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Introduction

Negotiation has an important impact on individuals’ lives, affecting outcomes such as salaries,
personal benefits, and career trajectories, and it is proposed as a key mechanism to address the
gender wage gap (Babcock & Laschever, 2009; Craver et al., 2004). However, an imbalance around
negotiation initiation expectations has emerged, where organizations typically expect that individuals
will negotiate at a higher rate than individuals report being willing to do. In fact, recent survey data
finds that 55% of employees are unwilling to ask for a pay raise (Hagh, 2021) and similar numbers are
reported regarding negotiations during the hiring process (Maurer, 2018). This discomfort with
negotiation is supported by scholarly research as well. In laboratory experiments, even when
participants are explicitly told that they can negotiate, 44-74% still choose not to initiate (Eriksson &
Sandberg, 2012; Exley et al., 2020). While these figures reflect that both men and women leave
opportunities on the table, women are more likely than men to do so (Kugler et al., 2018). Thus, what
motivates or inhibits people - particularly women - from initiating negotiation is an important
question that we seek to understand.

According to the theoretical model of negotiation initiation by Reif and Brodbeck (2014),
people are more likely to initiate negotiations in response to perceived discrepancies between their
current (offered) outcome (e.g., pay level, benefits, etc.) and their own standard (or expectation) as
negotiation serves to reduce the discrepancy between the two. This perceived situational discrepancy
triggers affective, cognitive, and motivational responses (Reif & Brodbeck, 2014, 2017). More
specifically, a perceived discrepancy causes an affective reaction (e.g., dissatisfaction), which, coupled
with one’s cognitive appraisal (or estimation) of their ability to negotiate successfully as well as their
desire for and expectation of receiving an improved outcome from negotiation, leads to negotiation
initiation. Typical explanations for why women in particular are less likely to negotiate include women
appraising their ability to negotiate successfully as lower than men (Reif et al., 2019) and reporting
expectations of receiving the desired, positive outcome from negotiation as less probable (e.g.,
Andersen et al., 2021; Miles & Lasalle, 2008). This is particularly true in counter-normative situations
such as in self-oriented (or masculine) contexts (e.g., negotiating for a pay raise) versus other-oriented
(or feminine) contexts (e.g., negotiating on behalf of another person or team; Kugler et al., 2018).

It is also possible that some people fail to initiate a negotiation because of differences in their
tendencies to perceive a discrepancy in the first place - a tendency that may also be influenced by
gender. A perceived discrepancy, according to Reif and Brodbeck (2014, 2017), results from comparing
one's current situation to their own standards. Reif and Brodbeck stop short of describing how people
develop these standards which predicate a perceived discrepancy. In fact, to our knowledge, only one
study has examined antecedents to perceived discrepancies (Reif & Brodbeck, 2017). In this study, the
authors had people write salary expectations and then based on their responses the authors created
an “objective discrepancy” by offering them a specific amount below (negative discrepancy), above
(positive discrepancy), or equal to (no discrepancy) their expectations. While this study was able to
show a strong correlation between objective and perceived discrepancy, they do not address the
question of how people developed those initial expectations used to create the “objective discrepancy.”
Moreover, these researchers found mixed gender effects on those initial expectations (male
participants had higher salary expectations in Study 2, but not Study 1). This leaves open the possibility
that differences in the propensity to initiate negotiation exist because gender differences in standards
and expectations exist, which lead to gender differences in perceived discrepancies.
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Our goal in this research is to investigate pay and performance transparency effects on
perceived negative discrepancy (i.e., receiving less than expected based on one's relative
performance). To do so, we integrate equity theory and fairness norms with negotiation initiation
theory, to better understand how people form discrepancy perceptions. Fairness theory allows us to
consider how social norms around fairness develop and how people use social comparison
information (i.e., relative performance) to establish norms and evaluate situational fairness. In a
typical employee compensation situation, such as the current research context, employees make
social comparisons with coworkers (i.e., a referent other) to gauge their pay standing and the fairness
of the reward based on their relative performance. However, research shows that these comparisons
are often based on inaccurate estimates due to lack of disclosure (secrecy), poor assumptions about
the performance of oneself and others, and the use of ambiguous referents (e.g., Burroughs, 1982;
Carrell & Dittrich, 1978; Cullen & Perez-Truglia, 2018; Lawler, 1966). Lack of disclosure creates a
situation where people are more likely to rely on ambiguous data points such as stereotypes (e.g.,
men perform better) and general social norms (e.g., women earn less than men). Thus, it is possible
that some portion of the difference detected in one's propensity to negotiate could be due to a
reliance on ambiguous social norms, which result in differing expectations and behaviors (e.g., women
expect lower pay).

Pay transparency, defined as information disclosure about coworker pay and performance,
could create clearer norms for all employees (especially women) by providing neutral (and non-
gendered) social comparison information. With coworker pay information available, people should be
less likely to rely on ambiguous social norms, but it is still an open question as to whether people will
use this information fruitfully (Brown et al., 2022), especially women who worry about experiencing
backlash for negotiating (Amanatullah & Tinsley, 2013). Thus, in this research we test whether
discrepancy perceptions, i.e., perceptions of unfair distribution of outcomes, differ depending on the
level of transparency the situation provides and the gender of the negotiator. We examine if
transparency allows employees to have a greater awareness of whether discrepancies exist,
subsequently allowing employees to know when and how to advocate for themselves regarding pay
or other benefits. Moreover, we test if these effects are particularly beneficial for women.

In this research, we investigate these relationships in a performance-based pay situation.
Given that approximately 90% of employers have performance-based pay (Gerhart & Fang, 2015), the
potential impact in this context is substantial. Moreover, based on the recognition that a performance-
based pay context creates a situation where pay raises will range depending on performance, we can
examine discrepancy size (no discrepancy represents a fair outcome and negative discrepancy
represents an unfair outcome) by offering the same small raise to everyone (i.e., equality-based
payments) rather than offering raises based on one’s performance (i.e., equity-based payments).
Related to this point, we can test our use of fairness theory by examining the amount of the employees
negotiation initiation, a novel variable that warrants inquiry (cf. Reif & Brodbeck, 2017). If fairness
(equity) is driving one’s negotiation initiation, then we would expect there to be a strong correlation
between one's performance level and the size of one’s initiation amount, which has meaningful impact
on negotiation outcomes (Bateman, 1980; Galinsky & Mussweiler, 2001). Figure 1 below displays our
conceptual model.

’
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Figure 1.
Conceptual model
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Integrating Fairness Theory to Understand Perceived Discrepancy

Reif and Brodbeck’s model of negotiation initiation is preconditioned on the premise that people
will be motivated to negotiate when they detect (or perceive) a discrepancy by comparing their current
situation (e.g., a low offer) with their own expectations (e.g., performance-based expectations) and find
their expectations were not met. However, subsumed within this premise is the idea that an individual
enters a situation with unambiguous expectations and standards.

To understand how people develop situational standards and expectations, we turn to the
literature on workplace fairness. In bridging these literatures, we equate perceived negative discrepancies
with perceived unfairness. When considering distributive fairness (especially regarding pay) people
evaluate whether the outcomes received are fair relative to what they expected (Colquitt, 2001), which
echoes the evaluation made to determine a perceived negative discrepancy (Reif & Brodbeck, 2014).
Moreover, fairness research suggests that people have a natural cognitive preference for fair and
equitable exchange relationships (Carrell & Dittrich, 1978), including the exchange relationship between
employee and employer, and a lack of fairness would lead to dissatisfaction. Again, this mirrors the
relationships outlined in Reif and Brodbeck’s (2014) model of negotiation initiation, where a perceived
negative discrepancy leads to dissatisfaction (Reif & Brodbeck, 2017). Thus, traditional fairness research,
especially regarding distributive fairness, can inform our understanding of how perceived discrepancies
develop and translate into negotiation initiation.

Fairness theory helps shed light on what informs these initial situational standards and
expectations. More specifically, fairness theory finds that people make social comparisons to establish
their expectations and evaluate fairness norms (Carrell & Dittrich, 1978). In other words, people tend to
determine what is fair based on what others have received (e.g., others in my department received a 3%
raise, so 3% is fair) or based on their experience in a similar situation (e.g., | typically receive a 3% raise,
so 3% is fair). Social norms, however, are conditional based on the situation, meaning people follow these
norms when they are aware of the norm for the situation and the situation reinforces following the norm
(Bicchieri & Chavez, 2010). Thus, people may apply a general norm (e.g., a 3% raise is fair) until the
situation cues a different norm. In absence of information about situational norms, people will rely on
default norms and assumptions and apply them to the situation. General norms around dividing rewards
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include equality, equity or random (Bicchieri & Chavez, 2010); in the context of business, equity is typically
considered the more appropriate norm (e.g., Deutsch, 1975; Leventhal, 1976).

Equity norms are based on the ideas of Equity Theory (Adams, 1963). According to equity theory,
a perception of fairness is based on whether a person feels that they have received “outputs” relative to
their “inputs,” particularly in light of what “outputs” others receive for their “inputs” (Adams,
1963;Greenberg, 1988). Importantly, the choice of referent has a significant impact on one’s fairness
perception (e.g., Chen et al., 2002; Gibson & Lawrence, 2010; Kulik & Ambrose, 1992). The intention to
pursue additional outputs, such as to increase one’s salary through negotiation, is dependent upon the
perception that they have not received appropriate outputs compared to their relevant referent (e.g.,
colleagues).

Equity norms are particularly important in a performance-based pay system, which means that
rewards are contingent on meeting specified performance metrics, and rewards increase as performance
level increases. There is a strong correlation between having a performance-based pay structure and
individual performance (e.g., Gerhart & Rynes, 2003; Jenkins et al., 1998) as well as positive employee
attitudes (e.g., van Yperen et al., 2005; Werner & Ones, 2000). When compensation is based on
performance, employees feel a sense of control because employees control the amount of effort they put
into their job, and performance-based pay rewards them for their effort (e.g., van Yperen et al., 2005;
expectancy theory, Vroom, 1964). In fact, when people know that they are in control of their performance,
they perceive an equitable division of rewards as fairer (than equality), even if the equitable payment is
not to their advantage (Fair process effect; e.g., Greenberg & Folger, 1983; van den Bos, Vermunt, et al.,
1997). Research also finds that people adjust their assessment of fairness based on changes to coworker
outcomes, even when their own outcomes do not change (Werner & Ones, 2000). In other words, one’s
perception of a discrepancy may not be directly related to meeting objective performance metrics, as it is
greatly influenced by the relative performance information available.

