Meta-Psychology, 2021, vol 5, MP.2020.2535,
https://doi.org/10.15626/MP.2020.2535
Article type: Commentary
Published under the CC-BY4.0 license

Open data: Not Applicable
Open materials: Yes
Open and reproducible analysis: Yes
Open reviews and editorial process: Yes
Preregistration: No

Edited by: Rickard Carlsson
Reviewed by: Montoya A.K., Fossum J.L., Zigerell L.J.
Analysis reproduced by: Lucija Batinović
All supplementary files can be accessed at the OSF project
page: https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.IO/DCHQT

Are Women Less Likely to Ask than Men Partly Because They
Work Fewer Hours? A Commentary on Artz et al. (2018)
Jens Mazei and Joachim Hüffmeier
TU Dortmund University

A long debate in negotiation research concerns the question of whether gender differences in the propensity to initiate negotiations, in behaviors shown during negotiations,
and in negotiation performance actually exist. Whereas past negotiation research suggested that women are less likely to initiate negotiations than men, a recent study by Artz
et al. (2018) seems to suggest that women are as likely as men to “ask” for higher pay.
However, this finding by Artz et al. (2018) was obtained once the number of weekly hours
worked was added as a covariate in the statistical analysis. Following extant work, we
suggest that the number of weekly hours worked could be—and, from a theoretical standpoint, perhaps should be—considered a mediator of gender differences. Conducting a
Monte Carlo analysis based on the results and statistics provided by Artz et al. (2018) also
yielded empirical evidence suggesting that weekly hours could be a mediator. Thus,
women may be less likely than men to ask for higher pay, among other potential reasons,
because they work fewer weekly hours. Based on this alternative conceptualization of
the role of weekly hours, our commentary has theoretical implications for the understanding of gender differences in the propensity to initiate negotiations and practical
implications for the effective reduction of gender inequalities.
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Gender differences are a “hot” topic in negotiation research (e.g., Bowles et al., 2019; Small et al.,
2007). This is because gender differences in the propensity to initiate negotiations as well as in negotiation behaviors and performance may help to account for longstanding inequalities (i.e., gender gaps
in pay and top leadership positions; Bureau of Labor
Statistics [BLS], 2019a; Catalyst, 2020; Kulik &
Olekalns, 2012; Stuhlmacher & Walters, 1999). In fact,
research has shown that women are less likely to initiate negotiations than men (for a meta-analysis,
see Kugler et al., 2018). Thus, women may earn less
than men, in part, as they “do not ask” (Babcock &
Laschever, 2003; Babcock et al., 2006; Bowles et al.,
2007).
Yet, a recent study by Artz et al. (2018) seems to
question this narrative. Our commentary focuses on
one central result of this recent study, namely that

women were no less likely than men to try to get
higher pay. However, this result was obtained only
when the number of weekly hours worked was
added as a covariate (Artz et al., 2018; see also Luekemann & Abendroth, 2018). The study by Artz et al.
(2018) already had an impact: It has been cited 56
times (Google Scholar; December 15, 2020), including in prestigious outlets such as the Academy of
Management Annals (Jang et al., 2018). It has also
been discussed in the media as follows: “Findings
seem to debunk perception that women lack assertiveness when negotiating salaries, a common explanation for wage gap” (Lartey, 2016). Therefore,
the findings by Artz et al. (2018) may be taken as raising serious doubts about cumulative knowledge obtained in past negotiation research on gender.
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The key question is: Do women ask (Artz et al.,
2018) or don’t they (Babcock & Laschever, 2003; Kugler et al., 2018)? In this commentary, we aim to reconcile the seemingly diverging conclusions drawn
from the study by Artz et al. (2018) and past negotiation research by thoroughly embedding the findings by Artz et al. (2018) in extant theory (e.g., Bowles
& McGinn, 2008; Eagly & Wood, 2012) and research
(e.g., Luekemann & Abendroth, 2018). Doing so suggests an alternative interpretation of the findings by
Artz et al. (2018), which has markedly different theoretical and practical implications: Women may not
ask, among other potential reasons, because they
work fewer hours than men (see also Bowles &
McGinn, 2008; Livingston, 2014; Luekemann &
Abendroth, 2018). This alternative interpretation has
not only nuanced theoretical implications, but also
practical implications for the successful mitigation
of gender inequalities.
Background in Brief

