personal and interpersonal functions of emotions in negotiation.
Gender and Power
Gender stereotypes are a function of the traditional gendered division of household and
paid labor (Eagly & Steffen, 1984) and the related gender status hierarchy in society (Fiske,
Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002; Ridgeway, 2011). Historically and still in most societies, men tend to
command more material resources and authority than women, and groups that command more
material wealth and authority tend enjoy higher social status (Berger, Fisek, Norman, & Zelditch,
1977; Ridgeway, 2001). Higher social status tends to evoke greater respect and prestige (Keltner
et al., 2003), as well as expectations of higher competence (Berger et al., 1977). Gender

1

While the expression of anger is associated with higher power, the experience of feeling angry might actually be
more frequent for those in low- than high-power positions (Anderson & Berdahl, 2002; Bombari, Schmid Mast, &
Bachmann, 2017).
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stereotypes reflect and reinforce the gender status hierarchy by priming expectations for men to
be in charge (e.g., dominant, analytic, competitive) and for women to be in support roles (e.g.,
agreeable, warm, cooperative).
In this chapter, we will focus on gender and “power” as opposed to “status,” but these are
related, if distinct, constructs. Whereas status refers to how one is perceived, power is defined by
the extent to which one has control over valued resources (for reviews, see Magee & Galinsky,
2008; Tost, 2015). In concept and practice, power and status tend to be mutually reinforcing.
Those of higher status tend to be granted more power (i.e., control over social and material
resources) as they are held in higher regard and expected to be more competent. Being from a
group that holds power, particularly in terms of material resources and authority, enhances one’s
status. In the case of gender, it is common in private organizations and public institutions for
men to predominate in the highest positions of authority and pay—particularly men from the
dominant majority (e.g., Whites in the United States or Europe) (Ridgeway, 2011). This
propensity to be in higher power positions than women reinforces men’s higher status.
Both high status and high power activate a sense “agency” (Fiske et al., 2002; Magee &
Galinsky, 2008; Tost, 2015). The term agency describes an individual’s propensity and
competence to assert oneself and take mastery of one’s social and material environment (Bakan,
1966; Tost, 2015). Reflective of men’s higher status and power in society as compared to
women, agency is the core of the masculine stereotype (Bakan, 1966; Conway, Pizzamiglio, &
Mount, 1996; Eagly, 1987). Indeed, some scholars question whether findings that men are more
agentic negotiators than women (e.g., more assertive and effective at meeting their own interests)
is not better explained by men feeling more powerful than women in the negotiating context
(Galinsky et al., 2019; Watson, 1994).
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Power in Negotiation
Numerous studies have illuminated how the psychological experience of power enhances
negotiators’ sense of agency in negotiation (for a review, see Galinsky, Schaerer, & Magee,
2017). In general, the psychological experience of power tends to make people more goal
focused (Guinote, 2007, 2017; Keltner et al., 2003) and prone to take action (Galinsky,
Gruenfeld, & Magee, 2003). In negotiation, the experience of high power has been shown to
increase parties’ propensity to negotiate (Magee, Galinsky, & Gruenfeld, 2007; Small, Gelfand,
Babcock, & Gettman, 2007), the assertiveness and the ambitiousness of their first offers
(Schaerer, Swaab, & Galinsky, 2015), their own persuasiveness (G. J. Kilduff & Galinsky, 2013;
Lammers, Dubois, Rucker, & Galinsky, 2013), and their immunity to countervailing persuasion
tactics (Galinsky et al., 2017; Van Kleef, De Dreu, Pietroni, & Manstead, 2006; Van Kleef et al.,
2008). With regard to gender effects in negotiation, priming the psychological experience of
power has been shown to close gender gaps (favoring men) in the propensity to negotiate by
increasing women’s bargaining initiative (Galinsky et al., 2003; Small et al., 2007).
Masculine Stereotypic and Male Dominated (MSMD) Negotiating Contexts
Meta-analytic reviews of gender effects in negotiation suggest that gender differences
favoring men in negotiation are greater when men and women are in negotiating contexts that
reinforce the gender status hierarchy. One example is when the male negotiator is the hiring
manager and the female negotiator is the candidate (Stuhlmacher & Walters, 1999). Another is
when the negotiators are in masculine-stereotypic bargaining roles (Kugler, Reif, Kaschner, &
Brodbeck, 2018; Mazei et al., 2015). For instance, Bear and Babcock (2012) showed that they
could close the gender gap in a competitive bargaining exercise by shifting the negotiating
