Dear reviewers,
We sincerely thank you and the reviewers for your thorough evaluation of our manuscript and for your constructive, detailed feedback. We greatly appreciate the recognition of the relevance of our research question, the timeliness of the topic, and the value of our empirical setting, particularly the inclusion of professional samples.
We also acknowledge the concerns raised regarding the theoretical framing, conceptual clarity, measurement, and methodological rigor. We have taken these comments very seriously. In response, we have undertaken a substantial revision of the manuscript. In particular, we have reworked the theoretical framework, clarified our core constructs, refined the hypotheses, and significantly improved the methodological and analytical sections. We made substantial changes in all the sections of the paper.
In the following, we provide a detailed, point-by-point response to each comment. All changes in the manuscript are highlighted, and we indicate precisely where revisions have been made.
We hope that the revisions meet your expectations and that the manuscript is now suitable for publication in NCMR.
1.     Theoretical Contribution and Framing
Editor’s comment:
Both reviewers note that the introduction overemphasizes external validity (moving beyond student samples) rather than articulating a clear theoretical contribution. Specifically, they recommend to clarify what new theoretical insight your study provides beyond sample extension, refine unclear or incoherent statements (e.g., references to “group membership” and “professional morality”), and decide whether your core theoretical argument is about: group membership (“we vs. they”), professionalism and professional ethics, or another mechanism (e.g., legal knowledge, experience, socialization). This choice must be explicit and consistently followed throughout the paper.
Response:
We fully agree with this assessment and thank the editor and reviewers for highlighting this central issue. In the revised manuscript, we have substantially reworked the theoretical framing to clarify and strengthen the paper’s core contribution.
First, we have repositioned the contribution away from an emphasis on external validity (i.e., moving beyond student samples) toward a theory-driven explanation of how professional socialization shapes the relationship between moral beliefs and legal expectations. Specifically, we now explicitly conceptualize group membership as an empirical proxy for differences in professional socialization and domain-specific experience, rather than as a purely descriptive or comparative variable.
Second, we clarify that the paper’s core theoretical mechanism is professional socialization, drawing more consistently on Luhmann’s systems theory. At the same time, the reviewers’ comments prompted us to make an important conceptual clarification: we explicitly position our argument around group membership (i.e., “we vs. they”) as an empirical proxy for differences in professional socialization, rather than around “professionalism” or professional ethics as such. 
We also explicitly clarify that we are not discussing “professionalism”, as one of the main misleading elements of our first drafts. This distinction allows us to avoid conflating normative notions of professionalism with our analytical focus. 
Third, we have refined the use of the concept of professional morality to avoid conceptual ambiguity. In the revised version, we use this concept more cautiously and explicitly distinguish it from legal expectations. We now emphasize that while professional environments may shape moral beliefs through practice and interaction, legal expectations are conceptualized as a distinct, deliberative construct that emerges from individuals’ understanding and observation of how the legal system should operate.
Fourth, we have entirely rewritten the introduction to clearly articulate the paper’s theoretical contribution as follows:
(1) introducing legal expectations as a distinct normative dimension in negotiation research,
(2) theorizing the non-equivalence and asymmetric relationship between moral beliefs and legal expectations, and
(3) explaining how professional socialization, captured through group membership, moderates this relationship.
Finally, we have ensured that this theoretical positioning is consistently reflected throughout the manuscript, including the hypotheses, which have been reformulated to align with the clarified mechanism.
2.     Conceptual Clarity and Terminology 
Editor’s comment:
There are significant conceptual inconsistencies: decide whether your paper is about lying, deception, or pretending, and use one concept consistently from title to conclusion, clearly distinguish and consistently label moral beliefs versus legal expectations, use consistent terminology (e.g., “legal expectations” vs. “right to rescind”) across sections, tables, and figures.
Response: 
We thank the editor and reviewers for this comment and the opportunity to further clarify the conceptual structure of the manuscript.
First, we would like to clarify that the empirical focus of the paper is consistently on lies, as all scenarios describe intentional false statements about facts. This terminology has been adjusted and is now used consistently throughout the revised version. 
To address this, we have further refined the manuscript to make this distinction fully explicit. We now clearly state that our study focuses on lies as a specific form of deception, and we ensure that the term “lies” is used consistently when referring to the empirical object of analysis, while broader terms are only used when situating the study within existing literature.
Second, we have strengthened the distinction between our two core constructs: moral beliefs and legal expectations. While both constructs were already central to the analysis, we acknowledge that their distinction was not always sufficiently explicit. In the revised manuscript, we now define both concepts more clearly and early in the theory and methodology sections, and ensure consistent use of terminology throughout.