To start, we would like to clarify the terms “sex”
and “gender” as used in the current commentary. In
psychological science, “sex” is usually used to “refer
to male, female, and intersex as categories or groups
of people” (Bosson et al., 2018, p. 6), whereas “gender” is usually used to “refer to the meanings that
people give to the different sex categories” (Bosson
et al., 2018, p. 6). For example, if women had a lower
propensity to initiate negotiations than men, this
finding could be denoted as a “sex difference” (e.g.,
Wood & Eagly, 2002). However, in the current area
of research (i.e., negotiations), it is more common to
denote such effects as “gender differences” (e.g.,
Bowles et al., 2007; Kugler et al., 2018). Hence, to
ease communication in the specific area of research
to which we aim to contribute, we adhere to the
consensus in negotiation research and use the term
“gender.”
Negotiation research on gender dates back to at
least the 1970s (Rubin & Brown, 1975; cf. Kray &
Thompson, 2005; Small et al., 2007). From early on,
a key question was whether women actually differ
from men. Given that findings were often mixed
(Stuhlmacher & Walters, 1999; Walters et al., 1998),
and given that (psychological) research generally
has long been characterized by low statistical power
(Cohen, 1992; Maxwell, 2004), meta-analysis plays a
crucial role in determining whether gender differ-

ences exist in behaviors and outcomes related to negotiations (see also Eagly & Wood, 2013). Meta-analyses revealed small yet significant gender differences, such that women as compared to men show
less competitive negotiation behavior (Walters et al.,
1998), obtain lower economic outcomes (Mazei et al.,
2015; Shan et al., 2019; Stuhlmacher & Walters, 1999),
and, of particular relevance for this commentary,
are less likely to initiate negotiations (Kugler et al.,
2018).
The Study by Artz et al. (2018)