context from bargaining over “headlamps for motorcycles” to “lamp beads for jewelry.”
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We propose that negotiating contexts that are masculine stereotypic and male dominated
(MSMD) will heighten men’s psychological experience of power relative to women’s. The
psychological experience of power can stem from situational circumstances, such as holding a
high position of authority (Tost, 2015), high social status (Brett & Thompson, 2016; Galinsky et
al., 2017; Magee & Galinsky, 2008), a wealth of social capital (i.e., relationships that provide
access to information, support, resources, and opportunities) (Galinsky et al., 2017; M. Kilduff &
Brass, 2010), or a strong best alternative to negotiated agreement (BATNA) (Galinsky et al.,
2017; Lax & Sebenius, 1986). A psychological experience of power can also emerge when one’s
construal of the social environment activates a sense of “having a relatively high ability to
control the outcomes, experiences, or behaviors of others” (Tost, 2015, p. 30). We argue that, in
MSMD negotiating contexts, men are more likely than women to benefit from situational factors
that enhance their power (e.g., access to information, support, resources, or decision-making
authority), as well as from a psychological sense that men are more powerful than women in
such contexts. While some women are likely to have equal or greater power than some men in
MSMD contexts (e.g., organizational position or bargaining alternatives), we argue that men will
have a more “chronically accessible sense of power” (Tost, 2015) in MSMD domains.
We argue further that, in MSMD contexts, men are also more likely to be perceived as
more powerful and higher status than women. This perception—independent of one’s actual or
personal sense of power—is also important to negotiation performance. Being perceived as more
powerful and higher status likely reinforces perceptions that men are better negotiators than
women (Berger et al., 1977; Kray et al., 2001) and that they have stronger alternatives to
agreement and can, therefore, demand more value (Galinsky et al., 2017; Pinkley, 1995;
Podolny, 2005; Rivera, 2016). More powerful and higher status actors are also granted more
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social permission to bend social conventions (Hollander, 1958), including cheating (Bowles &
Gelfand, 2010) or displaying aggression (Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2008; Keltner et al., 1998;
Tiedens, 2001), which could gain a negotiator at least short-term bargaining advantages.
Predicting Gender Effects in Negotiation with Anger and Anxiety
In the following sections, we lay out a series of propositions for future research on gender
in negotiation. We propose ways in which the experience and expression of anger and anxiety
could moderate gender effects on negotiation behavior and outcomes. We make predictions with
regard to both social and economic outcomes. By “social outcomes,” we mean how the
negotiator is perceived and the perceived potential for future collaboration exiting the negotiation
or negotiation attempt (e.g., following Amanatullah & Morris, 2010; Amanatullah & Tinsley,
2013; Bowles et al., 2007). We use the term “economic outcomes” to refer to material gains from
the negotiation, typically measured in terms of money or points in scored exercises.
Expressing Anger
In this section, we suggest a series of propositions related to how expressing anger could
have differential implications for the social and economic outcomes of male and female
negotiators, particularly in MSMD contexts.
Social Outcomes. As described already above, anger is a dominance-related emotion that
is expected more in higher power and higher status actors (Hareli, Shomrat, & Hess, 2009;
Ratcliff et al., 2012; Tiedens, 2001). Congruent with the agentic character of the masculine
stereotype, the expression of anger is more strongly associated with men than with women (Hess,
Adams, & Kleck, 2005). Brescoll and Uhlmann (2008) showed that anger displays have
differential effects on the evaluations of men and women. Previous research had shown that
expressing anger (versus sadness) enhances one’s perceived status, but had focused only on
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evaluations of male actors (Tiedens, 2001). Brescoll and Ullman (2008) replicated this finding,
but then demonstrated that the same behavior had the opposite effect on evaluations of women as
compared to men: evaluators conferred lower (higher) status to angry women (men) than sad
women (men). Moreover, regardless of organizational rank, the expression of anger (versus no
emotion), made a woman appear less worthy of high reward and high pay.
Building on these findings, we hypothesize that expressions of anger in negotiation will
have differential effects on the perceived competence of male and female negotiators, such as it
will make men appear more competent and women appear less competent.