It would then be expected that if all employees, regardless of performance level, were offered a
reward amount associated with low performance that this would create an “objective discrepancy” for
moderate and high performers. We label this as “performance-based pay discrepancy.” If people in this
situation are likely to encounter a negative discrepancy, the question we ask is at what point do employees
perceive the offer as unfair. In other words, at what level of performance will an employee find a minimal
raise to be unfair such that they perceive it as a negative discrepancy worthy of initiating negotiation?
While many factors may impact perceiving this discrepancy, we expect based on the equity norm that
one’s output should be relative to their input. Thus, higher performance should result in greater reward
expectations (and lower performance results in satisfaction with lower rewards. Thus, we hypothesize:

H1. A performance-based pay discrepancy is positively related to perceived discrepancy.

Perceived Discrepancy and Negotiation Initiation

By definition, a negotiation is initiated when individuals start negotiating intentionally and on
their own terms (Reif & Brodbeck, 2014). Importantly, negotiation initiation occurs independent of
negotiation success (Reif & Brodbeck, 2014, 2017), meaning that one can successfully initiate a
negotiation even if they do not achieve any of their goals in negotiating. As a result, the antecedents of
negotiation initiation vary from broader negotiation research and rely on separate theory to predict when
individuals will choose to negotiate. Accordingly, Reif and Brodbeck’s (2014) theoretical model of
negotiation initiation provides a parsimonious rationale for initiation based on long-standing affect and
cognitive-motivational theories. At its core, this model proposes that decisions to negotiate reflect a
calculation that encompasses the perceived utility that negotiated action will have on their end goals
against the costs of taking direct action. Thus, based on Reif and Brodbeck’s model and the existing
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research that shows a strong link between perceived discrepancy and negotiation initiation (Reif et al.,
2019, 2020; Reif & Brodbeck, 2017), we expect that a perceived discrepancy is positively associated with
negotiation initiation. Thus:

H2a. Perceived discrepancy will mediate the relationship between performance-based pay
discrepancy and negotiation initiation.

Existing negotiation initiation research has primarily focused on the binary decision of whether
one initiates a negotiation (e.g., Small et al., 2007) or intends to (e.g., Reif et al., 2020; Reif & Brodbeck,
2017). However, this literature has not yet examined initiation amount, which is known to impact the
outcome of the negotiation (Bateman, 1980; Galinsky & Mussweiler, 2001). Negotiation initiation is not
simply about the choice of whether to negotiate, but also requires a calculation based on an individual
forming expectations about what they deserve (compared to their current offer) and determining an
initiation amount based on this calculation. People adjust their initial proposals based on their strategic
positioning that encompasses more than just whether they are happy with their current state. As Reif &
Brodbeck (2014) show, cues about how the initiating amount will be received and whether it will result in
a positive outcome shapes what individuals ask for. For example, one study shows that one’s initiation
calculation includes backlash costs — or rather the perceived or actual social consequences of making an
ask (Toosi et al., 2019). As such, workers adjust their willingness to negotiate not only based on the costs,
but also how much they are willing to ask for (within the threshold of what they believe will minimize
social costs). Prior research has also found that criteria of fairness are indeed important in setting an
initiation amount in a negotiation (Buelens & Van Poucke, 2004; Gachter & Riedl, 2006). Thus, we expect
that the magnitude of perceived discrepancy also impacts the initial amount with which an individual
initiates the negotiation. Thus:

H2b. Perceived discrepancy is positively related to negotiation initiation amount, mediating the
relationship between performance-based pay discrepancy and initiation amount.

Transparency (High vs. Low)

Itis important to note that in workplace negotiations, especially salary negotiations, management
often has more information than employees regarding the parameters of the negotiation and the range
of outcomes available, among other things. This asymmetry in information between the worker and
management creates what negotiation researchers call structural ambiguity — or “the degree of
uncertainty in parties’ understanding of the economic structure of the [potential] negotiation (Bowles et
al., 2005, p. 952)” — within the negotiation situation. We suspect these same ambiguity effects are relevant
for developing a discrepancy perception as well.

The presence of structural ambiguity is often the default state under which salary negotiations
operate, with approximately two-thirds of the employees in the private sector in the United States
reporting that their companies have a pay secrecy policy in place (Hegewisch & Williams, 2014). However,
a countermovement towards pay transparency has started to gain traction due to increased legislation on
the topic. Pay transparency is typically thought of as the disclosure of information about coworker pay
levels (Colella et al., 2007). In many contexts, particularly in response to pay transparency legislation, pay
transparency includes presenting applicants with pay ranges associated with each job title. For existing
employees, and related to pay raises, pay transparency often takes the form of presenting ranges or
average raise data. While this information provides some basis on which to inform expectations via a
calculation of one’s input to output, it leaves an important part of the equation ambiguous — that of the
referent other’s input and output. As such, we consider this approach to represent low pay transparency.
While this does not represent complete secrecy (i.e., no pay information beyond one’s own pay level),
low transparency remains ambiguous.

Only When It’'s Fair: Transparency Perceptions Influence Negotiation Initiation




Montag-Smit, Batz-Barbarich, Evans, & Sanborn-Overby

However, many companies choose to provide a greater level of pay transparency (high
transparency), with the presentation of explicit formulas for determining pay raises and complete
transparency about who receives what level of raise (e.g., Buffer; Whole Foods). High transparency
provides information about situational norms, and it would specifically reinforce the equity norm in a
performance-based pay situation (cf. Belogolovsky & Bamberger, 2014). High transparency also provides
objective information about what others have received (i.e., outputs) relative to what they have provided
(i.e., inputs). Information disclosure, however, does not guarantee that people will use the information,
or that all people will know how to use the information. In fact, research shows that employees are less
likely to seek social comparison pay information when they see their situation as fair (Smit & Montag-Smit,
2019). We suspect, however, that presenting people with the lowest pay level within the range will ignite
initial concerns of unfairness, which will push them toward seeking and using the information available to
them. In other words, when there is a performance-based pay discrepancy, people will use the
transparent information to choose an appropriate social referent for comparison and establish an
accurate standard of their own worth.

Making an equity-based evaluation requires relative comparison information about both sides of
the equity equation (input and output). In the case of performance-based pay, employee performance is
one key metric for developing a standard upon which one would base their expectations. However,
performance metrics and standards are often rife with ambiguity, and the relationship between
performance and level of pay increase is often obscured. In some cases, managers and organizational
leaders will intentionally use ambiguous metrics to remain flexible when allocating rewards. When there
is a lack of accurate information, people are likely to still make judgments, using ambiguous assumptions
and data points (Brown et al., 2022). In a performance-based pay context, situational cues may include
meaningful and non-meaningful cues about one’s own performance compared to others’ performance.

Reducing ambiguity about what others receive for their inputs reduces variation in whether an
individual believes the offer they received was fair, relative to their expectations and should decrease the
chance they incorrectly perceive their pay as unfair. Therefore, when pay and performance information
is transparent, individuals have a clear indicator of whether a performance-based pay discrepancy
exists. As such, we expect transparency to moderate the relationship between performance-
based pay discrepancy and perceived discrepancy such that transparency increases the likelihood that
a person will perceive a greater negative discrepancy when a larger performance-based pay
discrepancy exists. Inherent in this prediction is that people will use the information provided to them
when there is greater transparency.

H3. Transparency will moderate the relationship between performance-based pay discrepancy
and perceived discrepancy such that this relationship is stronger under condition of high transparency
compared to low transparency.

H4a. Transparency will moderate the indirect relationship between performance-based pay
discrepancy and negotiation initiation such that this relationship is stronger under condition of high
transparency compared to low transparency.

H4b. Transparency will moderate the indirect relationship between performance-based pay
discrepancy and negotiation initiation amount such that this relationship is stronger under condition of
high transparency compared to low transparency.

Overview of Studies

To examine the antecedents of perceived discrepancy as well as the extent to which transparency
alleviates structural ambiguity and increases negotiation initiation, we designed two studies aimed at
testing the theoretical model in both a high and low situationally ambiguous context (Kugler et al., 2018).
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These studies differed on a number of important qualities that allowed us to not only replicate our
results, but also increase the generalizability of our conclusions. The first study was based on existing
protocols for research on negotiation initiation in a lab-based experimental setting with primarily
undergraduate students with high situational ambiguity (Small et al., 2007). We based a second study
loosely on the scenario presented in the first, but with a more realistic, low situationally ambiguous
scenario of a salary negotiation. While the study was an online-based experimental setting, it involved a
working population.

Study 1

Method
Design and Recruitment

Study 1 used an experimental design with eight (high vs. low pay transparency X high vs.
low performance transparency X female vs. male) experimental conditions. 430 participants
were recruited at three public American universities via email announcements (including faculty and
staff), university-sponsored subject pools, and in-class announcements. Participants were told
upon recruitment that they would have the opportunity to earn between $3 and $10 for
participating in the “Word Game Study.”

Procedure and Participants

Using a procedure outlined by Small et al. (2007), participants signed up for an
individual session. They were greeted by a researcher and told that participation would involve
playing the game, “Boggle” - which we referred to as the “word game.” The rules of the game were
displayed for the participant and summarized by the researcher. Participants were given an
opportunity to ask clarifying questions and when they were ready, they started playing the game.
There were four rounds and each round lasted three minutes. When they were finished with the
game, they alerted the researcher who instructed them to begin on a Qualtrics survey while their
score was calculated. Pay and performance transparency were manipulated between the end of
the game and payment. The experiment was set up to be a performance-based pay situation in
which greater performance should lead to greater pay expectations, yet participants were offered
the lowest possible amount ($3USD) and given the opportunity to negotiate.