A recent study by Artz et al. (2018) seems to raise
doubts about central findings from past research, as
it “concludes that males and females ask equally often for promotions and raises” (p. 611). We would like
to make clear from the outset that we appreciate the
work by Artz et al. (2018), as their study provides
noteworthy results that have generated renewed interest in the question of whether (and why) women
actually differ from men in the propensity to initiate
negotiations. As we will highlight in this commentary, their study also sparks needed discussion specifically about the role played by the number of
weekly hours worked for the emergence of gender
differences in the propensity to initiate negotiations
(see also Luekemann & Abendroth, 2018). However,
care needs to be taken if findings can be interpreted
other than “males and females ask equally often”
(Artz et al., 2018, p. 611). A notable alternative interpretation could be that women did no longer differ
from men when a mediator was included in the analysis (for details, see below). If such an alternative interpretation is not considered, important lessons
learned from past negotiation research (i.e., there
are real gender differences in negotiation contexts;
Kugler et al., 2018) might become obscured, and
practitioners might not implement interventions
that are actually needed (e.g., those that address the
flexibility stigma; Williams et al., 2013; see also below). Thus, our goal is to suggest an alternative interpretation, based on extant work (e.g., Bowles &
McGinn, 2008; Eagly & Wood, 2012), of the findings
by Artz et al. (2018).
Artz et al. (2018) examined a representative sample of N = 4,582 employees from Australia (n = 2,639
women and n = 1,943 men) to test at least two notions that are prominent in extant negotiation research on gender. These were (a) that “women may
be reluctant to ‘ask,’ because that might be viewed
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by their manager as pushy or ‘out-of-role’ behavior
for a female,” and (b) that “in certain circumstances,
women may have a lower propensity than men to
ask for pay raises and promotions” (Artz et al., 2018,
p. 611). The authors obtained many interesting findings, some of which that were inconsistent with past
research, or at least they were interpreted as such
(for our alternative interpretation, see below).
Women were not more likely than men to be concerned about straining the relationship with others
as a result of trying to get higher pay or a promotion
(Artz et al., 2018). This result is in line with the prominent research by Bowles et al. (2007), but not with
the likewise prominent research by Amanatullah and
Morris (2010) and Babcock et al. (2006). This result
does not support the notion that women are afraid
to come across as “pushy” (Amanatullah & Tinsley,
2013).
Furthermore, women were not found to differ
from men in analyses on a variable tapping into the
propensity to ask for a promotion (irrespective of
which covariates were included; Artz et al., 2018).
This finding does not suggest a gender difference in
the decision to initiate negotiations about career
advancement (Luekemann & Abendroth, 2018). Yet
women were less likely than men to indicate having
had success in negotiating pay (Artz et al., 2018),
which is in line with another longstanding notion in
negotiation research on gender (cf. Stuhlmacher &
Walters, 1999). This noteworthy result led Artz et al.
(2018, p. 629) to conclude that “females are less successful at getting,” although they might not be less
inclined to ask. The distinction between gender differences in “asking” and “getting” is relevant, for instance, because the two phenomena would suggest
different interventions (see the section on Implications for Practice below).
Being the focus of our commentary, Artz et al.
(2018) also examined the likelihood with which
women and men attempted to get higher pay (rather
than a promotion; see above). This criterion is especially relevant because asking for higher pay is a direct way to reduce the gender pay gap. Women were
less likely than men to have attempted to get higher
pay in two regressions that included several covariates (Artz et al., 2018). However, this gender difference became non-significant once the number of
weekly hours worked was included as an additional
covariate (for further analyses on full-time and parttime workers, see Table 4 in Artz et al., 2018; see also
Luekemann & Abendroth, 2018; Stevens & Whelan,
2019). As the authors noted (p. 623), “on closer scrutiny, the appearance of a lack of ‘asking’ is being

driven statistically by working fewer hours.” The
number of weekly hours worked was, in fact, positively related to the likelihood of having attempted
to get higher pay. In their conclusions, Artz et al.
(2018, pp. 628-629) again stressed that “this adjustment for hours is particularly important. Once it is
done, regression equations for the likelihood of ‘asking’ do not show a statistically significant difference
between men and women.” The number of weekly
hours worked clearly played an important role in the
study by Artz et al. (2018).
What is the Conceptual Role of Weekly Hours?