Proposition 1a. Increased expression of anger (as compared to no emotion) in
negotiation will have a more positive effect on the perceived competence of male (as
compared to female) negotiators.

This proposition may not hold if negotiators are able to shift attributions for their anger to
external circumstances. Brescoll and Uhlmann (2008) found that when women provided an
external reason (versus no reason) for being angry, they were conferred a similar status as
compared to an angry man. For men, providing an external reason for being angry actually
reduced their perceived status.

Proposition 1b. Gender differences in how competent male and female negotiators are
perceived when they express anger (as compared to no emotion) will be greater when
anger is attributed to the negotiator’s personality as opposed to external factors.
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We are motivating these propositions from a general set of findings, but we anticipate that these
effects would be stronger in MSMD contexts in which men (as compared to women) are on
average more powerful (e.g., in terms of authority or command of social and material resources)
and positively stereotyped as the high performers.

Proposition 1c. Gender differences in how competent male and female negotiators are
perceived when they express anger (as compared to no emotion) will be greater in
MSMD contexts as compared to more equitable work and other performance contexts.

While we predict that a flash of anger might benefit men in some circumstances, we
recognize that expressions of anger are not generally beneficial to negotiators’ social outcomes.
Negotiators tend to form less favorable impressions of angry counterparts (e.g., hostile, immoral,
unreasonable) (Van Beest, Van Kleef, & Dijk, 2008; Van Kleef & De Dreu, 2010; Van Kleef, De
Dreu, & Manstead, 2004). Expressions of anger can also reduce counterpart’s trust (Côté, Hideg,
& Van Kleef, 2013) and the willingness for future cooperation (Allred et al., 1997; Van Beest &
Scheepers, 2013; Van Beest et al., 2008; Van Kleef, De Dreu, & Manstead, 2010).
Economic outcomes. In terms of economic outcomes, research indicates that expressing
anger can have material benefits, particularly for higher power negotiators (Sinaceur & Tiedens,
2006; Van Kleef, De Dreu, Pietroni, & Manstead, 2006). For instance, Sinaceur and Tiedens
(2006) showed that anger increases the ability to claim value, particularly when one’s
counterpart has a poor alternative to agreement. Overbeck, Neale, and Govan (2010) showed that
anger can foster value creation, particularly when the more powerful party is angry. In general, if
one’s counterpart is in a relatively lower power position, expressing anger can be an effective
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way to secure concessions (Sinaceur & Tiedens, 2006; Van Kleef & Côté, 2007; Van Kleef et al.,
2004b, 2006; Wang, Northcraft, & Van Kleef, 2012). However, if the consequences of rejecting
an angry demand are low, then expressions of anger can actually backfire in ways that undermine
economic outcomes (Van Dijk, Van Kleef, Steinel, & Van Beest, 2008). For the lower power
negotiator in a bargaining pair, expressing anger tends to undermine economic performance
because it can evoke reciprocal anger, rather than fear, and smaller concessions from the
counterpart (Lelieveld, Van Dijk, Van Beest, & Van Kleef, 2012).
Based on research on the performance advantages of anger expression for higher power
negotiators, we propose that anger expression could have a more positive effect on the economic
outcomes of male than female negotiators in MSMD contexts.

Proposition 2. In MSMD contexts (as compared to more gender equitable work and other
performance contexts), expressing anger (as compared to no emotion) will have a more
positive effect on male than female negotiators’ economic outcomes in mixed-gender
interactions.

