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Abstract
The gender difference in the propensity to initiate negotiation has been theorized 
to be mediated by three constructs: recognition of opportunities, entitlement, and 
apprehension. This study seeks to investigate whether differences in feminine and 
masculine traits can be used to explain gender differences in the three predictors of 
the propensity to initiate negotiations. Data was collected from 350 surveys distrib‑
uted in Lebanon. Items were used to measure the constructs masculinity and femi‑
ninity, as well as the three predictors of the propensity to initiate negotiation, namely 
Recognition of opportunities, Entitlement, and Apprehension. Confirmatory Factor 
Analysis was used to assess the validity of the measures, while structural equation 
modeling was used to investigate the relationship between the personality traits and 
the three constructs. Results indicate that masculinity enhances entitlement, which 
in turn leads to higher levels of negotiation while femininity enhances apprehension, 
which in turn leads to lower levels of negotiation. Both masculine and feminine 
traits were found to be positively related to the recognition of opportunities.
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1 Introduction

Negotiation is essential for managers in a world where organizational challenges are 
becoming more frequent and more complex in nature (Neale and Bazerman 1992). 
Studies have shown that negotiators care more about their relative outcomes than 
their absolute outcomes (Blount and Bazerman 1996) and that they are overcon‑
fident (Bazerman et  al. 2000) and egocentric (Thompson and Loewenstein 1992). 
This has led to the view that negotiation is a process of competition (Tsay and Baz‑
erman 2009), even though a strategy that combines both competition and coopera‑
tion offers distinct advantages (Barnes 1981; Putnam 1990). As such, negotiation 
has been associated with masculine traits (Bowles and Kray 2013; Kray and Thomp‑
son 2004), with women being told that they should “lean in” and that they should 
“ask for it” (Babcock and Laschever 2009).

Previous studies investigating differences in negotiation between the two sexes 
have found that women negotiate less (Babcock and Laschever 2009) and that they 
set lower goals (Tellhed and Björklund 2011). Given that these differences were 
found to be context‑dependent (Mazei et al. 2015), gender differences in negotiation 
have been attributed to gender‑related differences in agentic and communal traits 
(Paddock and Kray 2011). This study investigates whether characteristics that are 
associated with traditional male/female gender roles help in understanding the dif‑
ferences in the propensity to initiate negotiation between the two genders. The study 
seeks to investigate whether differences in feminine and masculine traits can be 
used to explain gender differences in the three predictors of the propensity to initi‑
ate negotiations. More specifically, the study seeks to understand whether masculine 
traits have a positive effect on the predictors of the propensity to initiate negotiations 
while feminine traits have a negative effect on the predictors of the propensity to 
initiate negotiations.

2  Background

It is now well documented that there are significant gender differences in negotia‑
tion behavior (Babcock et al. 2006; Stuhlmacher and Walters 1999) and that these 
differences in behavior have a substantial effect on the careers of men and women 
(Bowles et al. 2005; Ely et al. 2014). Studies have found that women report greater 
anxiety than men about negotiation (Babcock et al. 2006), that they set lower goals 
for themselves during a negotiation (Eckel et al. 2008), and that they are less confi‑
dent in their abilities (Niederle and Vesterlund 2007).

Although some studies have found that women are less likely than men to rec‑
ognize an opportunity to negotiate (Babcock et al. 2006), there is strong evidence 
that suggests that the problem is not completely in women’s inability to perceive 
opportunities or even in their lack of abilities to handle such situations. Instead, 
many studies have found that the main problem women face when it comes to 
negotiation is how they are viewed and treated should they choose to negotiate. 
For example, Bowles et al. (2007) found that women were penalized more than 
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men if and when they choose to negotiate. The study also found that although 
women were less likely to negotiate when their counterpart was a male, they were 
as likely to initiate negotiations when faced with a female, thus indicating that the 
gender of the person evaluating them was the issue and not their ability to recog‑
nize the opportunity.

This negative reaction, or “social backlash,” has now been well documented 
in a number of studies. Women suffer a backlash when they are perceived as act‑
ing in a masculine way (Rudman and Glick 2001; Von Hippel et  al. 2011). Since 
negotiation is typically associated with masculine traits, women who initiate nego‑
tiations risk being viewed negatively. Amanatullah and Tinsley (2013) have found 
that women advocating for themselves are punished more than others. Pfafman and 
McEwan (2014) have documented how women learn to adopt what they called "stra‑
tegic assertiveness," thereby allowing themselves to navigate the conflict between 
their gender and professional identities (Pfafman and McEwan 2014). Therefore, 
women are aware of this conflict and act accordingly. In support of this view, studies 
have found that women were more hostile (Stuhlmacher et al. 2007) and competi‑
tive (Walters et al. 1998) when their identities were hidden. When the negotiation 
context does not conflict with women’s social role, women are more likely to behave 
assertively when negotiating (Amanatullah and Morris 2010) and to initiate negotia‑
tions (Small et al. 2007). A meta‑analysis by Mazei et al. (2015) found that gender 
differences in negotiations are eliminated in such instances.