The findings by Artz et al. (2018) may be interpreted such that women “do ask,” and this seems to
be the favored interpretation by the authors. However, in the case of asking for higher pay, this interpretation only holds true if the conceptual role of
the number of weekly hours worked is a covariate
(or control variable/confounder; MacKinnon et al.,
2000). Artz et al. (2018, p. 629) noted: “Our results
have concentrated on the case in which hours of
work are held constant. This is arguably natural, because we wish here to do a ceteris paribus comparison between males and females, but we have not attempted to explain the observed difference in the
mean number of working hours between men and
women” (in Footnote 10, the authors additionally
hinted that “these differences in working hours presumably stem in part from historical and sociological differences in the gender roles”).
Given the relevance of the number of weekly
hours in the study by Artz et al. (2018), we argue that
a deepened elaboration on its conceptual role is in
order (see also Luekemann & Abendroth, 2018). Doing so strikes us as important because the results
obtained by Artz et al. (2018) suggest that the number of weekly hours could also be a mediator. Artz et
al. (2018) did not more closely examine the gender
difference in weekly hours—the a-path in a mediation—but their reported statistics allowed us to do
so. Women (M = 33.87, SD = 10.43) worked significantly fewer weekly hours than men (M = 41.60, SD
= 9.86), t(4,580) = 25.37, p < .001. This gender difference had an effect size of d = 0.76 (calculated on the
basis of the unrounded numbers given by Artz et al.,
2018, and formulas 12.11 and 12.12 given by Borenstein, 2009, p. 226). As mentioned above, weekly
hours were also significantly related to the likelihood of having attempted to get higher pay (while
controlling for gender; see Table 3, Equation 9 in
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Artz et al., 2018). This finding suggests a significant
b-path (see also Baron & Kenny, 1986). Following the
logic of a joint–significance test (see also the component approach in Yzerbyt et al., 2018), this pattern
of results could be interpreted as suggesting mediation. As Kenny (2018) put it, “if Step 2 (the test of a)
and Step 3 (the test of b) are met, it follows that the
indirect effect is likely nonzero.”
To examine a potential indirect effect through
weekly hours, we also conducted a Monte Carlo
analysis using Selig and Preacher’s tool (2008; see
also Preacher & Selig, 2012). The results are displayed in Figure 1. The analysis, based on 20,000
repetitions, yielded a 95% confidence interval (CI)
for the indirect effect that ranged from 0.02 to
0.04—thus, it did not include zero. This finding again
suggests a significant indirect effect through weekly
hours. Taken together, statistically speaking, the
number of weekly hours could be seen as a covariate
(in MacKinnon et al.’s, 2000, terms, a “confounder”)
or as a mediator.
Figure 1

Monte Carlo analysis of an indirect effect.

Note. This analysis was conducted using Selig and
Preacher’s tool (2008; see also Preacher & Selig, 2012). The
figure shows the distribution of estimations of the indirect
effect (i.e., a × b). The resulting 95% CI excludes zero, suggesting an indirect effect through weekly hours.

Given this lack of clarity regarding the conceptual role of weekly hours, our goal is to embed the
findings by Artz et al. (2018) in extant theory (e.g.,

Bowles & McGinn, 2008; Eagly & Wood, 2012) to
begin disentangling their conceptual role. Theory
explains “why empirical patterns were observed”
(Sutton & Staw, 1995, p. 374; see also Bacharach,
1989; Whetten, 1989) and provides hypotheses regarding the specific conceptual roles played by constructs of interests. Nevertheless, as the question of
whether weekly hours is a mediator or a covariate is
a question about the causal influence of weekly
hours, suitable empirical methods that test for causality with longitudinal studies are also needed. Below, we report relevant empirical work (e.g., Luekemann & Abendroth, 2018), yet focused longitudinal
studies on this topic are currently missing. Thus, as
it stands, weekly hours only have the potential to be
a mediator of the gender difference in the likelihood
with which salary negotiations are initiated, and additional research is needed (see the section on Implications for Theory and Future Research).
Why Weekly Hours Could Be a Mediator (Among
Others)

Current negotiation research on gender is often
grounded in social role theory (Eagly, 1987; Eagly &
Wood, 2012) and the related role congruity theory
(Eagly & Karau, 2002), as this framework proved
helpful to integrate extant research (e.g., Amanatullah & Morris, 2010; Kugler et al., 2018; Stuhlmacher
& Linnabery, 2013). Artz et al. (2018) referred to but
did not elaborate on these theories. In Figure 2, we
depict a simplified model adapted from Eagly and
Wood’s (2012) framework (see Figure 49.1 in Eagly &
Wood, 2012, p. 465, for their framework in its original form). The aim of the model shown in Figure 2 is
to explain gender differences in the propensity to
initiate negotiations about salary (see Path 1). In a
nutshell, women may be less likely to initiate salary
negotiations, among other reasons, because they
work fewer weekly hours, which is one aspect of the
division of labor (see Paths 2 and 3; Bowles &
McGinn, 2008; Eagly et al., 2020; Luekemann &
Abendroth, 2018). In addition, the division of labor
leads to the emergence of gender roles (Path 4; Eagly
& Steffen, 1984; Koenig & Eagly, 2014), which can also
drive gender differences (Path 5; Kugler et al., 2018;
Stuhlmacher & Linnabery, 2013). We now elaborate
on these notions.
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Division of Labor: Women Work Fewer Hours than
Men