We formulate this prediction in terms of mixed-gender pairs because the economic payoffs of
anger expression would flow to the higher power party as opposed to high-power parties in
general (e.g., no economic advantage in high-high dyads).
Research on the effects of anger expression in negotiation suggests that this prediction
could be moderated by multiple factors. For instance, anger elicits concessions only when it is
perceived as authentic (Côté et al., 2013) and appropriate (Van Kleef & Côté, 2007), which can
be influenced by cultural factors (Adam, Shirako, & Maddux, 2010) or organizational norms
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(Callister, Gray, Gibson, Schweitzer, & Tan, 2014). Therefore, Proposition 2 is less likely to
hold if the expression of anger is perceived as fake or illegitimate. Anger is more likely to elicit
concessions when it is directed at counterparts’ behavior (Steinel, Van Kleef, & Harinck, 2008)
or offers (Lelieveld, Van Dijk, Van Beest, Steinel, & Van Kleef, 2011) rather than at the
counterpart directly. This suggests that Proposition 2 may not hold if the male negotiator is
making ad hominin attacks on his female counterpart.
Experiencing Anger
In this section, we suggest a series of propositions related to how experiencing anger
could have differential implications for the social and economic outcomes of male and female
negotiators.
Social outcomes. The experience of anger could color how negotiators perceive their
male and female counterparts. For instance, feeling angry makes people more distrustful (Dunn
& Schweitzer, 2005; Liu & Wang, 2010) and blameful toward others (Quigley & Tedeschi,
1996). Relevant to the study of gender in negotiation, feeling angry also increases the propensity
to evaluate outgroups negatively (DeSteno, Dasgupta, Bartlett, & Cajdric, 2004) and increases
the use of stereotypes as a form of heuristic processing (Bodenhausen, Mussweiler, Gabriel, &
Moreno, 2001; Bodenhausen et al., 1994). For instance, Bodenhausen, Sheppard and Kramer
(1994) found that participants led to feel anger as compared to sadness or neutral affect, were
more likely to use stereotypes when evaluating whether a target was guilty of misconduct.
Building from these findings, we predict that the more anger negotiating counterparts
experience, the more likely they are to evaluate male and female counterparts in genderstereotypic ways. This propensity for anger to increase stereotyping could have important
implications for women who violate prescriptive gender norms, for instance, by self-advocating

Anger and Anxiety 15
for higher pay. Therefore, we predict that counterpart anger will moderate the potential for
backlash against agentic female negotiators.

Proposition 3. The more angry a negotiating counterpart feels (as compared to a neutral
state), the more likely they are to negatively evaluate a female negotiator who violates
prescriptive gender norms (e.g., by self-advocating for higher pay or expressing anger).

The literature on emotion and decision making distinguishes between the effects of integral and
incidental emotions. Integral affect refers to affect arising from the situation at hand while
incidental affect refers to affect stemming from unrelated sources (for a review, see Lerner et al.,
2015). In the context of negotiation, integral anger may be due to, for example, a counterpart’s
negotiating behavior (e.g., an unfair first offer). Incidental anger may occur from an event
unrelated to the negotiation (e.g., an argument with a family member). Our reading of the
literature suggests that this prediction would apply regardless of whether the anger was targeted
at the female negotiator herself or stemmed from a source unrelated to the negotiation (e.g.,
DeSteno et al., 2004; Dunn & Schweitzer, 2005; Liu & Wang, 2010; Quigley & Tedeschi, 1996).
In future research, scholars of gender in negotiation might test whether backlash against a female
negotiator would be stronger if the counterpart’s anger stemmed from her actions in the
negotiation as opposed to an unrelated source.
Economic outcomes. As compared to the literature on expressing anger in negotiation,
research on the effects of experiencing anger on economic outcomes in negotiation is more
limited. However, studies suggest that experiencing anger increases dominating, self-interested
behaviors that could heighten the potential for impasse. Angry negotiators have less regard for