Third, we have clarified and standardized the terminology related to legal expectations. In particular, we now consistently use “legal expectations” as the conceptual variable and explicitly state its operationalization. Specifically, legal expectations are measured as a dichotomous variable with two possible levels: whether “a right to rescind should be given” or “a right to rescind should not be given.” We have made this relationship between the construct and its operationalization more explicit in the revised manuscript and ensured that this terminology is consistently applied across the text, tables, and figures.
3.     German Context and Generalizability 
Editor’s comment:
The focus on German law is introduced abruptly and insufficiently justified. Clearly explain why Germany is the appropriate or theoretically meaningful setting. Discuss whether and how your findings generalize beyond Germany. If German law is unusually strict, explain the implications for theory and interpretation.
Response: 
We thank the editor and reviewers for this important comment. We agree that the role of the German legal context was not sufficiently justified and have substantially revised the manuscript to clarify its theoretical relevance and implications for generalizability.
First, we now explicitly motivate the choice of Germany as a theoretically meaningful empirical setting. In the revised manuscript, we explain that German law provides a particularly suitable context because it adopts a comparatively strict legal framework regarding lies in contract negotiations, granting, in principle, a right to rescind in a wide range of cases. This makes Germany a particularly informative setting to study the relationship between moral beliefs and legal expectations.
Second, we clarify the theoretical logic of this choice. We now frame Germany as a “hard case” (or most-likely case): if individuals do not expect legal consequences for lies even in a legal system that is formally strict, this suggests that legal expectations are not simply derived from the formal legal framework. Instead, they are shaped by other factors, such as professional experience and exposure to negotiation practices. This strengthens our theoretical argument about the independence and formation of legal expectations.
Third, we have expanded the discussion of generalizability. We now explicitly argue that while the empirical context is Germany, the underlying mechanisms we study—namely, the relationship between moral beliefs and legal expectations and the role of professional socialization—are not country-specific. 
We therefore frame our contribution as identifying generalizable mechanisms under a specific institutional setting, rather than making direct claims about cross-country equivalence.
4.     Hypotheses Development 
Editor’s comments: 
The hypotheses need substantial revision: Remove or reframe H2.1, which is currently a null hypothesis, clarify H3 and H4, especially what kind of “variation” you predict (between which groups, and why), separate literature review from hypothesis development: the literature review should summarize what is known, the hypothesis section should logically derive predictions from theory, and explicitly define each variable and justify its predicted relationships using prior research.
Response:
We thank the editor and reviewers for this insightful and constructive comment. In response, we have substantially revised the hypotheses, their formulation, and their integration within the manuscript.
First, we have revised the structure and formulation of the hypotheses. In particular, we have reframed H2.1, which in the previous version was not clearly formulated as a directional hypothesis. We now present all hypotheses as explicit, theory-driven predictions, ensuring that they are testable and clearly derived from the underlying theoretical framework.
Second, we have clarified H3 and H4, particularly regarding the notion of “variation.” In the revised manuscript, we now explicitly specify that we refer to the variance. 
Third, we have strengthened the connection between theory and hypotheses. We now more explicitly define each core variable not only in the methodology section (moral beliefs, legal expectations, and group membership) and provide clearer theoretical justifications for their expected relationships, drawing more systematically on prior literature. In addition, we have expanded and clarified the methodological section, where all variables and their operationalizations are now described in greater detail to ensure full transparency and alignment between theory and measurement.
In revising the manuscript, we carefully considered this point. We note that several recent articles published in the journal present hypotheses embedded in the literature review, which informed our initial structure. However, following the reviewer’s suggestion, we have revised the manuscript to improve clarity and accessibility. We decided to follow the structure of the observed papers, leaving the hypothesis in the literature review and adding a separate section of hypotheses that summarizes and presents them as part of the model.
5.     Choice of Professions 
Editor's comment: 
Provide a clear rationale for why negotiators, lawyers, and judges are the relevant professional groups for your research question, and how each group theoretically differs in expected moral and legal judgments.
Response:
We thank the editor and reviewers for this important comment. We agree that the rationale for the selection of professional groups and their theoretical relevance requires further clarification.
In the revised manuscript, we now provide a clearer, more explicit justification for including negotiators, lawyers, and judges as distinct yet complementary professional groups. These groups were selected because they represent different forms of exposure to, and interaction with, lies in B2B contract negotiations, which is central to our theoretical argument on professional socialization.
In addition, we now more clearly justify the inclusion of students as a reference group. Students represent individuals without professional experience, negotiation exposure, or legal expertise, allowing us to establish a baseline for comparison. This enables us to distinguish between the effects of professional socialization and the absence of such exposure, thereby strengthening the interpretation of group differences.