Given the above findings, Kray et  al. (2004) have argued that the outcome of 
negotiation is affected by cognitive and motivational elements. This can be seen by 
the finding that in some cases, the activation of negative gender stereotypes can lead 
to women reacting against the stereotype by setting more aggressive goals (Kray 
et al. 2001). Kennedy and Kray (2015) have similarly noted that the issue is not one 
of competence. Instead, it is an issue of stereotypes and motivation, with women 
being underestimated and demotivated when it comes to negotiation. This multifac‑
eted nature of negotiation has been incorporated into research that has concentrated 
on the process of negotiation, i.e., what happens after different parties sit at the 
negotiation table. Prior studies have tended to concentrate on the outcome of nego‑
tiation by concentrating on how participants choose to negotiate and on the outcome 
of the negotiation process. Babcock et al. (2006) have criticized this state of affairs 
and have called on researchers to pay more attention to the factors that lead indi‑
viduals to choose to negotiate in the first place. This change of perspective will natu‑
rally lead researchers to address the different psychological and situational factors 
that might result in differences in the propensity to negotiate behavior since negotia‑
tion is no longer taken as a given. In a recent literature review of the topic, Kugler 
et al. (2018) have noted that the body of literature addressing gender differences in 
the initiation of negotiation is small despite the fact that it has recently started to 
attract more attention. The current literature pays more attention to situational fac‑
tors that affect the decision of the individual in terms of choosing to negotiate or not. 
Such research has focused on the framing of the situation (Small et al. 2007), the 
sex of the opposite party (Eriksson and Sandberg 2012), and situational ambiguity 
(Kugler et al. 2018). Unlike previous studies, the present study seeks to incorporate 
the decision to initiate negotiations by using a multi‑factor model that incorporates 
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both the psychological predictors of the propensity to initiate negotiation and the act 
of negotiation itself.

3  Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to investigate differences between individuals in the 
propensity to initiate negotiations and how these differences manifest themselves in 
the act of negotiation. While previous studies have investigated differences between 
gender groups, the present study seeks to investigate differences between individuals 
based on the socially constructed roles of masculinity and femininity.

Kolb (2009) has criticized the fact that previous studies have treated gender as a 
stable property, which has resulted in sex and gender being used interchangeably. 
By doing so, the cultural and institutional forces that create inequalities have been 
downplayed (Kolb 2009). Researchers today are more particular about the distinc‑
tions between the two terms. While sex refers to biological categorization, gender 
refers to cultural and psychological categorizations. For evolutionary psychologists, 
the term sex is adequate because, in their view, the observed differences between 
men and women are the result of evolutionary adaptations. These biological adapta‑
tions are the cause of the differences that are observed in all cultures (Buss 1995).

Sociological theories, on the other hand, focus on sociocultural determinants 
of gender role development (Bussey and Bandura 1999). These theories differen‑
tiate between sex and gender in that while sex is biologically determined, gender 
is socially constructed due to the fact that it “is a multidimensional construct that 
refers to the different roles, responsibilities, limitations, and experiences provided to 
individuals based on their presenting sex/gender” (Johnson and Repta 2012: 20–21).

This concept of gender roles is socially very important because, in many 
instances, success is defined as the proper alignment between the role and the 
individual’s attributes (Eagly and Karau 2002). Individuals learn about gender 
roles through observing roles that are “commonly held by women versus men in a 
society” (Eagly and Wood 2016: 466). The observed gender differences tend to be 
ascribed to inherent differences in the natures of women and men. Subsequently, 
these gender roles are internalized and incorporated into people’s self‑concept, 
thereby influencing their behavior through the belief that behavior that is con‑
sistent with these roles results in social approval (Eagly and Wood 2016). Status 
construction theory (Ridgeway 1991) describes how nominal characteristics, such 
as gender, become connected with certain situational beliefs. The theory argues 
that implicit assumptions about the worthiness of given actors in an encounter 
can “provide the seeds from which more general assumptions develop about the 
relative worthiness and competence of whole categories of social actors” (Ridge‑
way et  al. 1998: 333). Social roles consist of behavioral expectations for one‑
self and for others, depending on the social position of the person (Stuhlmacher 
and Linnabery 2013). Under the current social structure, men’s role is associ‑
ated with agency, while women’s role is associated with communion (Eagly et al. 
2000), where agency refers to focusing on achieving personal goals, while com‑
munion refers to engaging with others in relationships and in group memberships 
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(Helgeson 1994). As a result, dominant behavior becomes associated with men, 
and subordinate behavior becomes associated with women (Eagly and Wood 
1999). According to Eagly and Wood (1999), dominant behavior “is control‑
ling, assertive, relatively directive and autocratic,” while subordinate behavior 
is “more compliant to social influence, less overtly aggressive, more cooperative 
and conciliatory” (p. 5).

Previous research has found that negotiations are risky due to the fact that strong 
factors remain outside the direct influence of the negotiator (Bazerman et al. 2000). 
Studies have also found that negotiators care more about their relative outcomes 
than their absolute outcomes (Blount and Bazerman 1996), are overconfident in 
their abilities (Bazerman et al. 2000), and are egocentric (Thompson and Loewen‑
stein 1992). Given the above, negotiation has been viewed as a competitive process 
(Tsay and Bazerman 2009) and has been associated with masculine traits (Kray and 
Thompson 2004). As noted by Kolb (2009), this notion that more aggressive behav‑
ior is better in negotiation remains unquestioned by many. Since agentic qualities are 
associated with successful negotiation (Kray et al. 2002), the female role is seen as 
being incongruent with the process of negotiation.