Of the 430 who participated, 331 performed well enough on the task (i.e., generated
more than 30 words across three games) to create an unfair situation such that they deserved ($4-
$10) more than they were offered ($3). Only these 331 participants were included in model testing. In
this sample, 197 were female and 137 were male (41%); ages 18-63, median age = 21; 14% had a
high school education, 72.5% has some college, 7% had a bachelor's degree, and the remaining
6.5% had a graduate degree.

Manipulation and Measurement

Performance was measured as participants’ actual performance (i.e., objective scores) on
the Boggle task, meaning that this independent variable was not independently manipulated.
Since all participants were offered the same amount of $3, this measure was used to determine
the performance-based discrepancy level which varied based upon participants true performance.
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Transparency was manipulated in two ways in this study. First, using Qualtrics survey software,
the participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions: high or low pay transparency. In
the high pay transparency condition, participants viewed a table of individual names with scores and
pay level associated with each name. They were reminded that they were able to earn between
$3 and $10USD for participating in the study and told that the table represented scores and
payment amounts for other individuals who had participated in the study. The scores were
presented in rank order, and payment was distributed such that it was clear that those who
performed better received greater payment. Scores listed ranged from 15 to 101, and payment
levels ranged from $3 to $10USD (scores above 30 earned more than $3). In the Jow pay
transparency condition, participants were reminded that they could earn between $3 and $10USD
for participating in the study.

Performance transparency was manipulated after scoring. After approximately three minutes
(during which the participant was viewing pay information as just described), the researcher
announced that they had finished tallying the participant's score. At this point, based on a coin
flip completed before the session started, the researcher read one of two possible research
scripts. For those who were randomly assigned to the high performance transparency condition,
the researcher provided them their objective numeric score for the game. Alternatively, for the
low performance transparency condition, the researcher let them know that they did “well” in the
game, replicating language used in Small et al. (2007).

The two transparency factors were combined to create a “fully transparent” condition versus
“not fully transparent” condition. The fully transparent condition includes participants that
received both pay and performance information. The three remaining conditions were collapsed
to form the not fully transparent condition, because these conditions contained low levels of pay
transparency, performance transparency, or both. We found this collapsing of conditions appropriate
given they did not differ significantly on our measure of perception (Ms = 4.15 - 4.23; F = .103, ns)
and negotiation initiation (Ms =.103 - .123; F=.102, ns).

Perceived negative discrepancy was measured as performance perceptions given that
people who believe they performed better should expect greater payment and would thus have a
greater discrepancy between what they believe they should have received and what was offered.
We chose not to ask directly about payment expectations before negotiation in this experiment to
reduce any possible demand effects that could have occurred from just asking about expectations.
Instead, after receiving payment for participation, the participant was asked to finish completing
the brief survey that they started before negotiation. This follow-up survey asked participants, “How
do you think your Boggle performance in this session compares to other participants in this
study?” with response options from “1-much worse than average” to “4-average” to “7-much better
than average.”

Negotiation initiation was measured based on actual behavior. After the researcher provided
performance feedback, they offered the participant $3USD (holding out three $1 bills for
the participant) and asked, “Is $3 okay?” At this point, participants had the chance to negotiate for
more money. As described in Small et al. (2007), participants who explicitly asked for more
money were given the amount they requested. If participants complained about the amount
offered but did not ask for more money, the researcher repeated the prompt of offering $3 and
asking if that amount was okay. If the participant asked how the payment was determined, the
researcher explained that they could provide more details at the end of the experiment, and then
they repeated the offer of $3 and asked if $3 was okay. It was only if the participant explicitly asked
for additional money (if a vague
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request for more money was requested without a specific number, they were asked to clarify how
much more they were requesting), were they given the additional payment. This request was classified
as negotiating (1), and all other responses were classified as not negotiating (0).

Multiple control variables were also included’. Both male and female students worked in the
experimenter role in return for a wage or class credit (n = 19). Students were trained on the
experiment protocol by the authors and conducted the experiment for at least one full semester.
Experimenter gender was not randomly assigned. Instead, experimenter gender was captured by the
experimenter attributing their name to the session. These were later coded as 1 (Female) and 0 (Male)
and controlled for in the analyses. Moreover, one of the data collection sites used a psychology subject
pool as a recruiting source. Given that this was a secondary incentive, which may have influenced the
participants to focus less attention on the amount of money they earned for doing the experiment,
we included subject pool as a control.

Additional control variables included age, education. Also, because the predictions are
premised on the extent to which individuals identify with their gender identity, we include measures
of masculinity and femininity, specifically Bem’s Sex Role Inventory (BSRI, 1974) measure of Masculinity
(a =.879) and Femininity (a = .851). Participants rated the extent to which each item listed (e.g., act as
a leader, is compassionate) describes them in general and most of time, and items were measured on
a scale of 1 (Not at all like me) to 5 (Just like me).

Results and Discussion

Table 1 displays the means, standard deviations, and correlations for the study variables.
Negotiation initiation is positively correlated with participant education level (r = .117, p <.01) and
reported masculinity level (r =.211, p < .01). Both were included as control variables during model
testing. Consistent with existing research (e.g., Sczesny et al., 2018), which provides evidence to the
validity of our sample, men agreed to more masculine attributes than women (r =-.267, p <.001) and
women agreed to more feminine attributes compared to men (r =.240, p <.001) on the BSRI.

Interestingly, participant gender was not significantly correlated with negotiation initiation (r
=-.033, ns, p = .547), which suggests that men and women initiate negotiation to a similar extent. In
fact, a total of 15.7% of the male participants and 18.2% of the female participants negotiated for
greater payment (see Table 2). This contradicts some existing research (e.g., Small et al., 2007; Kugler
et al., 2018). Gender also did not correlate significantly with participant performance (r=.078, p =.153)
such that women and men performed equally well on the task (mean performance levels per
condition displayed in Table 2). There was also not a significant correlation between gender and
perceived discrepancy based on performance (r = -.025, ns, p = .655).

Hypothesis Testing
The conceptual model was tested using the PROCESS 4.0 regression macro for SPSS v28. This

macro uses a bootstrapping approach (5000 samples) to assess the indirect effects at differing levels
of the moderators (Hayes, 2013). For negotiation initiation, which is a dichotomous DV, the macro

' All hypotheses were also tested without the inclusion controls. Results did not differ. See Appendix
D for additional results.
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tested a binary logistic regression (1 = yes, 0 = no). Significant effects are supported by the absence
of zero within the bias-corrected 95% confidence intervals.

First, we tested the unconditional mediation model (H1 & H2a, b; Template Model 4). Results indicate
that participants’ perceptions fully mediate the relationship between performance and negotiation
initiation such that there is a direct effect of performance on perceived discrepancy (B = .025, SE = .003, t =
9.212, p < .001; supporting H1), a direct effect of perceived discrepancy on negotiation initiation (B = .561,
SE =.164, Z = 3.431, p <.001), and an indirect effect of performance on negotiation initiation via perception (B
= .014, SE = .005, Cl: .006, .025; supporting H2a). The direct effect of performance on negotiation initiation
was non-significant (B = .007, SE = .008, Cl: -.010, .025), indicating full mediation. Moreover, perception
partially mediated the relationship between performance and initiation offer amount, with a direct
effect of perceived discrepancy (B = 484, SE = 100, t = 4.844, p < .001) and an indirect effect of
performance on initiation offer amount via perception (B =.012, SE =.003, Cl: .006, .019; supporting H2b).

Next, the moderated mediation model was tested with transparency as the moderator
(H3, H4a, b; Template Model 7; see Table 3, Models 1, 3, 4). This model explicitly tests the direct
conditional effects on the mediator (perceived discrepancy) and dependent variables (negotiation
initiation and initiation offer amount) as well as the conditional indirect effects on these DVs due to
the mediator of perceived discrepancy. Results support transparency as moderator of the
relationship between objective performance and perception (B =.026, SE =.006, t = 4.555, p <.001)
and conditional indirect effect on negotiation initiation (B = .014, SE = .005, LLCI: .006, ULCI: .027)
and initiation offer amount (B =.012, SE =.004, LLCI: .006, ULCI: .021). When transparency was low,
performance had a significant effect on perceived discrepancy (B = .0187, SE = .0032, t = 5.945,
p < .001), but this effect was significantly stronger when transparency was high (B = .0434, SE
= .0047, t = 9214, p < .001; see Figure 2), supporting H3 and H4a, b.

Finally, we tested the full model with a 3-way interaction (Template Model 11) including full
transparency and gender as moderators of the mediator (see Table 3, Model 2). There was no 3-
way interaction with gender (B = -.015, SE = .013, t = -1.180, ns) and gender did not moderate
(2-way interaction) the relationship between performance and perceived discrepancy (B = .002, SE
= .006, t = 0.725, ns), meaning male and female participants had equivalent expectations
based on their performance, and their perceptions were equivalently influenced by transparency.

Supplemental Qualitative Findings

As a follow-up to testing the quantitative model, we examined open-ended responses to
the questions of why or why not people negotiated in this experiment. This question was asked
on a Qualtrics survey after negotiation and payment occurred. First, the researchers read through
all the responses to develop a comprehensive set of codes that would capture all the reasons
provided (see Appendix A-B for definitions and sample quotes). For participants who chose to
negotiate, reasons for this action included: (1) Good performance, (2) Unfairness/
Dissatisfaction with the offer, (3) Transparency, and (4) Need (based on personal
circumstances). For participants who chose not to negotiate, reasons for inaction included: (1) Poor
performance, (2) Fairness/ Satisfaction with the offer, (3) Authority (of the experimenter), (4) Social
reasons, (5) Lack of awareness, and (6) Lack of need.