Anger and Anxiety 16
others’ interests (Allred et al., 1997) and adopt more competitive and less cooperative
orientations (Butt, Choi, & Jaeger, 2005). Angry negotiators are more likely to be deceptive (Yip
& Schweitzer, 2016) and to make unfair offers to counterparts who angered them (Fabiansson &
Denson, 2012).
Relatedly, experiencing anger increases the tendency for revenge. Angry negotiators are
more likely to reject what they perceive as unfair offers in order to punish the proposer
(Fabiansson & Denson, 2012; Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996; Srivastava, Espinoza, & Fedorikhin,
2009). This is consistent with the broader social psychological literature linking anger with
blame and punishment (Keltner, Ellsworth, & Edwards, 1993; Lerner, Goldberg, & Tetlock,
1998; Quigley & Tedeschi, 1996; Weiner, 1995). Allred, Mallozzi, Matsui, and Raia (1997)
manipulated anger at a dyadic level and found that more angry dyads achieved fewer joint gains
than less angry dyads. Punitive responses may be reduced when negotiators can regulate their
anger, for instance, via reappraisal (Fabiansson & Denson, 2012; Srivastava et al., 2009).
While increased feelings of anger appear to be largely detrimental to negotiation
performance, some research suggests that power dynamics could moderate these effects.
Overbeck, Neale, and Govan (2010) found that experiencing anger led higher power negotiators
to be more cognitively focused and behaviorally tough and to claim more value. In contrast,
anger led lower power negotiators to be less cognitively focused and to claim less value.
Therefore, in MSMD contexts, we predict that men may be more able to harness the benefits and
reduce the costs of feeling angry in negotiation.

Proposition 4. In MSMD contexts (as compared to more gender equitable work and other
performance contexts), increased experience of anger (as compared to a neutral state)
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will have a more negative effect on the economic outcomes of female than male
negotiators in mixed-gender pairs.

Again, we state this prediction in terms of mixed-gender pairs because the performance
disadvantages of experiencing anger for lower power negotiators are more transparent in highlow power dyads.
Anxiety Expression
We have no propositions to offer with regard to gender differential effects of expressing
anxiety on negotiators’ social or economic outcomes.
Social outcomes. Our review of the literature suggests that displaying anxiety is likely to
undermine both male and female negotiators’ social outcomes, in terms of the impression they
create on counterparts (Keltner et al., 2003; Van Kleef, 2009). Women are generally expected to
experience and express affect more often than men (Plant, Hyde, Keltner, & Devine, 2000), with
the exceptions of high-power emotions, such as anger and pride (Keltner et al., 2003). While
emotionality is normative for women (Rudman et al., 2012), women are more likely than men to
be perceived as neurotic (Löckenhoff et al., 2014) and anxiety-related characteristics (e.g.,
approval seeking, melodrama) are perceived especially negatively in women (Prentice &
Carranza, 2002). For men, emotional expression is generally proscribed (Rudman et al., 2012)
and anxiety expression is likely to be perceived as a sign of weakness (Keltner et al., 2003).
Economic outcomes. We observed no direct evidence in the literature with regard to how
anxiety expression would influence men’s and women’s economic outcomes in negotiation. If
expressions of anxiety created the impression of weakness (Keltner et al., 2003), counterparts
might act more competitively to exploit that perceived vulnerability (Galinsky et al., 2017; Yukl,
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1974). As with social outcomes, we anticipate that the expression of anxiety would have similar,
if any, effects on the economic outcomes of male and female negotiators.
Experiencing Anxiety
In this section, we suggest a series of propositions related to how experiencing anxiety
could affect the social and economic outcomes of female negotiators in particular.
Social outcomes. Like anger, anxiety has been identified as an affective state that
heightens intergroup biases (Bodenhausen, 1993; Fiske & Morling, 1996; Stephan, 2014;
Stephan & Stephan, 1985; Wilder, 1993; Wilder & Shapiro, 1989). Therefore, we anticipate (as
above for anger) that female negotiators who violate prescriptive gender stereotypes, for
instance, by negotiating for higher pay, could face stronger backlash if their negotiating
counterpart is feeling anxious.