There is strong evidence within the negotiation literature that negotiation differ‑
ences between men and women are a result of actors abiding by their social roles. 
Studies have shown that there are certain conditions under which the gap between 
women and men was reduced, eliminated, or even in some cases, reversed (Mazei 
et al. 2015). Bowles et al. (2005) found that women negotiated compensation agree‑
ments that were 18% higher when they were representing someone else, Amanatul‑
lah and Morris (2010) found that women advocating for another person negotiate 
more assertively than self‑advocating women, while Bowles et al. (2007) found that 
participants in an experiment were less likely to work with women who initiated 
compensation negotiations. The explanation put forth for this finding is that nego‑
tiating on behalf of someone else is congruent with the female role since the role 
is seen as relationship‑oriented; hence the female negotiators do not fear a social 
backlash. “When a woman negotiates on behalf of herself, assertive bargaining is 
encoded as incongruent with communal prescriptions of the feminine role. When 
a woman negotiates on behalf of others, it is encoded as congruent with communal 
femininity” (Amanatullah and Morris 2010: 256–257). Women’s behavior in nego‑
tiation was also found to be statistically different from their “expected” behavior in 
virtual negotiations (Stuhlmacher et al. 2007). Therefore, when the biological sex of 
the participant was not evident, the participants behaved differently.

Support for social‑role theories is also provided by studies that investigated the 
outcomes should women choose to “overstep” the boundaries of their roles. For 
example, should women choose not to act stereotypically, such as acting more 
aggressively, then they risk suffering from a social backlash (Rudman and Glick 
2001). Amanatullah and Tinsley (2013) have found that when female negotiators 
violate role expectations, they tend to be characterized by negative masculine traits. 
Von Hippel et  al. (2011) have also found that women that use a more masculine 
communication style are perceived as less warm and likable.

By incorporating gender as a social construct, researchers will be able 
to account for cultural and institutional forces. As such, this study seeks to 
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investigate whether there is a relationship between masculinity and femininity on 
the one hand and between the predictors of the propensity to initiate negotiation 
on the other hand.

While most previous studies have concentrated on what happens at the negoti‑
ating table, little is known about the factors the lead individuals to initiate nego‑
tiation. This is unfortunate given the fact that failure to come to the negotiation 
table can adversely affect individuals (Volkema and Fleck 2012). In order to 
investigate the relationship between femininity and masculinity on the one hand, 
and the predictors of the propensity to initiate negotiations on the other hand, the 
present study will use items developed by Babcock et al. (2006) in order to meas‑
ure recognition of opportunities, entitlement, and apprehension. In addition to 
being a tried and tested measure, this particular measure offers the distinct advan‑
tage of capturing three predictors of someone’s likelihood to initiate negotiations.

In order for an individual to consider initiating a negotiation, he/she should 
first identify the situation as one that is negotiable. Babcock et  al. (2006) have 
found that women are less likely than men to recognize an opportunity to nego‑
tiate. Their study, however, treated gender as a biological construct. Therefore, 
to extend their findings, this study seeks to investigate whether individuals with 
masculine traits are more likely to recognize an opportunity as one that is nego‑
tiable. Studies have suggested that masculine traits are positively correlated with 
an internal locus of control (Kapalka and Lachenmeyer 1988) and that among 
women, feminine sex‑role orientation was positively correlated with an external 
locus of control (Kuther 1998). Since perceiving an opportunity to negotiate is 
positively influenced by having an internal locus of control (Babcock et al. 2006) 
the first hypothesis in this study is whether masculinity is positively correlated 
with the ability to recognize opportunity:

Hypothesis 1 Masculine traits are positively correlated with the ability to recog‑
nize opportunities to negotiate.

With regards to entitlement, as noted by Babcock et  al. (2006), people who 
feel that they deserve to have more than they currently have will be more likely to 
take action while people who do not feel that they deserve more will be on aver‑
age more satisfied with what they have and less likely to take action to improve 
their situation. Given that men traditionally occupy the higher levels of the social 
hierarchy, and since social comparisons are related to perceived fairness (Austin 
et al. 1980), men report a higher sense of entitlement than women (Bylsma and 
Major 1992; Hogue et al. 2007). Since individuals high on masculinity value pro‑
ductivity and task success (Desmarais and Curtis 1997), increasing levels of mas‑
culinity will lead to an increased sense of entitlement (McGann and Steil 2006), 
which will lead to an increase in the probability that they will take action to fur‑
ther their interest:

Hypothesis 2 Masculine traits are positively correlated with a higher sense of 
entitlement.
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Finally, apprehension refers to the negative feelings that an individual might 
have about either the process of negotiation or the outcomes or both. Brooks 
and Schweitzer (2011) have found that anxiety results in setting lower goals and 
obtaining lower outcomes. Higher levels of anxiety towards something can have 
a substantial effect on an individual’s self‑efficacy (Bandura 1977). As argued by 
social cognitive theory, people avoid activities that they believe, whether rightly 
or wrongly, exceed their capabilities, and they undertake activities that they 
believe lie within their capabilities (Bandura 1977). As discussed in the litera‑
ture review, female negotiators have been found to set lower goals and to be less 
confident. Since negotiation is associated with masculine traits, and since success 
is defined as the alignment between the social role and the attributes associated 
with an individual (Eagly and Karau 2002), we would expect that individuals who 
score high on femininity will be more apprehensive to initiating negotiations, 
since they are overstepping their traditional social boundaries:

Hypothesis 3 Feminine traits are positively correlated with higher levels of appre‑
hension towards initiating negotiations.