In addition, following the reviewer’s suggestion, we have introduced a schematic overview (Figure 2) that visually positions the groups according to their levels of negotiation experience and legal knowledge, making the theoretical distinctions between them more transparent and easier to interpret.
6.     Measurement Concerns 
Editor’s comment:
Both reviewers raise serious concerns about measurement and recommend to justify the use of binary response formats and acknowledge their limitations more clearly, address the fact that moral beliefs and legal expectations are measured differently and therefore should not be directly compared without caution, reconsider or more carefully justify tests (e.g., H4) that rely on direct comparison of these measures, and explicitly discuss social desirability bias as a limitation.
Response:
We thank the editor and reviewers for this important and constructive comment. We agree that the measurement choices required further justification and clearer discussion of their implications. In response, we have substantially revised the manuscript to improve transparency and methodological rigor.
First, we have strengthened the justification for the use of binary response formats. In particular, we now more clearly explain that, in our design, both moral beliefs and legal expectations are conceptualized as dichotomous constructs. We also incorporate and discuss one of the papers the reviewer suggested, which similarly operationalizes moral evaluations as a binary variable. 
Second, we now explicitly acknowledge the limitations of binary measurement. In the revised manuscript, we clarify that while dichotomous variables allow for clearer comparison and alignment between constructs, they also reduce nuance and do not capture gradations in moral or legal evaluations. This limitation is now explicitly addressed in the Methods and Discussion sections.
Third, we have revised and clarified the statistical tests and their interpretation, particularly those related to comparisons between moral beliefs and legal expectations. In the revised manuscript, we provide a more careful justification of these tests and explicitly discuss the assumptions underlying the comparisons, ensuring that the interpretation is consistent with the measurement structure.
Finally, we have added a more explicit discussion of social desirability bias as a potential limitation of our study. Given that participants evaluate morally sensitive behavior, responses may be influenced by the desire to provide socially acceptable answers. We now acknowledge this limitation and discuss how our study design (e.g., third-party evaluation of scenarios) may mitigate, but not eliminate, this concern.
7.     Sample size and statistical power
Reviewer’s comment: 
The professional subsamples are small and uneven relative to the student sample. Acknowledge the limitations this creates for statistical power and group comparisons. Be cautious in interpreting null or marginal effects. Clarify how these limitations affect the strength of your conclusions.
Response:
We thank the editor and reviewers for this important comment. We agree that the imbalance between the student sample and the smaller professional subsamples requires careful consideration and transparent discussion.
In the revised manuscript, we now explicitly acknowledge the uneven sample sizes across groups and discuss the implications for statistical power and group comparisons.
First, we now explicitly state that our analysis is limited to statistical tests whose assumptions are appropriate for our sample structure, and we clarify these choices in the methodological section. This ensures that our inferences are based on methods suited to the data's characteristics. .
Second, we have strengthened the discussion of statistical power and interpretation. We now avoid emphasizing non-significant findings and refrain from interpreting no effects. Accordingly, we have revised the wording of our results and conclusions to adopt a more cautious interpretation where appropriate.
Third, we have further clarified the properties of our logistic regression models. In the revised manuscript, we explain that statistical power in logistic models depends not only on total sample size but also on the number of outcome events. In our data, the outcome variables occur with sufficient frequency across groups, allowing for adequately powered estimation despite unequal sample sizes. We have made this reasoning more explicit in the methodological section.
Finally, we have incorporated a more explicit discussion of these limitations in the paper, clarifying how the sample structure affects the strength and scope of our conclusions. In particular, we frame our findings as indicative of robust patterns where supported by the data, while remaining cautious about overinterpreting differences across smaller professional subgroups.
8.     Methods Section Transparency 
Editor’s comment:
The Methods section does not currently allow replication. Please provide much more detail on: sampling and recruitment, instruments and exact wording, procedures, statistical analyses. Complete all tables (e.g., include Ns and percentages).
Response: We thank the editor and reviewers for this important and constructive comment. We fully agree that the analytical strategy required greater clarity and methodological rigor. In response, we have substantially revised the empirical approach and its presentation.
First, we have clarified the coding and treatment of professional groups. In the revised manuscript, we explicitly define group membership as a categorical variable and clearly describe how it is operationalized in the analysis. We now explain how groups are included in the models and how comparisons are structured, ensuring full transparency in how professional categories are analyzed.
Second, in response to the methodological concerns raised, we have replaced the linear probability model (LPM) with logistic regression models (logit). This change addresses concerns related to model specification, including issues such as predicted probabilities outside the [0,1] range and potential Type I error inflation. The revised models are now more appropriate for the binary nature of our dependent variables.