A first key notion in the underlying framework by
Eagly and Wood (2012; see also Eagly, 1987) that is
relevant for our research is that there is often a division of labor among women and men. As Eagly et
al. (2020, p. 302) pointed out, “a common arrangement is a neotraditional division of labor”: Women as
compared to men spend less time at work—that is,
they have fewer weekly hours of paid work (see Path
2 in Figure 2)—but more time on household and
caretaking activities (e.g., BLS, 2019b; Eagly & Carli,

2007). In fact, women in the United States, and also
in many other Western countries, are more likely
than men to work part-time; and this gender difference can be observed across different age groups
and ethnicities (BLS, 2018). In the representative
sample examined by Artz et al. (2018), women also
worked significantly fewer hours than men (d =
0.76). Altogether, the observation that women work
fewer hours than men is an important aspect of the
division of labor (e.g., Eagly & Wood, 2012). In other
words, a division of labor means (in part) that
women and men differ in their weekly hours of paid
work (see Path 2 in Figure 2).

Figure 2

Mediation of gender differences in the propensity to initiate salary negotiations.

Note. This figure shows a simplified and adapted model that follows from Eagly and Wood’s (2012) framework. The model
shown here is simplified because Eagly and Wood’s (2012) framework entails additional constructs and processes (e.g.,
socialization) that are beyond the scope of our research. The model shown here is adapted, most notably, because we
highlight those aspects (e.g., weekly hours of paid work) that are most relevant for our research and also because Eagly
and Wood’s (2012) figure does not include a box for “gender” (i.e., women vs. men). However, visualizing the relationship
between gender and weekly hours (Path 2) makes explicit the notion that the division of labor entails, among other aspects,
a gender difference in weekly hours (e.g., Eagly et al., 2020). For a figure of the underlying framework in its original form,
see Eagly and Wood (2012, p. 465).
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The gender difference in weekly hours is not the
only aspect of the division of labor (e.g., women and
men often work in different types of occupations;
Eagly et al., 2020). Moreover, different aspects of the
division of labor can influence each other: A prime
example is that having (more) caretaking duties
makes it more difficult to pursue other (workplace)
activities (e.g., Eagly & Carli, 2007; Wood & Eagly,
2012). Yet, we focus on weekly hours because this
was the decisive variable in the study by Artz et al.
(2018): Controlling for weekly hours rendered the
gender difference in the likelihood to ask about pay
non-significant, and this particular result led to
their conclusion that women “do ask” (Artz et al.,
2018). This does not mean, however, that other variables (e.g., tenure; see Table 3 in Artz et al., 2018) are
irrelevant for gender differences to emerge. Thus, it
is appropriate to regard weekly hours as only one
potential mediator of gender differences in the likelihood to negotiate salary (see also Bowles &
McGinn, 2008; Luekemann & Abendroth, 2018).
The Division of Labor has Consequences for the Initiation of Salary Negotiations

The division of labor has many structural and
psychological consequences (Eagly & Wood, 1999).
That is, working fewer hours not only reduces one’s
pay as a structural consequence (e.g., Eagly & Carli,
2007; Eagly & Wood, 2012), it can also yield a flexibility stigma (Williams et al., 2013) as a psychological
consequence. This stigma is defined as “a type of
discrimination triggered whenever an employee signals a need for workplace flexibility due to family responsibilities (e.g., by requesting leaves of absence
or flexible hours)” (Rudman & Mescher, 2013, p. 323;
see also Chung, 2020). This is because working reduced or flexible hours can be viewed as an indication of lacking work devotion1 (e.g., Bourdeau et al.,
2019; Williams et al., 2013). Of greater relevance for
our research, however, are people’s own perceptions, not just other’s discriminatory reactions (i.e.,
another psychological consequence): If people work
reduced or flexible hours, they may deem themselves as lacking work devotion, so that they may not
feel entitled or consider it appropriate to receive
higher pay (for literature on entitlement, see Major,
1989). This is because “the work devotion schema is
[…] seductive—workers may also believe that a
1 The work devotion schema “reflects deep cultural assumptions that work demands and deserves undivided
and intensive allegiance” (Williams et al., 2013, p. 211).