In addition to testing the above three hypotheses, this study will conclude by 
proposing a model that attempts to explain observed differences in the propensity 
to initiate negotiations with regards to the constructs Masculinity and Feminin-
ity. Using the model, we will investigate whether the three predictors of the pro‑
pensity to negotiate do in fact enhance an individual’s likelihood of engaging in 
negotiation behavior. In addition, the model will allow us to investigate whether 
the variable gender has direct effects on the predictors of the propensity to negoti‑
ate or whether the effect of gender is mediated by the constructs Masculinity and 
Femininity.

4  Methods

4.1  Data Collection

We distributed surveys in private companies in Lebanon, a country situated on 
the Mediterranean with a population of around 6 million, almost half of which 
are women. According to a report published by the World Economic Forum, the 
gender educational parity measure in the country is 0.959, but the economic par‑
ity measure is only 0.44 (Leopold et al. 2016).

All companies where the surveys were distributed are all located in Saida, 
a city in the South of Lebanon. The companies included in the study included 
hospitals, schools, banks, and pharmacies. A total of 350 surveys were col‑
lected, with 194 (55.43%) of the participants being female and 156 (44.57%) 
being male. The average age of the respondents was 27.73 years, with a standard 
deviation of 6.16. The oldest person was 64 years old, while the youngest was 
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21. The average age of male respondents was 28.79, while the average age of 
female respondents was 26.89. The surveys were distributed physically, and one 
of the researchers was present in order to answer any queries that the respond‑
ents might have.

4.2  Measures

In order to test the hypotheses, we needed to measure masculinity, femininity, 
and the predictors of the propensity to initiate negotiations. In order to measure 
masculinity and femininity, respondents were asked to indicate to what extent 
the following traits applied to them using a scale of 1 (not at all) to 7 (applies 
to me a lot): assertive, affectionate, gentle, competitive, sympathetic, dominant, 
makes decisions easily, individualistic, compassionate, understanding, and sen‑
sitive. These 11 items were obtained from Bem’s (1974) sex‑role inventory. The 
masculine items were chosen in accordance with the findings from the litera‑
ture review on agency and negotiation. Given that previous studies have found 
that negotiators are overconfident (Bazerman et al. 2000), the items makes deci‑
sions easily and dominant were chosen. The items competitive and individual‑
istic were chosen in accordance with the finding that negotiators are egocentric 
(Thompson and Loewenstein 1992). The item assertive was chosen based on the 
finding that negotiators escalate their commitment to previous actions regardless 
of whether these actions were favorable or not (Bazerman and Moore 2008). All 
items reflect the view that agency is associated with behavior that is control‑
ling, assertive, and autocratic (Eagly and Wood 1999). On the other hand, the 
feminine items were chosen in accordance with the fact that communal behavior 
includes engaging with others in relationships and in group memberships. As 
such, the items affectionate, gentle, sympathetic, compassionate, understanding, 
and sensitive all facilitate such communal behavior, which might lead an indi‑
vidual to place the other person’s interest or feelings ahead of their own.

Although the scale reliability and validity have been supported by numerous 
studies conducted in different cultural contexts (Fontayne et al. 2000; Katsurada 
and Sugihara 1999; Özkan and Lajunen 2005), the present study will conduct 
confirmatory factor analysis on the scale items in order to establish its validity 
and reliability in the current context.

As previously stated, we used the items developed by Babcock et al. (2006) in 
order to measure the three predictors of the propensity to initiate negotiations. A 
total of 12 items with values between 1—strongly disagree and 7—strongly agree 
were used, with four items measuring the recognition of opportunities, three items 
measuring entitlement, and five items measuring apprehension. Table 1 displays a 
sample of two items used to measure each of the three constructs.

Finally, in order to measure an individual’s actual negotiation behavior, we 
used a single item in which respondents were asked: "How often do you initiate 
negotiations with the people with whom you work." Respondents answered the 
question using a scale of 1 (never) to 7 (a lot).
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4.3  Analysis

This study utilizes a combination of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and struc‑
tural equation modeling (SEM) in order to address the hypotheses. CFA was used 
in order to test the validity of the measures employed while SEM was used in order 
to investigate whether there was any relationship between the different constructs. 
One of the main advantages of using CFA as opposed to traditional methods such 
as multivariate analysis of variance is that in CFA, each item is allowed to have its 
own unique variance, thus resulting in better estimates of the latent variables (Acock 
2013). Second, and crucially for studies that investigate group differences, CFA 
allows the researcher to use a structured means approach in order to test the equality 
of the means, thereby resulting in a more accurate test than is provided by multivari‑
ate analysis of variance (Thompson and Green 2006).