Proposition 5a. The more anxious a negotiating counterpart feels (as compared to a
neutral state), the more likely they are to negatively evaluate a female negotiator who
violates prescriptive gender norms (e.g., by self-advocating for higher pay or expressing
anger).

This prediction may be particularly relevant to MSMD contexts because there is evidence that
women competing effectively in masculine domains can increase men’s feelings of anxiety
(Vandello & Bosson, 2013). For instance, Vandello, Bosson, Cohen, Burnaford, and Weaver
(2008) presented participants with bogus feedback on a test that measured their knowledge about
stereotypically masculine or feminine topics. When men were told that they scored poorly for
their gender (and similar to women), they reported higher feelings of anxiety than men that were
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told they scored well for their gender (and better than women). Similarly, Netchaeva, Kouchaki,
and Sheppard (2015) showed that men felt more threatened by women (compared to men) in
superior roles and, as a result, asserted themselves more forcefully. Trombini, Bowles, and
Moore (2019) found that reducing men’s anxiety improved their evaluations of women
attempting to negotiate for higher pay, such that they perceived the women as less dominant and
they expressed greater willingness to work with them.

Proposition 5b. In MSMD contexts (as compared to more gender equitable work and
other performance contexts), the more anxious a male negotiating counterpart feels (as
compared to a neutral state), the more likely he is to negatively evaluate a female
negotiator who violates prescriptive gender norms (e.g., by self-advocating for higher
pay or expressing anger).

Economic outcomes. Women are also more likely to anticipate being negatively
stereotyped as negotiators in MSMD contexts (as compared to other more equitable work and
performance domains). Research on stereotype threat has shown that awareness of being
negatively stereotyped in a performance domain with which one identifies heightens feelings of
anxiety that tax performance (Osborne, 2007; Steele, 1997; Steele & Aronson, 1995). Kray et al.
(2001) were the first to demonstrate the effect of stereotype threat on women’s negotiation
performance. They also showed that women’s performance could be improved by presenting the
negotiation as a learning exercise as opposed to a diagnostic of true ability, which presumably
reduced the sense of threat and anxiety. Rudman, Dohn, and Fairchild (2007) demonstrated that
affirmation interventions that reduce anxiety can reduce the negative effect of identity-related
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threats. We propose that reducing women’s anxiety could mitigate the effects of stereotype threat
and enhance female negotiators’ economic performance in MSMD contexts.

Proposition 6a: Stereotype threat is more likely to negatively affect the economic
performance of female negotiators in MSMD contexts (as compared to more gender
equitable work and other performance contexts).

Proposition 6b: Anxiety will explain the increased negative effect of stereotype threat on
female negotiators’ economic performance in MSMD contexts (as compared to more
gender equitable work and other performance contexts).