Only When It’s Fair: Transparency Perceptions Influence Negotiation Initiation 11
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Table 1.
Study 1 Correlation table
Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1 Age 21.18 6.09
2 Education 2.03 0.76 .632%*
3 Masculinity 3.54  0.55 -.059 -.101 .879
4  Femininity 3.54 050 -.097 -.041 -.044 851

5  Subject pool 049 050  -.324%*  -361**  118%* -.030
6  Female Experimenter 0.70  0.45  -.023 011 -.069 -.012 .035
7  Performance 49.75 2390 .042 118%* .102 -.044 -.021 -.100

8  Perceived Discrepancy 4.00  1.22 .059 A13* J193%* - 113%* -.038 -.001  .474%*
9 Female 0.57 050  .099 A58%k L2267 240%% - 218** 050  .078 -.025

10 Pay Transparency 0.54 050 -.025 .060 .005 .061 .007 -018  .069 -.009 .076

11 Objective Feedback 0.53 050  .047 .005 -.026 -.003 .083 .059  .027 -.001 -.097  .019

12 Negotiation Initiation ~ 0.14 034  .021 A17* 211**  -.009 -.094 042 207*%*  305*%* -033  .123* .131*

N =334; * p<.05, ** p < 01
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Table 2.
Study 1 Negotiation initiation per condition
N Mean N (%) who Mean (SD)
334 Performance negotiated Amount
Negotiated $
Low Pay Transparency 153
Low performance
transparency 73 9(12.3%) 8.11 (1.97)
Males 27 61.6 (21.9) 5(18.5%) 8.00 (1.87)
Females 46 51.1(15.2) 4 (8.7%) 8.25(2.36)
High performance 80 9(10.8%) 9.67 (1.00)
transparency
Males 42 56.8 (20.8) 3(7.1%) 10.0 (0.00)
Females 38 56.5(18.2) 6 (15.8%) 9.50(1.23)
High Pay Transparency 181
Low performance 83 9(11.3%) 9.33(2.00)
transparency
Males 29 50.2 (21.7) 3(10.3%) 10.0 (0.00)
Females 54 63.0 (24.8) 6 11.1%) 9.00 (2.45)
High performance 98 29 (29.6%) 6.97 (2.08)
transparency
Males 39 53.7(16.6) 14 (35.9%) 5.93(1.33)
Females 59 62.7 (24.3) 15 (25.4%) 7.93(2.22)
Figure 2.

Study 1: Moderating effect of transparency on the relationship between performance-based discrepancy
and perceived discrepancy
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Study 1 regression results
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Mediator: Perceived Discrepancy

DV: Negotiation

DV: Initiation Offer

Initiation Amount
Model 1 (2-way) Model 2 (3-way) Model 3 Model 4
Variable Effect LLCI  ULCI Effect LLCI ULCI  Effect LLCI ULCI  Effect LLCI ULC
I
Intercept 2.565 1.283 3.847  2.693 1.334  4.053 -9.236 -13.18 -5.29  -4.269 -6.63  -1.90
Age -0.001 -.023 022 0.001 -.023 023 -0.034 -.108 039 -0.029 -071  .012
Education 0.119 -.080 318 0.120 -.081 321 0.360 -.235 .955 0.335 -034 704
Masculinity 0.318** 114 522 0.295** 084 .506 1.059** 432 1.686  0.762** 380 1.145
Femininity -0.227*  -.449 -.006  -0.193 -422 .037 0.206 -426 .837 0.188 -223 599
Subject Pool -0.064 -.299 171 -0.071 =311 168 -0.572 -1.276 131  -0.467* -903 -.032
Female Experimenter 0.169 -.063 401 0.180 -.053 414 0.357 -336  1.050 0.188 -143 714
Performance 0.017** 011 .024 0.015**  .001 .024 0.008 -.007 .024 0.011*  .001 .025
Full Transparency -1.540** 2230 -849  -2.089** -3312 -.866
Female -0.332 -1.088 424
Discrepancy x Full Transparency 0.026**  .015 .037 0.037**  .016 .058
Discrepancy x Female 0.005 -.008 017
Full Transparency x Female 0.710 -.803 2.223
Discrepancy x Full Transparency -0.015 -.040 011
x Female
Perception 0.551** 231 872 0.484** 287  .680
Pseudo R?/ R? .306%* 312%* 230%* 214%*

Note. 95% confidence intervals for all confidence intervals; CI = Confidence Interval; LLCI = Lower limit of confidence interval;
ULCI = upper limit of confidence interval

N =333; * p <.05; ** p < .01
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Responses to these questions were coded by three independent coders blind to experimental
condition and other relevant case factors (e.g., participant gender). The three research assistants
independently read each comment and assigned codes to each comment. Multiple codes were
assigned to comments that mentioned multiple ideas. Based on this coding process, agreement level
among the three research assistants exceeded acceptable standards (ICC; > .7). Thus, a code was
assigned to each comment when at least two of the research assistants agreed with the same code
for the comment. Furthermore, the first author spot checked a random sample of fifty codes and
agreed with the determined code in all fifty cases.

When asked why they did negotiate, the most common reasons were a perception of good
performance that deserved more than the amount offered (74.5%) and transparency of the provided
information to justify a request for more (54.5%). Transparency (as a condition) had a significant
impact such that 85.7% (24 of the 28 who negotiated) of those who were provided total transparency
cited receiving the information as their reason for negotiating. 1 (of the 9 total) who negotiated in the
low performance and pay transparency condition also cited information as their reason for
negotiating stating that the information regarding the range ($3 being the minimum) was enough
information to help her request more. 4 (out of 9 total) who only received the pay information without
explicit performance feedback stated that the information provided motivated them to request
greater payment. Chi-square test reveals that participants cited transparency as their reason for
negotiating significantly more when provided high pay transparency versus low (x?(1,55) = 20.36, p
> .001). Likewise, participants cited transparency as their reason for negotiating significantly more
when provided total transparency compared to conditions with low levels of transparency (x?(1,55) =
22.35, p < .001). No other differences emerged in the written comments based on experimental
condition or participant gender.

When asked why they did not negotiate, the most common reasons were a perception of poor
performance that deserved the amount offered (31.1%), being satisfied with the offer of $3 (29.3%), and
social reasons such as not wanting to appear rude (18.9%). Women were significantly more likely to
reference social reasons: 23.1% of female participants cited social reasons whereas 12.7% of male
participants cited social reasons. These percentages are significantly different according to the chi
square test (x%(1,270) = 4.60, p = .022). No other significant differences emerged.

Discussion

Overall, Study 1 confirmed that a performance-based pay discrepancy led to a perceived
discrepancy and that this relationship was enhanced when performance and pay transparency was
high. Transparency provides information to make the discrepancy apparent, which then increases the
likelihood someone will initiate a negotiation in a face-to-face context according to our findings.
Moreover, transparency enhanced the correlation between performance and the initiating offer
amount such that high performers opened with larger initial offers ($8-10) compared to moderate
performers ($5-7). Interestingly, we found the effect to only increase negotiation initiation rates to
almost 30%, which leaves a large portion of individuals still not asking for what they deserve. Based
on qualitative data, almost 20% of those non-negotiators stated that they were reluctant to negotiate
for social reasons (not wanting to be rude) with women being more likely than men to cite this reason.

Surprisingly, results do not support any gender differences in negotiation behaviors. While we
are not the first study to find no gender differences in negotiation initiation (cf. Ren et al., 2022), it is
worth ruling out alternative explanations of these null findings. It could be argued that null findings
were due to the sample chosen for the study. While student samples have been used in past studies
finding a gender difference, many years have passed since these initial studies were published. It
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could be that because the original findings showing that “women don't ask” were so popularly
consumed, young adults may be more aware of this phenomenon today than in the past. Thus,
women (and men) may purposefully attempt to engage in counter-stereotypical behavior to avoid
conforming to the negative stereotype. This is likely coupled by the fact that the gender difference in
agency - a core reason why women are believed to initiate negotiations less than men - has decreased
in recent years meaning that young women today are more likely to have traits associated with
negotiation success. (Donnelly & Twenge, 2017).

Study 2

As such, Study 2 is designed to address potential sample and methodological concerns
present in Study 1. More specifically, in Study 2 we manipulate performance to control for
performance level upfront (rather than through statistical means). Manipulating performance level
means that we were able to control the level of negative discrepancy between what a person “should”
be offered and what they are actually offered. In this way, we have designed a task in which everyone
“should” negotiate based on their performance, because people are told that they are either a
moderate performer or a high performer, yet they are offered the lowest amount, which is
presumably for low performers.

Further, in Study 2, everyone is given some baseline level of performance feedback. They are
clearly informed that they are in a performance review meeting where they will be told their raise. The
link between performance and pay may be stronger based on this setup as well as the expectation
that negotiation is expected in a meeting discussing one’s pay raise (i.e., low situational ambiguity).
This was likely not the case in the Study 1, where negotiating for compensation to complete a
university study is uncommon (i.e., high situational ambiguity).

Method
Design and Participants

In Study 2, an experimental design with eight (moderate vs. high performance X high
transparency vs. low transparency X female vs. male) experimental conditions was employed. A total
of 266 individuals (131 females and 132 males; ages 20-74, median Age = 35) recruited from MTurk
using the CloudResearch platform participated in exchange for $1.50. In this sample 71.8% work full-
time, 8.6% work part-time, 14.7% are self-employed or gig workers, and 4.9% are retired or
unemployed. The sample ranges from 2-50 years of work experience (mean = 15.34 years). 72.8% of
the sample is White/Caucasian, 11.7% Black/African American, 5.3% Hispanic/Latinx, 3.8% Asian, 3.4%
Native American, and 3.3% multiple races or other. 4% of our sample have a high school diploma,
23.1% with some college, 50.9% with a 4-year degree, and 13.9% with more than 4 years of college.