The goodness‑of‑fit of the models was measured using the comparative fit index 
(CFI), the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and the standardized 
root mean square residual (SRMR). Models that are considered to have a reasonable 
fit have a CFI greater than 0.90, and RMSEA and SRMR less than 0.08. Models that 
have a CFI greater than 0.95, and RMSEA and SRMR values less than 0.05 are con‑
sidered to be a well‑fit model (Hu and Bentler 1999).

5  Results

5.1  Construct Validity Using Confirmatory Factor Analysis

5.1.1  Model Fit

We conducted CFA in order to assess the model fit of each of the constructs. Table 2 
shows the results obtained for the two constructs, Masculinity and Femininity. All 
goodness‑of‑fit measures indicate that the model is well fit. In addition, all items 
have loadings that are significant at the p < 0.001 level, with the magnitude of the 

Table 1  Sample items used to measure the three predictors of propensity to negotiate (Babcock et  al. 
2006)

Recognition of opportunities
Most things are negotiable
There are many things available to people, if only people asked for them
Entitlement
I think situations should be changed to fit my desires
I usually feel that I’ve earned the right to have things go my way
Apprehension
I feel anxious when I have to ask for something I want
It always takes me a long time to work up the courage to ask for things I want



596 N. A. Mozahem et al.

1 3

loadings being satisfactory. Cronbach’s alpha was found to be 0.82 for Masculinity 
and 0.72 for Femininity.

Table 3 shows the results of the CFA on the three constructs Recognition, Enti-
tlement, and Apprehension. Again we see that all loadings were significant at the 
p < 0.001 level with the magnitude of the loadings being satisfactory. In the case 
of the constructs Recognition and Apprehension, it should be noted that the best‑fit 
models included correlated error terms. For the construct Recognition, an extra cor‑
relation term was estimated for the error terms of the first and third items. As for 
the construct Apprehension, the model includes two correlations, the first between 
the second and fifth items and the second between the third and fourth items. Cron‑
bach’s alpha was found to be 0.86 for Recognition, 0.70 for Entitlement, and 0.69 for 
Apprehension.

5.1.2  Gender Differences

The next step after establishing the validity of the items used was to investigate 
whether there were gender differences in the means of any of the constructs. In order 
to conduct this mean test, we fit a model that fixes the mean of one of the groups 
at zero (women in our case), thus using that group as a reference, while allowing 
the mean of the other group to take on any value. This method allows us to cal‑
culate a z‑score in order to test the significance of the difference. Table 4 displays 
the results obtained. The results show that the mean Masculinity measure for men 
is significantly higher than that of women, while the opposite is true for the con‑
struct Femininity. With regards to the three constructs Recognition, Entitlement, and 
Apprehension, only in the case of Entitlement is the difference between the means of 
both groups significant (at the p < 0.05 level) with men having a higher mean than 
women, thus indicating that they have a higher sense of entitlement.

Table 2  Results for CFA model for the latent variables Masculinity and Femininity

***p < 0.001

Masculinity Femininity

Item Standardized value Item Standardized value

Assertive 0.59*** Affectionate 0.67***
Competitive 0.54*** Compassionate 0.72***
Dominant 0.74*** Gentle 0.69***
Makes decisions easily 0.57*** Understanding 0.57***
Individualistic 0.48*** Sympathetic 0.68***

Sensitive 0.61***
χ2 = 3.82, p = 0.58 χ2 = 9.29, p = 0.41
RMSEA = 0.000 RMSEA = 0.010
CFI = 1.00 CFI = 1.00
SRMR = 0.018 SRMR = 0.021
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We also calculated the effect size for the differences in the mean between both 
gender by dividing the latent mean by the pooled standard deviation. The values 
obtained are shown in the last column of Table 4. The effect size for the constructs 
Masculinity and Femininity were found to be moderate while the effect size for the 
other three constructs were found to be weak.

5.2  Model Building Using Structural Equation Modeling

5.2.1  Masculinity/Femininity and the Predictors of the Propensity to Initiate 
Negatiations

The results obtained so far indicate that while there were gender differences in the 
constructs Masculinity and Femininity, no significant differences were found in Rec-
ognition and Apprehension. With regards to Entitlement, while a significant differ‑
ence between the two genders was found, the effect size of that difference was weak, 
while the effect size of the gender differences in Masculinity and Femininity were 
found to be moderate. The three predictors of the propensity to initiate negotiation. 
In order to test the three hypotheses, we next investigated whether there is a relation‑
ship between the value of Masculinity and Femininity and an individual’s likelihood 
of recognizing opportunities, feeling entitled, and feeling apprehensive towards 
negotiation. To do that, we fit three SEM models that following the structure shown 
in Fig. 1, where the construct “latent” represents either Recognition, Entitlement, or 
Apprehension.