Proposition 6c. Interventions to reduce women’s anxiety will mitigate the negative effects
of stereotype threat on female negotiators’ economic performance in MSMD contexts (as
compared to more gender equitable work and other performance contexts).
Discussion
In this chapter, we suggest future potential directions for research on gender in
negotiation. Specifically, we highlight ways in which affective experience and expression might
moderate the effects of gender on negotiation. Past research on gender in negotiation has shown
that descriptive and prescriptive gender stereotypes play centrally defining roles in the effects of
gender on negotiation performance and the evaluation of negotiators’ behavior. Because gender
stereotypes are fundamentally related to inequalities in men’s and women’s social status and
power, we focused on two emotions associated with the psychological experience of high and
low power—respectively, anger and anxiety. We propose ways in which these emotions could
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heighten or contribute to demonstrated gender effects on negotiation performance, particularly
those favoring men in economic and social outcomes.
Limitations
What about feminine-stereotyped and female-dominated (FSFD) contexts? One
might ask whether we would make inverse predictions for FSFD contexts. We would not for at
least three reasons. First, in many FSFD work environments (e.g., elementary education,
libraries, fashion houses), the most senior levels of authority still tend to be dominated by men
(Ridgeway, 2011; Williams, 1995). This suggests that FSFD contexts do not reverse the broader
societal gender status hierarchy that cues expectations that men will be in charge and women in
support roles. Second, feminine stereotypic norms proscribe agentic self-advocacy and other
dominance related behavior in women, heightening their vulnerability to backlash by women as
well as men (e.g., Amanatullah & Tinsley, 2013; Bowles et al., 2007; Rudman et al., 2012).
Indeed, some research suggests that women may be at greater risk of backlash for displaying
self-serving agency in femininized work contexts (Rudman & Glick, 1999). Finally, while the
masculine stereotype (e.g., dominant, competitive) aligns with agentic displays of power, the
feminine stereotype (e.g., communal, cooperative) is effectively orthogonal to it: one can act
agentically in service of oneself, others, or the larger good (Tost, 2015). In situations in which
women ruled, the stereotypes of women in charge would likely reinforce their capacity for
integrative and relational problem-solving as opposed to their competitive dominance (Eagly,
Johannesen-Schmidt, & van Engen, 2003; Eagly & Karau, 2002; Kray et al., 2002). Therefore,
masculine-stereotypic power-related emotional displays, such as flares of anger, would probably
still not enhance perceptions of women’s power or competence.
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What about intersecting gender identities? One important limitation of this chapter is
that we have not systematically considered how the intersection of gender and other status-linked
social identities might moderate our predictions. There is a growing body of evidence indicating
that negatively stereotyped men (e.g., African Americans, “locals” competing for global
employment) experience the same types of constraints on their negotiating performance as have
been documented for women (Al Dabbagh, Bowles, & Thomason, 2016; Ayres & Siegelman,
1995; Hernandez, Avery, Volpone, & Kaiser, 2019). This would suggest that our propositions
would apply primarily to relatively economically and socially privileged men (e.g., White
educated men in the United States and Europe). For instance, research on intersecting gender and
racial stereotypes suggests that it may be more socially acceptable for black female negotiators to
express anger than black male negotiators (Rosette, Koval, Ma, & Livingston, 2016; Wingfield,
2007, 2010). Toosi et al. (2019) found that Asian-American men, who are stereotypically less
assertive than White American men, made lower first offers than White men because they
anticipated backlash if they made a more aggressive first offer. As emphasized in Semnani-Azad
et al.’s chapter in this volume, it is critically important that negotiation scholars adopt
intersectional perspectives when theorizing and testing gender effects.
What about culture? Our propositions could be moderated by culture. Perhaps most
importantly, the masculine stereotype described in this chapter is more representative of the
masculine stereotype in individualistic than collectivistic cultures. As the dominant group in
most cultures, the national cultural ideals tend to be associated more strongly with men than with
women. Collectivistic societies associate communal traits more strongly with men than women
(Cuddy et al., 2015; Shan, Keller, & Joseph, 2019). Therefore, our propositions may not extend
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to collectivistic cultural contexts. The Semnani-Azad et al. chapter in this volume provides a
deeper exploration of how culture moderates effects of gender on negotiation.
Practical Implications
From a practical perspective, managers should be aware that gender stereotypes (e.g., that
men are better negotiators than women) are likely to be reinforced in MSMD work contexts as
compared to more gender-equitable environments. This could lead to heightened risks of
negative performance effects of stereotype threat (Kray et al., 2001), as well as social backlash in
reaction to women’s self-advocacy (Bowles et al., 2007). New research on organizational culture
as a masculinity contest suggests that some MSMD work environments heighten feelings of
anxiety and give social permission for dominant behaviors, such as anger expression (Berdahl,
Cooper, Glick, Livingston, & Williams, 2018). The propositions outlined in this chapter suggest
how such work environments could exacerbate disadvantageous gender effects for women in
negotiation. Strategies for mitigating gender biases could include raising awareness of the
potentially deleterious effects of stereotypes (Johns, Schmader, & Martens, 2005; Kray &
Shirako, 2011) and reducing feelings of anxiety that contribute to stereotype-based judgements
and stereotype threat (Rudman et al., 2007; Trombini et al., 2019).
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