strong work ethic helps form their sense of self and
self-worth” (Williams et al., 2013, p. 211). Thus, if people do not consider it appropriate to receive higher
pay, they should be unlikely to ask for it (Bowles &
McGinn, 2008; Luekemann & Abendroth, 2018).
Altogether, as women work fewer hours than
men given the extant division of labor (Path 2 in Figure 2; BLS, 2018), they may be less likely to initiate
negotiations about salary—a relationship visualized
as Path 3 in Figure 2 (see also Bowles & McGinn,
2008, which is described in detail below, and Livingston, 2014). As mentioned earlier, Artz et al.’s (2018)
study suggested a positive relationship between
weekly hours and the likelihood with which people
attempted to get higher pay (for a similar result, see
Stevens & Whelan, 2019). Notably, Luekemann and
Abendroth (2018) also found that women with children (vs. men with children) were less likely to initiate a discussion about career advancement, and this
gender difference became non-significant once
working hours (as well as overtime hours and tenure) were included as additional covariates (see their
Model 4 on pp. 16-17 and their Footnote 4). Although
Luekemann and Abendroth (2018) did not study people’s propensity to negotiate pay, their findings were
conceptually and empirically similar to those obtained by Artz et al. (2018). Thus, Luekemann and
Abendroth (2018, p. 17) similarly noted that “mothers’
lower likelihood to pose claims is mainly driven by
them working fewer hours.” Moreover, we conducted an own (unpublished) study with a crosssectional design (Mazei, Nohe, & Hüffmeier, 2017).
We observed, for instance, that women as compared
to men reported being more responsible for homemaking duties but less for being the breadwinner. In
turn, being responsible for homemaking duties was
positively related to working part-time, but negatively related to the frequency with which negotiations about pay were initiated.
The Division of Labor Causes Gender Roles, Which
also Drive Gender Differences

The division of labor is relevant (cf. Bowles &
McGinn, 2008) in still another respect, as it causes
gender roles (e.g., Eagly & Steffen, 1984; Eagly &
Wood, 1999), defined as “consensual [and normative] beliefs about the attributes of women and men”
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(Eagly & Karau, 2002, p. 574; Eagly, 1987). This relationship is shown as Path 4 in Figure 2 (Eagly &
Wood, 2012; see also Koenig & Eagly, 2014). Negotiation research has devoted great attention to gender
roles because initiating negotiations fits men’s
agentic gender role, but not women’s communal
gender role (e.g., Kugler et al., 2018; Stuhlmacher &
Linnabery, 2013; see also Eagly & Karau, 2002). Given
this misfit among women, people react more negatively toward women who initiate negotiations
(Bowles et al., 2007) and negotiate in an agentic
manner (Amanatullah & Tinsley, 2013; regarding
such negative reactions, see also Rudman et al.,
2012). Thus, gender roles also play a role in the
emergence of gender differences in the propensity
to initiate negotiations (e.g., Kugler et al., 2018), as
depicted as Path 5 in Figure 2.
Another relevant notion in the literature is that
“gender roles coexist with specific roles based on
factors such as family relationships and occupation”
(Eagly & Wood, 1999, p. 413), and gender roles and
aspects of the division of labor may have partially independent effects in certain settings. For instance,
Eagly and Wood (2012, p. 469, emphasis added)
noted that “because specific roles have direct implications for task performance in many natural settings, they can be more important than gender
roles.” In other words, the division of labor can drive
gender differences not only because it causes gender roles (e.g., Eagly & Steffen, 1984), which is why
Figure 2 includes Path 3 (see the rationale above and
the general notion of “constraints” below; Bowles &
McGinn, 2008; Eagly & Wood, 1999). Conversely,
gender roles can lead to gender differences even if a
current division of labor is controlled for (Eagly,
1987; Eagly & Wood, 1999). This is possible, for instance, because people might have learned gender
roles earlier in their lives, which then keep affecting
their own and other’s actions even in the absence of
a current division of labor (Eagly & Wood, 1999;
2012). This insight is notable because it explains why
gender differences can emerge in laboratory settings in which the division of labor with its usual
constraints (Eagly & Wood, 1999) is less relevant, as
was highlighted by Eagly (1987). As previously
learned gender roles can have an independent effect
in a current setting, it may again be appropriate to
regard weekly hours as one mediator (potentially
among others).