Table  5 displays the results of fitting the three models separately. All three 
models have an acceptable fit with the RMSEA and the SRMR statistics less than 
0.08, and the CFI statistic greater than or equal to 0.90. The table shows that both 
Femininity and Masculinity are positively associated with the construct recogni‑
tion and that this association is significant at the p < 0.001 level. Interestingly, 
the association between Femininity and Recognition is stronger than that between 
Masculinity and Recognition, indicating that traits that are considered to be femi‑
nine do not hamper an individual’s ability to identify risks. In fact, our results 
indicate that these traits enhance the individual’s ability. A Wald χ2 test of the 
difference of both path coefficients reveals a p value of 0.15, indicating that the 

Table 4  Testing for differences in means between males and females

*p < 0.05, ***p < 0.001

Model Women Men χ2 (df) RMSEA CFI SRMR Effect size

Masculinity 0 (constrained) 0.36*** 41.67(14), 
p < 0.001

0.104 0.910 0.061 0.45

Femininity 0 (constrained) − 0.29*** 58.29(23), 
p < 0.001

0.094 0.943 0.051 − 0.35

Recognition 0 (constrained) − 0.14 3.14(5), p = 0.68 0.00 1.00 0.007 − 0.18
Entitlement 0 (constrained) 0.23* 0.97(2), p = 0.62 0.00 1.00 0.007 0.22
Apprehension 0 (constrained) − 0.11 10.12(10), p = 0.43 0.008 1.00 0.012 − 0.11
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difference is not significant, leading us to reject hypothesis 1. With regards to the 
construct Entitlement, our results indicate that masculinity is significantly asso‑
ciated with having a sense of entitlement, in support of hypothesis 2, while the 
result for Femininity is negative, very small, and not significant. Finally, we see 
that Femininity is significantly associated with Apprehension at the p < 0.01 level 
(supporting hypothesis 3), while the coefficient for Masculinity is negative, very 
small, and not significant.

Fig. 1  SEM investigating the relationship between Masculinity/Femininity and between the constructs 
Recognition, Entitlement, and Apprehension

Table 5  Coefficients of the path from Femininity and Masculinity in the SEM model to each latent vari‑
ables and the goodness‑of‑fit statistics

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001

Model Standardized path coefficient χ2 (df) RMSEA CFI SRMR

Femininity Masculinity

Recognition 0.43*** 0.24*** 191.96(86), p < 0.001 0.059 0.921 0.062
Entitlement − 0.04 0.33*** 203.21(74), p < 0.001 0.071 0.90 0.063
Apprehension 0.17** − 0.02 178.53(99), p < 0.001 0.048 0.956 0.055
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5.2.2  The Predictors of the Propensity to Initiate Negotiate and the Act 
of Negotiation

The above results support the second and third hypotheses. In addition, the results 
discussed so far also constitute the first building block in our model. Now that the 
link between Masculinity and Femininity on the one hand and the three predictors 
of the propensity to negotiate on the other has been established, we next sought out 
to investigate whether the three constructs Recognition, Entitlement, and Apprehen-
sion are associated with negotiation behavior. In order to do that we again fit three 
different models following the structure shown in Fig. 2 where the variable “latent” 
represents one of the three constructs and the variable negotiate, as discussed pre‑
viously, is measured by the item “How often do you initiate negotiations with the 
people with whom you work.” The results of fitting the three models are displayed 
in Table 6.

Both Recognition and Entitlement are positively associated with the variable 
negotiate while Apprehension is negatively associated with it. The first two are sig‑
nificant at the p < 0.001 level, while the third is significant at the p < 0.05 level. All 
goodness‑of‑fit statistics indicate that the three models are well fit. These results 
indicate that individuals who are able to recognize opportunities more, who have a 
sense of entitlement, and who have little apprehension towards the act of negotiation 
are the ones who negotiate the most.

Fig. 2  SEM investigating the relationship between the constructs Recognition, Entitlement, and Appre‑
hension on one hand and between the negotiation measure on the other hand

Table 6  Coefficient of each latent variable in the SEM model with negotiation as the dependent variable 
and the goodness‑of‑fit statistics

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001

Model Standardized path 
coefficient

χ2 (df) RMSEA CFI SRMR

Recognition 0.39*** 1.24(4), p = 0.87 0.000 1.000 0.009
Entitlement 0.28*** 1.21(2), p = 0.55 0.000 1.000 0.014
Apprehension − 0.14* 3.22(7), p = 0.87 0.000 1.000 0.014
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5.2.3  The Final Model

The results obtained so far in the study indicate that:

• Men score higher on Masculinity then women
• Women score higher on Femininity than men
• Both masculine and feminine traits are positively and significantly associated 

with recognizing opportunities
• Only masculine traits are positively and significantly associated with having a 

sense of entitlement
• Only feminine traits are positively and significantly associated with feeling 

apprehension towards negotiation

Given the above, a model that seeks to explain differences between individuals 
who score high on masculinity and those who score high on femininity must encom‑
pass the differing effects that Masculinity and Femininity have on Recognition, Enti-
tlement, and Apprehension, and how Entitlement and Apprehension have, in their 
turn, differing effects on negotiation. Figure 3 displays the model and shows the out‑
put obtained from fitting it to the data1 (please see footnote for an explanation as to 
why the construct Recognition was not included in the model). The model includes 
the finding that Masculinity leads to a higher sense of Entitlement, which in turn 
leads to more negotiation on behalf of the individual. On the other hand, Feminin-
ity leads to a higher feeling of Apprehensiveness, which decreases the likelihood of 
negotiation. Looking at the goodness‑of‑fit statistics, we see that both the SRMS and 
the RMSEA are less than 0.08 indicating a well fit model. The CFI is 0.90 which is 
the borderline value for an acceptable model. The model includes the correlations 
between the error items of the construct Apprehension when testing the goodness‑
of‑fit of the initial constructs. All item loadings are significant at the p < 0.001 level, 
and the majority of these loadings have a magnitude that is greater than 0.6. The 
standardized path coefficient from Masculinity to Entitlement is 0.34, and the coef‑
ficient from Entitlement to negotiate is 0.32. Both are significant at the p < 0.001 
level. The standardized path coefficient from Femininity to Apprehension is 0.17, 
while the coefficient from Apprehension to negotiate is − 0.17. Both are significant 
at the p < 0.01 level.