Procedure

Participants entered a virtual negotiation scenario that asked them to imagine they worked as
a sales representative for an advertising firm and were asked to place themselves in the situation
described over the next several pages. To ensure that participants took the appropriate amount of
time to read the provided details of the scenario that followed, a minimum time (10-30 seconds based
on pre-testing) was set for each page of the survey that contained scenario details.
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They first received information about the organization and their role as a sales representative.
They then were told that it was time for their annual performance review, which is when their
supervisor would present them with their annual merit raise. They were told that raises generally
range from 3-10% of one's base salary (which they were told is $53,000). They were told that on the
next page they would receive information that was provided to them prior to this review including (1)
their written performance evaluation and (2) some pay information. From there, subjects were
randomly assigned (by the Qualtrics survey software) to one of four experimental conditions that
differed based on two factors: (1) transparency (high vs. low transparency) and (2) performance level
(high vs. moderate) (see Appendix C for full set of manipulation materials).

Data Cleaning. 839 individuals completed the study. All participants were allowed to complete
the study (rather than kicking people out of the study for failing an attention check) and responses
were scanned post-hoc for quality. Two overt (e.g., “Please select ‘Strongly Disagree™) and two veiled
(e.g., “My workplace is physically located on the moon”) attention check items were included among
the Likert scale measures. 406 individuals were excluded for missing two or more of the attention
check items. Two additional questions were used to confirm their understanding of the virtual
negotiation scenario. 73 people failed to correctly answer both of these questions. A remaining 104
incorrectly answered one of the two questions. In all these cases, we examined their open-ended
responses; 85 of these cases were excluded based on low quality open-ended responses (e.g., “good”
as their text response to multiple open-ended questions). 9 additional cases were excluded because
guestions were not answered, or text was pasted from the survey into the open-ended text box2.

Manipulation and Measurement

Performance (high vs. moderate) was manipulated based on the performance review
information provided to the participant in the scenario. Moderate performance was defined as
performance that was centered around the average which represented meeting expectations. High
performance was defined as performance that was above average and represented exceeding
expectations. The amount and type of information provided about this set level of performance was
dependent upon whether the participant was in the high or low transparency condition.

Low transparency was defined as the condition in which information was ambiguous and
limited about both performance and pay. Whereas transparency was defined as the condition in which
information was concrete, objective, and extensive about both performance and pay.

Regarding performance, in the low transparency condition they were provided a vague
statement about their performance. More specifically, for the moderate performance, they were told
they were “met expectations this year” and that it “met the requirements of the position on a number
of different levels” and for the high-performance condition, they were told they were “outstanding job
this year” and that it was “superior on a number of different levels.” In the high transparency condition,
subjects were provided a rating of their performance on a scale of 1 (unsatisfactory) to 5 (outstanding)
on 8 different performance indicators. In addition, they were provided concrete values on four
objective performance indicators (e.g., number of new clients sighed, sales totals for new clients).
More specifically, for moderate performance, they were given “3s” representing “meets expectations”
on the 8 different indicators and were given concrete values on the four objective indicators that were
in between the highest and lowest values for the company (which they would see on the next page).
For high performance, they were given “5s" representing “outstanding” on the 8 different indicators

2 We also tested the hypotheses under loosened exclusion criteria and results held. See Appendix D.
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and were given concrete values on the four objective indicators that were among the highest values
for the company (which again, they would see on the next page).

Regarding pay, in the low transparency condition, they were told the following: “when pay raises
were given last year, they generally ranged from a 3% to a 10% increase in annual salary.” In the high
transparency condition, they were told the same thing, but also provided a chart with information
about the objective performance information (e.g., clients signed, sales totals) of twelve other sales
representatives as well as their associated raise percentage. Replicating the design of Study 1, this
information revealed a performance-based pay system based on the equity norm. The information
was organized according to performance so that it was quickly discernable that higher performers
earned larger raises.

Several design measures were taken to increase the effectiveness of the manipulations.
Before providing participants with the performance and pay information, the survey clearly indicated
that participants would be shown the information before their meeting with their supervisor only, so
they should study and remember the information provided to them. Moreover, after the relevant
information was provided, participants responded to two attention check items regarding details from
the scenario (current salary, raise range), as previously described, participants were removed from
the study for failing both attention check items. Moreover, all participants were given the opportunity
to review the scenario information a second time (after responding to the two attention check items)
if they were uncertain of some of the details.

Perceived discrepancy was measured as perceived performance given the performance-based
pay situation, which created a performance-based discrepancy (replicating Study 1). It was also
measured more directly as pay expectation based on their perceived performance. These items were
measured after reading the performance and pay information ahead of their meeting with their
supervisor, participants responded to two questions (embedded among the manipulation check items)
intended to measure their expectations in the moment: perceived performance (1-Not well at all to 5-
Extremely well) and the level of raise they think they deserved (0-10%). Correlation between these two
items is .549. Thus, they were averaged together to form the perceived discrepancy variable.

Negotiation Initiation was determined using a similar protocol as Study 1. The hypothetical
performance meeting ends with the supervisor saying, “I am giving you a 3% raise ($1590). Is that
okay?” Following this, participants read, “Please type out your response to your supervisor. Please
respond as though you were actually in this situation. What would you say to your supervisor?” Like
Study 1, we defined negotiation as a clear request for more money even if the exact amount of that
request was unclear. After writing their open-ended response, participants selected whether they
agreed with the supervisor's offer. In cases where the open-ended response was ambiguous, we used
this self-report item to inform whether they thought they negotiated and erred on the side of agreeing
with the participant’s self-report.

Participants also responded to additional control variables of age and years of work
experience. Additionally, as we did in Study 1, we included Bem’s Sex Role Inventory (BSRI, 1974)
measure of Masculinity (a =.841) and Femininity (a = .885). For a similar reason we included a measure
of Gender Role Beliefs (J. Brown & Gladstone, 2012), Entitlement (Campbell et al., 2004), and Social
Desirability (1 item: “l have never told a lie”).

Results

Table 4 displays the means, standard deviations, and correlations for the study variables.
Negotiation initiation is positively correlated with years of work experience (r = .170, p < .01) and
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negatively associated with Gender Role Beliefs (r = -.176, p < .01) and social desirability (r = -.264, p
<.01). Moreover, perceived discrepancy is positively correlated with femininity (r=.135, p <.05), Gender
Role Beliefs (r = .146, p < .05) and entitlement (r = .200, p < .01). These variables were included as
control variables during model testing 3. Interestingly, participant gender was not significantly
correlated with negotiation initiation (r = .085, ns), which suggests that men and women initiate
negotiation to a similar extent. In fact, a total of 60.6% of the male participants and 68.7% of the female
participants negotiated for greater payment (see Table 5).

Conceptual Model Testing

The conceptual model was again tested using the PROCESS 4.0 regression macro for SPSS v28
using the same parameters as in Study 1. First the unconditional mediation model was tested (H1 &
H2a, b; Template Model 4). Results indicate that participants’ perceptions mediate the relationship
between performance level and negotiation initiation such that there is a direct effect of performance
on perceived discrepancy (B = 3.164, SE = .281, t = 11.269, p < .001), a direct effect of perceived
discrepancy on negotiation initiation (B = .365, SE =.073, Z=5.008, p <.001), and an indirect effect of
performance on negotiation initiation via perception (B = 1.154, SE = .279, Cl: .741, 1.825). The direct
effect of performance on negotiation initiation was non-significant (B = -.041, SE =.360, Cl: -.745, .664),
indicating full mediation. Moreover, perception fully mediated the relationship between performance
and initiation amount, with a direct effect of perceived discrepancy (B = .568, SE = .054, t = 10.617, p
<.001) and an indirect effect of performance on initiation amount via perception (B = 1.812, SE = .258,
Cl: .1.336, 2.362; supporting H2b).

Next, the moderated mediation model was tested with transparency as a moderator
(Template Model 7; see Table 5, Model 1, 3, 4; H3, H4a, b). Like Study 1, results support transparency
as moderator of the relationship between objective performance and perception (B = 1.569, SE =.572,
t = 2.745, p < .01) and the conditional indirect effect on negotiation initiation (B = .581, SE = .250,
LLCI: .165, ULCI: 1.154) and initiation amount (B = .892, SE = .352, LLCI: .239, ULCI: 1.622). When
transparency was low, performance had a significant effect on perceived discrepancy (B = 2.514, SE
=.374,t=6.717, p < .001), but this effect was significantly stronger when transparency was high (B =
4,084, SE =.430,t=9.507, p <.001; see Figure 3).

Finally, we tested the 3-way interaction including transparency and gender as moderators of
the mediation model (see Table 6, Model 2). Similar to Study 1, there was no 3-way interaction,
meaning male and female participants had equivalent expectations based on their performance and
their perceptions were not significantly influenced by transparency.

Supplemental Qualitative Findings

As a follow-up to testing the quantitative model, we again examined open-ended responses
to the questions of why or why not people negotiated in this experiment. The codes used and coding
process was the same as Study 1. Based on this coding process, agreement level between the two
researchers was 92.56%, which exceeded acceptable standards (ICC, >.7). Thus, a code was assigned
to each comment when one of the researchers assigned the code.

When asked why they did negotiate, the most common reasons were a perception of good
performance that deserved more than the amount offered (93.6%) and using the provided

3 Results held with and without the inclusion of control variables. See Appendix D for additional results.
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Table 4.
Study 2 Correlation table
Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1 Age 38.34 11.84
2 Work Experience 1534 11.62 .856™
3 Masculinity 4597 10.92 011 -.032 841
4 Femininity 54.02 10.29 .086 .010 116 .885
5  Gender Role Beliefs 3.30 1.40 -.007 =193 199" .086 915
6  Entitlement 3.71 1.40 -.199" -334™ 386" .031 538 897
7  Social Desirability 2.10 1.69 -.017 =249 1957 013 A37 4317 921
8  Female 0.50 0.50 .218™  .188" -.134" 110 =117 -141° -139°
9  High Performance 0.49 0.50 .016 .034 -.059 .086 .041 -.002 .032 -.004
10 Transparency 0.43 0.50 .014 .025 -.001 -.102 -.113 -.069 -.050 .057 -.003
11 Perceived Discrepancy 4.13 0.84 .037 .048 .023 A727 129" 1707 053 .021 564 -.051
12 Negotiate 0.65 0.48 .101 170" 013 -.040 -176" -.081 -264™ 085 1727 074 3317

N =266; * p<.05, ** p<_.01
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Table 5.
Study 2 Negotiation initiation per condition
N N (%) who Mean (SD) Amount
266 negotiated Negotiated %
Low Transparency 151
Moderate performance 77 43 (55.8%) 6.58 (1.53)
Males 39 21 (53.8%) 6.74 (1.41)
Females 37 21 (56.8%) 6.50 (1.67)
High performance 74 50 (67.6%) 7.84 (1.92)
Males 40 24 (60.0%) 7.65 (1.82)
Females 34 26 (76.5%) 8.00 (2.02)
High Transparency 115
Moderate performance 59 34 (57.6%) 5.68 (1.43)
Males 28 17 (60.7%) 5.76 (1.03)
Females 30 17 (56.7%) 5.59 (1.77)
High performance 56 45 (80.4%) 8.42 (1.84)
Males 25 18 (72.0%) 8.00 (2.03)
Females 30 26 (86.7%) 8.85 (1.54)
Figure 3.