Third, we have improved the clarity and rigor of our statistical testing strategy. We now ensure that all relevant comparisons are supported by appropriate statistical tests and that these are clearly reported and justified in the Methods and Results sections.
Fourth, we have made the core empirical model of the paper more explicit and coherent. As suggested, we now clearly present our main analytical framework: the relationship between moral beliefs and legal expectations, moderated by group membership. This structure is now consistently reflected across the manuscript.
9.     Methods Section Transparency
Editor’s comment
The Methods section does not currently allow replication. Please provide much more detail on: sampling and recruitment, instruments and exact wording, procedures, statistical analyses. Complete all tables (e.g., include Ns and percentages).
Response:
We thank the editor and reviewers for this important comment. We fully agree that the previous version of the manuscript did not provide sufficient detail to ensure full transparency and replicability.
In response, we have substantially revised and expanded the Methods section to address all of these concerns.
We now provide a more detailed description of sampling, including that data were collected through convenience sampling.
Finally, we have revised and completed all tables and descriptive statistics. In particular, we now consistently report sample sizes (Ns), percentages, and relevant summary statistics across all tables, improving both transparency and interpretability.
10.  Interpretation and Discussion 
Editor’s comment:
The discussion does not adequately explain why specific groups (e.g., judges vs. lawyers vs. negotiators) differ in their judgments. Please provide theoretically grounded explanations for the observed patterns and avoid post-hoc interpretations that are not clearly linked to your theoretical framework.
Response:
We thank the editor and reviewers for this important comment. We agree that the previous version of the manuscript did not sufficiently ground the observed group differences in a clear theoretical framework and that some interpretations risked appearing post hoc.
In response, we have revised both the theoretical framework and the discussion section to ensure a stronger and more consistent alignment between theory and empirical findings.
First, we now develop more explicit expectations regarding differences between groups already in the theory section. Building on our conceptualization of professional socialization and group membership, we clarify how differences in exposure to negotiation practices, legal expertise, and institutional roles are expected to shape both moral beliefs and the translation of these beliefs into legal expectations. This allows us to anticipate differences between judges, lawyers, and negotiators in a theoretically grounded manner.
Second, we have revised the discussion section to directly build on this theoretical framework. Rather than offering post-hoc interpretations, we now systematically relate our empirical findings back to the mechanisms outlined in the theory section. In particular, we explain group differences in terms of differences in experience, interpretative frameworks, and exposure to professional environments, as specified in our theoretical argument.
11.  Other comments: 
In addition to the comments kindly organized in the decision letter, we also explicitly address other changes mentioned by the reviewers. We use the same numbering as the reviewers.
1.     Reviewer #1238
11. Revier’s comment:
XXXX. I understand your rationale for keeping your own names anonymous. However, I believe this is only necessary when revealing the names would disclose your identity, such as in the method section describing the project. In contrast, using anonymity for citations in the theory section weakens the strength of your theoretical argument.
Response:
We thank the reviewer for this helpful suggestion. We agree that anonymizing citations in the theory section may weaken the strength and clarity of our theoretical arguments. Accordingly, we have revised the manuscript and replaced anonymized self-citations with full references in the theory section and in all other parts of the paper where doing so does not compromise the anonymity of the review process.
At the same time, we have retained anonymization only in those sections (e.g., the method section) where revealing such information could reasonably disclose the authors’ identity.
We believe these changes improve the clarity and persuasiveness of our theoretical development while maintaining the integrity of the blind review process.
 
14. Reviewer’s comment: 
Some references. I list some papers that might be useful for you.  
Response:
We thank the reviewer for these helpful suggestions. We have incorporated the recommended references into the manuscript where appropriate, and we greatly appreciate the guidance.
 
2.     Reviewer #1222:
We especially want to thank reviewer #1222 for taking the time and effort to provide comments on the entire body of our paper. We went through all of them, and they really helped in our revision process. We incorporated all the comments, and the changes are more evident in the manuscript. We refer in this letter only to one of the major comments, since the other multiple comments (wording, order of ideas, and conceptualization) were directly addressed in the document and do not require discussion in this letter.
 
1.     Reviewer’s Comment:
Please see a long list of possible references for ‘professional ethics’ at the end of the paper. Do not necessarily include if you do not use professionalism as a theory to explain differences.
Response:
We thank the reviewer for providing this extensive list of references on professional ethics. As the reviewer noted, our work does not draw on professionalism as a theoretical framework. Accordingly, we have only incorporated a small subset of these references to explicitly clarify that our approach is distinct from professionalism.
We agree that this is an important conceptual point, and we have revised the manuscript to make this distinction clearer.
We appreciate this helpful suggestion, which allowed us to better position our contribution.