1 We initially fit a model that included the construct Recognition. We included paths from both Mascu-
linity and Femininity to this construct, since our results indicated that both significantly contributed to 
Recognition. We also included a path from Recognition to the variable negotiate. All three paths were 
found to be positive and significant at the p < 0.001, thus indicating that Recognition enhances negation 
and that both Masculinity and Femininity contribute positively to Recognition. All other path coefficients 
and significance remained almost the same. However, the CFI of the model was only 0.865, and the 
SRMR and the RMSEA were both greater than the ones obtained for the model in Fig. 3. Therefore, we 
have included the model that resulted in an acceptable fit.
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5.2.4  Direct and Indirect Effects of Sex

In order to investigate the direct and indirect effects that biological sex might have 
on the four constructs, Masculinity, Femininity, Entitlement, and Apprehension, we 
refit the above model, only this time we included a path from the variable sex to 
each of the constructs. The standardized path coefficients from sex to each construct 
are shown in Fig. 4.

Fig. 3  Final model that incorporates how Masculinity is positively associated with Entitlement which is 
positively associated with negotiation while Femininity is positively associated with Apprehension which 
is negatively associated with negotiation
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The result was that the coefficients of the paths from sex to each of Entitlement 
and Apprehension were not significant. With regards to the coefficient from sex to 
Masculinity, the standardized coefficient was found to be 0.22 and significant at 
the p < 0.001 level, while the standardized coefficient from sex to Femininity was 
found to be − 0.17 and significant at the p < 0.01 level. This result indicates that 
the effect of sex on both Entitlement and Apprehension is indirect and is mediated 
by Masculinity and Femininity. Given that the higher value of sex was associated 
with men in our dataset, these results mean that men were more masculine and 
less feminine than women. However, it should be noted that the inclusion of sex 
into the structural equation model decreased the fit of the model, with the CFI 
dropping from 0.90 to 0.88, which is below the threshold value of 0.90 that is 
used to indicate an acceptable model fit.

We next refit the model, but this time we included a path from sex to the con‑
structs Masculinity and Femininity while also including a path from gender to 
the variable negotiate. The purpose was to investigate whether the effect of sex 
on negotiation is mediated by Masculinity and Femininity, given the fact that the 
mean value of negotiation for men was higher than the mean value for women. 
The standardized path coefficients from sex to each construct is shown in Fig. 5.
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As expected, the path from sex to Masculinity was positive and statistically sig‑
nificant, and the path from sex to Femininity was negative and statistically signifi‑
cant, thereby indicating that men were higher on masculinity and lower on feminin‑
ity. The interesting finding was that the path from sex to negotiate was positive and 
statistically significant at the p < 0.01 level, where the standardized path coefficient 
was found to be 0.14. It is important to note that the paths from Entitlement and 
Apprehension to the variable negotiate retained their value and their significance. 
This means that the effect of sex on negotiation was not completely mediated by 
Masculinity and Femininity. However, it should be noted that the goodness of fit of 
the model dropped. The CFI of this model is 0.885, which is below the 0.90 cutoff 
value, and the SRMR is 0.088, which is above the cutoff value of 0.08.

6  Discussion

Traditionally, studies about gender differences in negotiation divided subjects based 
on biological sex. The results obtained in those studies indicated that women do not 
perform as well as men in negotiations, at least in certain contexts. These results 
were explained using gender role theories, where it was argued that men possess 
more agentic qualities while women possessed more communal characteristics (Pad‑
dock and Kray 2011). Our study extends the findings of previous research in two 
ways. First, we take the logical step of measuring the constructs masculinity and 
femininity instead of relying on the male/female dichotomy. By doing so, we were 
able to investigate how certain psychological characteristics enhance or impede the 
likelihood of negotiation.