Study 2: Moderating effect of transparency on the relationship between performance-
based discrepancy and perceived discrepancy
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Table 6.
Study 2 regression results

Mediator: Perceived Discrepancy DV: Negotiation Initiation  DV: Initiation Amount

Model 1 (2-way) Model 2 (3-way) Model 3 Model 4

Variable Effect LLCI  ULCI Effect LLCI  ULCI Effect LLCI ULCI Effect LLCI ULCI
Intercept 8.443 6.355 10.530 8.350 6.355 10.51  -2.617 -5.024 -211  -.499 2.466 1.468
Age -0.024 -.074 .026 -0.025 -.077 .026 0.031 -.020 .082 .028 -.017  .082
Work Experience 0.042 -.010 .095 0.044 -.010 .097  -0.007 -.062 .049 .007 -.040 .049
Masculinity -0.006 -.033 021 -0.006 -.033 .022 0.020 -.009 .050 011 -.012  .050
Femininity 0.030* .003 .057 0.032* .005 .060  -0.028 -.058 002 -.022 -.046  .002
Gender Role Beliefs 0.097 -.150 .344 0.126 -.127 380 -0.342%* -.617  -067 -261% -471  -.067
Entitlement 0.429*%* 169 .690 0.392%* 122 .661 0.071 -215 356 .009 =222 356
Social Desirability -0.063 -.258 133 -0.049 -.247 149 -0.346**  -552  -.140  -274%% -446 -.140
Performance 2.491**  1.769 3.213  2.428**  1.423 3.432  -0.041 -.745 .664 211 =371  .664
Transparency -0.972*%*  -1.745  -.200 -0.731%*  -1.845 383
Female -0.015 -1.057  1.027
Discrepancy x Transparency 1.593** 481 2.704 0.932 -0.670  2.533
Discrepancy x Female 0.098 -1.369  1.566
Transparency x Female -0.346 -1.904 1.213
Discrepancy x Transparency 1.128 -1.099  3.355
x Female
Perception 0.365** 222 507 0.568** 463 .674
Pseudo R?/R? 409** 410%* 309%* 480**

Note. 95% confidence intervals for all confidence intervals; CI = Confidence Interval; LLCI = Lower limit of confidence interval;

ULCI = upper limit of confidence interval
N =266; * p<.05; ** p<.01
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information to justify a request for more (34.9%). High transparency (as a condition) had a significant
impact such that 57.0% (versus 16.1% in low transparency condition) of those who were provided high
transparency cited receiving the information as their reason for negotiating. Chi-square test reveals
that participants cited transparency as their reason for negotiating significantly more when provided
high pay transparency versus low (32 (1,172) = 31.35, p > .001). Furthermore, high performers were
significantly more likely to reference the information provided: 42.1% of high performers cited the
information available whereas only 26.0% of moderate performers cited information. These
percentages are significantly different according to the chi square test (x?(1,172) = 4.87, p = .036). No
other differences emerged in the written comments based on experimental condition or participant
gender for why people negotiated.

When asked why they did not negotiate, the most common reasons were a perception that
the offer was fair (74.5%) and that they deserved the amount offered based on their performance
level (55.3%), authority of the supervisor was also mentioned by 19.1% of the sample. No differences
were detected based on the conditions of performance or transparency or gender.

Discussion

Study 2 replicates the moderating effect of transparency on the relationship between
performance and negotiation initiation in a virtual performance-based pay context with low ambiguity
regarding negotiation (i.e., pay raise meeting). Our findings show that the size of the performance
relates to one's perception of negative discrepancy when offered an unfair raise, which in turn drives
the likelihood of negotiation initiation. This relationship is enhanced when there is transparency, and
the qualitative responses to the question of why people negotiated show that transparency was an
important factor in the decision to negotiate.

Study 2 also replicates the unexpected null effects of participant gender that was also found
in Study 1. This suggests that the null effects may not be limited to just college students, but a working
sample as well - which - while there has been literature that has suggested diminishing gender
differences in negotiations (e.g., Ren et al., 2022), was still surprising.

General Discussion

The current research sought to examine pay and performance transparency and participant
gender as predictors of when a negative perceived discrepancy is experienced and whether it leads
to negotiation initiation in a performance-based pay context. To test this, we designed two
complementary studies - one in a high situationally ambiguous context and one in a low situationally
ambiguous context (Kugler et al.,, 2018). Across these two studies, we found that transparency
significantly enhances the positive relationship between performance-based discrepancies and
perceived negative discrepancies. Moreover, both studies confirmed the link between perceived
discrepancy and negotiation initiation as well as initiation amount. However, we did not find gender
differences, which contradicts our predictions.

Fairness, and equity in this case, provided a useful framework for considering the factors that
may impact the discrepancy perceptions that drive negotiation initiation. In a performance-based pay
context, a desire for equity drives the experience of discrepancy perceptions when the offered pay
was low (i.e., unfair as based on contextual clues). Moreover, this desire for more equitable (i.e., fair)
outcomes motivated people to initiate a negotiation by asking for greater pay. Further confirming the
importance of fairness, the initiating amount correlated positively with perceived discrepancy and
performance. That is, high performers initiated negotiations with a higher initiation amount than
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moderate performers, showing that the equity norm dictated not only the initiation behavior, but the
specific ask itself.

Importantly, we found that this relationship was enhanced when there was performance and
pay transparency. Considering this result in the light of fairness theory, we would expect that the
equity norm would dictate perceptions and behavior in this context, such that exposure to
information that showed an equity-based pay system reinforced and enhanced expectations around
these norms. In many organizational contexts there is no objective number to achieve, and therefore
no (or very limited) context on which to assess the fairness of outcome (i.e., pay) distributions. This
highlights the importance of this often-missing information as a driver of negotiation initiations as
well as initiations that are fair both to the employee and to the organization. Collectively, the use of
fairness theory substantially enhances our ability to understand the way, and under which conditions,
discrepancies are perceived and lead to negotiation initiation.

Across the two studies, open-ended data also revealed that most individuals who negotiated
cited their performance level as their reason for negotiating - and that people who did not negotiate
were also most likely to mention that the offer seemed “fair” based on their performance. In this sense,
we find that people do not need direct instructions to negotiate to see the opportunity to negotiate.
Instead, negotiation seems to be driven by natural desires for fairness, and the more information that
was provided to the participants, the more confident they were about what they deserved. More
specifically, people were overall more likely to ask for more money if they thought they deserved it by
performing well on the assigned task. Further, when participants were given information about how
others performed and were paid and were able to compare that to their own performance, it was
clear that their sense of injustice was more likely to cause action, in this case, they sought to balance
the scale by asking for more money.

Unlike previous research examining negotiation initiation (cf. Small et al. 2007), the current
studies did not find gender differences in negotiation initiation. In examining the number of men and
women who negotiated, no statistically significant differences emerge, and the raw percentages are
equivalent. Most surprising is that we did not find an effect of men negotiating more than women in
the control conditions. In study 1, we utilized the same protocol as that described in Small et al (2007),
but we do not find the gender differences they found in the control conditions. This suggests that the
initial effects found in previous research are not as stable as originally thought. While some papers
have replicated the gender difference in negotiation initiation, others have not. In fact, a
comprehensive meta-analysis of over 120 empirical studies found that while on average men engage
in negotiation at a greater rate than women overall, this difference was largely dependent upon
context and are subject to vary (Mazei et al., 2015).

Theoretical Implications

We chose to focus on perceived discrepancy as the mediator between a performance-based
pay discrepancy and negotiation initiation. However, if we think about perceived discrepancy under
the broader umbrella of inequity perceptions, negotiation initiation is one of several possible
outcomes, as perceptions of inequity also drive job dissatisfaction, reduced performance, and
employee turnover (e.g., Day, 2012; Greenberg, 1990; Griffeth & Gaertner, 2001). Thus, this research
has implications for the fairness literature as well by showing the importance of transparency in
establishing strong equity norms. As we found, perceptions were more strongly correlated with
performance when performance and pay information was available, showing that transparency
increases the situational norm of equity. Equity perceptions are known to enhance motivation and
performance, primarily based on the expectation that greater effort should result in greater reward
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(e.g., Expectancy theory). We confirm this possible outcome in our Study 2 qualitative data, where
people accepted the low raise offer and opted to focus on their own performance to increase their
chance of a higher future raise. This only occurred under the conditions of transparency where equity
was salient, and people could rely on the expectation that higher performance will lead to higher
reward. Noteworthy, this was only true for moderate performers where a small discrepancy existed
so they could see it as justified. When the discrepancy was large, negotiation seemed to be the most
justified action, perhaps suggesting a clear indication that the participant knew the equity norm was
violated, which provided strong justification for their action: negotiation initiation.

Moreover, our research finds that transparency exposes the reality of a pay structure. In the
current research, transparency exposed an equity-based pay structure such that higher performers
earned higher pay increases and lower performers earned lower pay increases. However,
organizations may also allocate equality-based pay increases (every employee receives the same
percentage increase) or random pay increases (metrics for determining raise level are ambiguous or
unknown). Other researchers (Cullen & Pakzad-Hurson, 2016) have found that transparency pushes
employers towards compressing pay such that all employees make similar wages (including high and
low performers). We contribute to the existing research on pay transparency to show that
transparency's effect is primarily in exposing the fairness of the underlying pay structure. Existing
research that finds pay compression as a result of transparency may have had a pay structure that
did not clearly follow an equity norm. In this case, when pay decisions appear more random or
ambiguous, transparency may have an opposite effect from what we found. In fact, it is possible that
transparency would reduce negotiation initiation when the pay structure is ambiguous. Future
research could examine the effect of transparency in varying pay structures such as equality-based
and random or ambiguous.

Finally, we examined gender as an antecedent to perceived discrepancies based on existing
research pointing to the importance of gender as a factor. However, other individual differences may
have an impact of how people develop pay expectations, therefore impacting a perceived discrepancy
in an unfair pay situation. For example, prosocial personality traits can impact the extent to which
people follow or violate social norms in other economic situations (Zhao et al., 2017). Given that
gender norms seem to have a dissipating effect (i.e., we did not find gender effects), it may be fruitful
for future research to examine other individual differences that may be relevant for how people
establish, evaluate and follow social norms.

Practical Implications

As our research confirms, transparency, and the more accurate social comparisons that result
from transparency, are important for establishing one’s own standard and expectations. Despite
the wide-spread resistance from organizations to provide transparency, this line of research
suggests a major benefit for organizations in that those that are more deserving of higher pay will
ask - whereas those that are less deserving are less likely to ask. We postulate that this would
reduce the effects of wide-spread pay dissatisfaction as well by producing a more accurate
assessment of pay fairness. Based on this research, we recommend that managers be more
transparent with employees. Transparency provides information that allows employees to justify
their request for more money. Given the link to fairness, providing more information may have
the added benefit of increasing fairness perceptions because people feel more in control of the
outcome.
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Limitations and Future Research Directions

While this study was critical in that it was one of the first to examine more directly antecedents
of perceived discrepancy, it is important to acknowledge a number of limitations that should be
addressed in future work. First, while a strength of our study was that we used two complementary
studies - with behavioral outcomes - our particular protocols did have a number of important
limitations to note. Our studies only examined the influence of pay transparency in a very specific
situation - following performance of a task and in a situation where future interactions with the co-
negotiator are non-existent. Future research should look at the impact of pay transparency in
situations where performance is not also a factor - such as the case of salary negotiations at the start
of a new job. Additionally, future research could manipulate the extent to which participants perceive
a social consequence based on future anticipated interactions with their co-negotiator as would also
be the case in a work setting where one is likely to work alongside individuals, they engage in
negotiation in the future.

Relatedly, we did not have a truly “secret” condition - which, in a pay-for-performance scenario
may be rare - is not rare within the broader private and public sector. In all conditions, participants
were provided, at a minimum, a general understanding of both their performance and pay raise range
- this information, while limited, does provide some context on which individuals may base
perceptions of pay discrepancy. Future work should seek to examine these effects for conditions of
complete “secrecy” - or rather, in situations in which no information if provided on the side of the
employer regarding typical pay ranges nor performance. This context again would be more realistic
for salary negotiations prior to beginning a new role, and thus would be an important context to
understand the potential power of transparency on behaviors in this context as well.

Lastly, our laboratory experimental condition provided strong casual evidence, but the
utilization of a lab protocol did come at the cost of limited experimental control in terms of
maintaining consistency of experimenters. To ensure that sufficient data was collected on which to
have the power to base our conclusions, data had to be collected over multiple semesters across
multiple institutions - which ultimately meant we relied upon nineteen different experimenters. While
we took great care in ensuring that the protocol across experimenters remained consistent, and
statistically controlled for things such as experimenter gender, there may be effects from this
variability that we were unable to account for. Future work should seek to replicate these effects in
conditions in which resources available allow there to be greater consistency in the experimenters
that lead the protocol.
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Appendix A. Coding of open-ended reasons for initiating negotiation

Code Definition Sample quote(s) from Study 1 Sample quote(s) from Study 2
(1)Good Participant referenced some “Because of the score that | had received” “The quality of my work was high, so | deserve
performance aspect of their performance, “l received a score of 83 and it was clear more than the minimum raise available”

typically a perception of good that other participants that scored in the “Because, | performed my job well.”
performance warranting higher 80's and specifically 83 received $9 as
payment payment so when asked if | was okay
receiving $3 | was not.”
(2)Unfair/ Participant referenced that they n/a “because 3% raise was not satisfying"”

Dissatisfied with
offer

(3)Transparency

(4)Need

were dissatisfied with the amount
they were offered or found the
offer unfair.

Participants referenced the
performance or pay information
that they received during the
experiment

Participants referenced a need for
the money uncontrolled by the
experiment/scenario.

“Seeing that other players who had gotten
50 points had received more than $3 in pay
which was the starting reward made me
want to ask for more money.”

“the chart | was shown gave most players
$4.00 for getting a score of 21 points and |
was only offered $3.00."

“l was relying on the ten dollars and am
broke.”

“The offered raise does not reflect my
performance, and is unfair when compared to
past figures.”

“My numbers and performance indicated a
better raise based on overall company
numbers of other employees.”

“My performance summary clearly stated
exemplary work, that | believe is a lot more
deserved of a pay raise on the higher end of
the spectrum, not the lowest.”

“due to my family situation”
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Appendix B. Coding of open-ended reasons for NOT initiating negotiation

Code Definition Sample quote(s) from Study Sample quote(s) from Study 2
1
(1)Poor Participant referenced some aspect “l assumed | was being paid
performance of their performance as the reason correctly in correspondence to my

for not negotiating, typically a performance in the game.”
perception of poor performance not “My score was not that great
warranting higher payment and | had a feeling | deserved $3.”

(2)Fair/ Participant referenced the fact that “| have only been here for 20 “Because it is better to have a raise than nothing at all.

Satisfied with offer

(3)Authority

(4)Social

(5)Lack of

awareness

need

(6)Lack of

they were satisfied with the amount
that they were offered and
perceived it as fair.

Participant referenced the
researcher/manager and their
knowledge and experience as the
reason why they did not negotiate
for higher pay. That is, participants
had the expectation that the
researcher/manager would know
how much their performance was
worth, and they deferred to their
expertise.

Participant referenced some social
reason such as not wanting to be
rude or pushy for not asking for a
higher payment.

Participants stated that they did not
negotiate for higher pay because
they did not realize that negotiation
was an option.

Participants referenced the fact that
$3 was sufficient and they did not
need more because of their existing
financial situation.

minutes and 3 dollars for 20 minutes of
work equates to 9 dollars an hour and
that's better pay than I've had at any
other job.”

“| volunteered to do this study,
receiving any money is a gift.”

“| trusted that | was paid the
fair amount based on the score |
received.”

“| just felt that it was the
researcher's choice to give me money
to begin with, so whatever she felt she
wanted to give me, | wasn't going to
question it.”

“l did not want to go against
what was expected of me.”

“I thought it might be rude.”

“| would feel bad trying to get
more money.”

“I didn't think | could, but also
$3 is better than nothing”

“l didn't think that it was a
negotiable quantity (even though in
retrospect, the tester did ask me if that
was an all right amount)”

“My family is fairly well
financially situated, so | am not in any
dire need for every dollar | can get.”

Sometimes we need to be contented on what we are getting.”
“Because it [the offer] was appropriate”

“because the manager knows my performance more
than me”

“He has already made up his mind and decided based
on the data. | will make sure my data looks better next year.”

“Because | thought whether my negotiation may bring
negative thought about me to the supervisor”

“i think the 3 percent was beneficial enough. i dont
want to push it and sound ungrateful.”

N/A

“Because | don't care”
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Appendix C
Study 2 Manipulation Materials

High Transparency for Pay

At Wotzi we believe that salary information should be available to all inquiring team members. Wage
transparency helps promote inclusiveness and ensures our compensation system is fair. The following is a
summary of the pay raises given to your cohort last year;’

When pay raises were given last year, they generally ranged from a 3% to a 10% increase in annual salary.

TOTAL #
# cLIENTs | ¥ CLIENTS  SALES OF
SIGNED TOTAL CLIENTS 2018 2019 RAISE
SALESREP | YEAR ﬁ%ﬁ‘gfy JUNE '18- | JUNE'18- SIGNED PAY PAY %
JUNE'19 | JUNE '19 FROM
START
ROBERTS, L. 2 11 4 $324,000 10 $51,000 | $53,040 4%,
YATES, M. 2 16 6 $408,000 15 $51,500 | $53,045 3%
ADAMS, J. 2 13 7 415,000 15 52,000 53,260 3%
PETERS, O. 2 14 6 384,000 13 51,500 | $53,560 4%,
BETZELL, K. 2 21 14 608,000 27 53,000 | $55,650 5%
LAWSON, G. 2 24 12 617,000 22 52,500 55,650 6%
GARMEN, F. 2 26 15 $640,000 29 $53,500 | $56,175 5%
HANOVE, A. 2 24 14 $663,000 28 $53,000 | $56,710 %
STEVENS, J. 2 42 24 $980,000 49 54,000 58,320 8%
DEEDS, A. 2 44 23 $1,005,000 49 54,500 | $59,405 9%
LYNDON, C. 2 56 25 $1,100,500 54 $54,500 | $59,950 10%
JOHNSON, D. 2 45 27 $1,423,000 51 $55,000 | $60,495 9%
Low Pay Transparency

At Wotzi we believe that pay raise ranges should be available to all inquiring team members. Raise range
transparency helps promote inclusiveness and ensures our compensation system fs fair, The following is a

summary of the pay raises given to your cohort last year:

When pay raises were given last year, they generally ranged from a 3% to a 10% increase in annual salary.
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High Transparency for High Performance

Anmuoal Ferformance Review

Employer IName: Wozti Rdvertis=ing Department:  Sale= & Marketing
Job Title: Sale= Bepre=sntatire Zupervisor: Juinn Johnston
Years with Compary: 2 Current Zalary: 52, 000
Funmary of Performrance: FPerformance Definitions
3 Crotstanding FParformanes is superor ca 2 comsistert and sustzmed basis
4 Exoseds Expectations Parfoomapps sxoseds normal job requirsments,
3 Meets Expectabicas Parfoomappes mests position requirsments,
2 Meads Improreament FParformancs mests some of position regairements, chjectre mnd sxpectabons.
1 Thesatisfactory Perfoomarce does not mest position requirsments, objectine and expectations.