Our results clearly show that qualities that are traditionally associated with men 
enhance an individual’s sense of entitlement, which in turn increases the likelihood 
of the individual engaging in negotiation. At the same time, qualities that are tra‑
ditionally associated with women impede individuals due to an increased level of 
apprehension, which decreases the likelihood of an individual engaging in negotia‑
tions. This apprehension is theorized to be due to individuals not wanting to over‑
step their social boundaries (Eagly and Karau 2002). Our results provide support for 
the idea that women need to adopt certain masculine traits in order to increase the 
likelihood of engaging in negotiations. An important point illustrated by our find‑
ings is that the construct femininity had a larger standardized path coefficient than 
the construct masculinity when modeling the latent variable recognition, but the 
difference was not found to be significant. This result indicates that less emphasis 
needs to be put on training women to identify contexts in which they can negotiate. 
Women do not need to adopt masculine traits to identify opportunities. Instead, the 
effort should be directed at enhancing women’s sense of entitlement and decreasing 
their apprehension to negotiation. Since the social role of women is associated with 
communality (Eagly and Wood 1999), many women are more likely to be apprehen‑
sive towards negotiation because, in many instances, negotiation is a tool to further 
one’s interest whether these interests are career or salary‑related (O’shea and Bush 
2002; Stevens et al. 1993). The result is that many women refrain from negotiating 
to further their self‑interest (Wade 2001).
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The male social role, on the other hand, is associated with agency, and this 
enhances their sense of entitlement. Individuals who value power and money 
tend to see themselves as entitled to these things, especially when the highest 
positions in the social structure around them are occupied by individuals similar 
to them (Hogue et al. 2007). In such conditions, assumptions about the worthi‑
ness of certain actors lead to more general assumptions about the worthiness of 
whole categories of social actors (Ridgeway et al. 1998). Studies across multiple 
domains have found that men have a higher sense of entitlement than women 
(Hogue et  al. 2007; Pryor et  al. 2008). Our results show that individuals with 
masculine traits do have a higher sense of entitlement when it comes to negotia‑
tion and that this heightened sense of entitlement is associated with higher lev‑
els of negotiating behavior.

These results are problematic in the sense that they indicate that to reduce the 
negotiation gap between men and women, women need to adopt certain mascu‑
line characteristics, which, as other researchers have clearly documented, would 
cause them to suffer from social backlash (Amanatullah and Tinsley 2013). 
Although negotiation training is useful (Movius 2008; Stevens et al. 1993), our 
results suggest that a reconceptualization of social roles (Diekman and Eagly 
2000) is a necessary condition to bridging the negotiation gender gap. While the 
results indicate that women need to be willing to overstep their traditional social 
roles in order to increase their likelihood of initiating negotiations, it is impor‑
tant to note that if they choose to do so they would be violating injunctive norms 
(Stuhlmacher and Linnabery 2013). This means that for women to be truly able 
to do so, other members of society need to modify their understanding of social 
roles. This is especially true in societies, such as Lebanon, where strong distinc‑
tions exist between male and female roles (AHDR 2004; Khatib 2008), and were 
overstepping the boundaries of social roles might result in backlash.

This study also contributes to the literature by studying negotiation in a non‑
Western country. Most of the studies cited in this paper have been conducted 
in North America, where the culture is classified as individualistic and mascu‑
line (Hofstede et al. 2010). However, there is reason to believe that these results 
are largely culture‑dependent. Building on status construction theory (Ridgeway 
1991), Cuddy et al. (2015) argued that people will attribute the most culturally 
valued traits to dominant groups. The study by Elgoibar et al. (2014) supported 
this by finding that worker representatives in the Netherlands accommodated 
more than their Spanish counterparts. Another study by Andersen et al. (2018) 
found that female sellers in a matrilineal society outperformed male sellers, and 
they did that while acting less aggressively than men. The results of the present 
study, which was conducted in Lebanon, a country that is classified as collectiv‑
ist and masculine (Hofstede et  al. 2010), support the general findings of stud‑
ies conducted in North America. In short, men negotiate more than women due 
to the fact that they generally possess more masculine traits and less feminine 
traits, where masculine traits enhance the sense of entitlement, and feminine 
traits enhance the sense of apprehension.
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7  Limitations

This study is not without its limitations, the most significant being that the sam‑
ple size is neither particularly large nor random. As such, future research should 
aim at trying to replicate the findings reported here. Another limitation is that while 
the final model had a CFI value of 0.90, researchers are increasingly advised to use 
the value 0.95 in order to avoid the pitfalls of model misspecifications. In addition, 
Cronbach’s alpha for the three items that measure entitlement was found to be 0.69, 
which is below the cutoff value of 0.7. It should also be noted that this is a study of 
correlations and not causality given the fact that structural equation modeling was 
used on a cross‑sectional dataset.

Appendix: Survey Items

(1) Kindly indicate to what extent each of the following applies to you (1 to7):

• Assertive
• Affectionate
• Competitive
• Dominant
• Compassionate
• Understanding
• Gentle
• Individualistic
• Makes decisions easily
• Sympathetic
• Sensitive

(2) Kindly indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following (1 to 7):

• Most things are negotiable.
• Many interactions I have during the day can be opportunities to improve my 

situation.
• There are many things available to people, if only people asked for them.
• I often see chances to improve my situation.
• I think situations should be changed to fit my desires.
• I usually feel that I have earned the right to have things go my way.
• Just because I want something, it doesn’t mean I am entitled to get it (reverse 

coded).
• I feel anxious when I have to ask for something I want.
• It always takes me a long time to work up the courage to ask for things I want.
• I feel nervous when I am in situations in which I have to persuade others to 

give me things that I want.
• I experience a lot of stress when I think about asking for something I want.
• It always feels unpleasant to have to ask for things for myself.
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(3) How often do you initiate negotiations with the people with whom you work (1 
to 7)?

(4) How old are you?
(5) Kindly indicate your gender.
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