[meaediate aitention to DeproTement is raquized,

Cruality of Work: Sales records amd costomer record mamagement datzbases 2ve complete, accurate, md in an
| accepizble fommat.

Individual Effectivensss: Displays cooperatre attitnde at wrork, exiibits isbasrty and sinperty with others to
achisre sef objectres

Communication: Expresses ideas and miormation in sales presemtatioes that are complets, clear, concise, aad
orgamired. Conveys mfonmetion to supervisors, team members, and costomers n 2 timely, clear, and cowcise =
maseey. Actrely listess to others.

Zervice Focus: Lakss 2 personal mierest i bots customers’ sabsizotion, CIStes 3 posiare auTingensent far
mrterpeton and takes sppropoats acbon to et thsir needs,

Judgement and Decision Making: Realistically wreighs and evaluates information, sepamates mportant from
meimpostaat, asseises prabehle consequances amd takes appropoate aotiow, 2nd demonstrates the ability to make
somed and tmely decistoms. Accountzhle for results and mekes decisioms that meet the abjectires of the
deparmment

Team Building: Coatobates positrely to the team®s colture. Achierss grouwp partbcipation to improve the
marformanes of the anbirs team,

Job Enowledge: Demonstrabes comprehension of s2l=s mnd presexiaton technigques and sills, as well as system
processes ad procedores necsssary to perfomm the job.

Initiative Genemtes ideas 2nd initdztives acton to seek miommztion to solve problems. Froposss ismoratre
sdeas, Follows throwsh wath plans and tasks; self-starter.

INumber of Potential Clients Contacted: 48
MNumber of IMewr Clients Sipned: 28

Zales Total for Wew Chients: $1, 220, 000
MNumber of Clients Sigmed To-Diate: 52

Comments: 100 did an outstanding job this year. Your work was
supericr cn a number of different lewvels and you maintained thia
quality of work throughcut the year.
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Low Transparency for High Performance

Annual Performance Review

Employer Name: Wozti Inc. Department: Sales & Marketing
Job Tide: Sales Representative Supervisor: Quinn Johnston
Years with Company: 2 Current Salary: $53.000

Summary of Performance:

You did an outstanding job this year. Your work was superior on
a number of different levels and you maintained this quality of
work throughout the year.
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High Transparency for Moderate Performance

Annual Performance Review

Employer IName: Wozti Advertis=ing Depariment:  Sale= £ Harketing
Job Title: Sale= Bepre=entative Bupervisor: Quinn Johnston
Tears with Company: 2 Current Zalary: _§53.000
Zummary of Performance: Ferformance Definitions
k] Cratstanding Ferfoomaros is superior on 2 comsistest and sustzmed basis
4 Expeads Expactations: Ferfoomarps sxoseds nommal job requirsments,
3 Mdeets Expectatons Perfommaros mests pasition requirements.
2 Ieads Improremant FPerformarce mests some of positton reguirements, objectre md expeciaboas.
1 Utz factory Ferfoomarss does not mest posiion raquirements, abjective and expectztions,

Immediate attention to mEproTement is required.

Qruakicy of Work: Sales recoxds and costomer recood mamzsement datzbases aze complets, accumate, and m
2w accegtzhle format

Individual Effectnrensss: Displays cooperatre attitede at work, exbibits isteroty amd simpenty with athers
to achieTs set ohjectres

Communication: Expresses idezs and miormztion i sales prasentztiowns that are complete, clear, coneise,
and cegpaized. Cowrers miaormzton to supertisors, team members, znd cestomerns iz 2 tosely, clzar, aad =
SORcise mauner. Actively Hstens to ofhers,

Zervice Focus: T2kes 2 personal misrest i bota cusbomers’ s205220008, CISITES 2 pOSioTe ANTiTaEmsent far
meerzcton aad takes appropnzte acbon o meet ther meeds

Judgement and Decision Making: Fealistically wreizhs and evaluates mformetion, separates ompartaat from
neimrportant, asseisas prabahle coptequrennes and takes appropoate actioe, md demoastratas the abdlitr to
make sowad 2nd Hmehr decisicas. Accountzble for resnlts and makes demsioes that mest the objectives of the
department

Team Building: Coatobates positrelr to the t2am®s ool Achietes sronn parbcpzbon o improre the
merformance of the aabre tearn,

Job Enowledge: Demonstrates comprahensicn of sales and presextaton techniques and skalls, as well as
svstean processes and procsdures pecessary to perfoom the iob.

Initiztive Genemtes ideas 2nd initdatives action to seek mformetiar to sohre problems. Froposes ismoratme
sdeas. Follows throwsh with mlans and tasks; salf-startex.

INumber of Potential Clients Contacted: 232
INumber of Mew Clients Signed: 13

Zales Total for MWew Clients: 5815, 000
INumber of Clients Signed To-Diate: 26

Comments: 10U Meset expectations thisz year. Your work met the
positicon requirements con a number cof different lewels.
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Low Transparency for Moderate Performance

Annual Performance Review

Employer Name: Wozti Inc. Department: Sales & Marketing
Job Title: Sales Representative Supervisor: Quinn Johnston
Years with Company: 2 Current Salary: _§53.000

Summary of Performance:

You met expectations this year. Your work met the position
requirements on a number of different levels.

Only When It’s Fair: Transparency Perceptions Influence Negotiation Initiation 38




Montag-Smit, Batz-Barbarich, Evans, & Sanborn-Overby

Appendix D
Additional Results (Study 1 & 2)

Table D1. Study 1 regression results without control variables

Mediator: Perceived Discrepancy DV: Negotiation Initiation DV: Initiation Amount
Model 1 (2-way) Model 2 (3-way) Model 3 Model 4

Variable Effect LLCI ULCI Effect LLCI ULCI Effect LLCI ULCI Effect LLCI ULCI
Intercept 3.131%%  2.756 3.506 3.428*% 2863  3.994  -4.941** 626 -3.62 -1.191%%  -1.983  -.400
Performance 0.019** .013 .025 0.015** .006 .025 0.006 -008  .021 0.012* .001 .023
Full Transparency -1.493** 2187 -799 -2.203**  -3.434 -972
Female -0.533 -1.288 222
Discrepancy x Full Transparency 0.025%* .014 .036 0.037** .017 .060
Discrepancy x Female 0.006 -.006 .017
Full Transparency x Female 0.968 -.546 2.483
Discrepancy x Full Transparency x -0.018 -.044 .007
Female
Perception 0.658** .350 .966 0.561** .365 .758
Pseudo R?/ R? .267** .278*%* .154%* .155%*

Note. 95% confidence intervals for all confidence intervals; Cl = Confidence Interval; LLCI = Lower limit of confidence interval; ULCI = upper limit of confidence interval
N =333; * p <.05; ** p <.01

Table D2. Study 2 regression results with loosened exclusion criteria

Mediator: Perceived Discrepancy DV: Negotiation Initiation DV: Initiation Amount
Model 1 (2-way) Model 2 (3-way) Model 3 Model 4
Variable Effect LLCI ULCI Effect LLCI ULCl Effect LLCI ULCI Effect LLCI ULCI

Intercept 11.532 11.022  12.042 11.766 11.041 1249  -2.340 -3.361 -1.320 -524 -1.56  .520
Performance 2.080**  1.366 2.795 2.364** 1.336 3.393 -0.013 -511 485 .340 -182  .862
Transparency -1.471%* 21916 -425 -1.361%* -2.417 -.305
Female -0.440 -1.471 .592
Discrepancy x Transparency 1.340%* .282 2.398 1.523 -0.004 3.050
Discrepancy x Female 0.212 -1.230 1.654
Transparency x Female 0.435 -1.072 1.942
Discrepancy x Transparency X -0.336 -2.480 1.809
Female
Perception 0.217** 128 .306 0.465** 374 .555
Pseudo R?/ R? .243%* 242%* L112%% .302**

Note. 95% confidence intervals for all confidence intervals; Cl = Confidence Interval; LLCI = Lower limit of confidence interval; ULCI = upper limit of confidence interval
N =353; * p <.05; ** p <.01
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Table D3. Study 2 regression results without control variables

Mediator: Perceived Discrepancy

DV: Negotiation Initiation

DV: Initiation Amount

Model 1 (2-way) Model 2 (3-way) Model 3 Model 4

Variable Effect LLCI ULCI Effect LLCI ULCI Effect LLCI ULCI Effect LLCI ULCI
Intercept 11.299 10.779  11.819  11.436 10.704 1217  -2.623 -3.923 -1.323  -964 -2.19 .259
Performance 2.593**  1.851 3.336 2.364%* 1.336 3.393 -0.087 -731 .557 .286 -324  .896
Transparency -0.943**  -1.732 -153 -0.900 -2.032 232
Female -0.247 -1.296 .802
Discrepancy x Transparency 1.354*%* 225 2.484 0.940 -0.685 2.565
Discrepancy x Female 0.447 -1.049 1.942
Transparency x Female 0.011 -1.584 1.606
Discrepancy x Transparency X 0.716 -1.567 2.999
Female
Perception 0.268** 151 .386 0.526%* 419 .634
Pseudo R?/ R? .335** .339%* .309** .370**

Note. 95% confidence intervals for all confidence intervals; Cl = Confidence Interval; LLCI = Lower limit of confidence interval; ULCI = upper limit of confidence interval

N =266; * p <.05; ** p <.01
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