Altogether, Weekly Hours Could be a Mediator

Observing a null effect for gender while controlling for weekly hours or other aspects of the division
of labor—as was the case in Artz et al. (2018)—can be
interpreted in different ways. On the one hand, such
a null effect could mean that there simply is no gender difference. On the other hand, it could mean
that gender differences in the propensity to initiate
salary negotiations are not solely driven by gender
roles, but also by those aspects of the division of labor that were controlled for. Extant work (e.g., Eagly
& Wood, 1999; Luekemann & Abendroth, 2018) suggests that the latter possibility could be true. Thus,
weekly hours could be—and, from a theoretical
standpoint, perhaps should be—considered a mediator.
All told, the division of labor is a central construct
that can help to explain why gender differences in
the propensity to initiate negotiations, and in many
other contexts, exist (e.g., Eagly & Wood, 1999; Luekemann & Abendroth, 2018). For instance, working
fewer hours not only gives rise to the hampering
flexibility stigma (e.g., Williams et al., 2013), but gender roles, which exist due to the division of labor
(e.g., Eagly & Steffen, 1984), also create obstacles for
women in negotiation contexts (e.g., Stuhlmacher &
Linnabery, 2013). These insights were succinctly
pointed out by Bowles and McGinn (2008): They described gender dynamics as a “two-level game,”
such that negotiations at work are related to negotiations at home (see also Livingston, 2014). As they
put it (p. 395), “the traditional division of labor between the sexes — in which men are the breadwinners and women are the caregivers — creates asymmetries between men and women in terms of how
constrained their negotiations with employers (at
Level One) are by their negotiations with household
members (at Level Two).” Thus, women may be less
likely to ask about higher pay because they work
fewer weekly hours (cf. Luekemann & Abendroth,
2018).
Implications for Theory and Future Research

If the number of weekly hours worked were a
mediator, the findings by Artz et al. (2018) should no
longer be interpreted as contradicting past negotiation research (e.g., Babcock & Laschever, 2003; Kugler et al., 2018). Interpreting their results such that
women did not ask, among other reasons, because
they work fewer hours would suggest the existence

8

MAZEI & HÜFFMEIER

of a gender difference, just as past research did.
What may be different about the findings by Artz et
al. (2018), however, is the specific process that drives
the gender difference. Past research typically focused on the effects of gender roles (see Path 5 in
Figure 2; e.g., Amanatullah & Morris, 2010; Stuhlmacher & Linnabery, 2013). Gender roles result from
the division of labor (see Path 4 in Figure 2; Eagly &
Wood, 2012; Koenig & Eagly, 2014), yet they can drive
gender differences on their own in certain contexts
(see above; Eagly, 1987; Eagly & Wood, 1999). Thus, if
the goal of a study is to isolate the potential effects
of gender roles, it can make sense to control for aspects of the division of labor, such as weekly hours.
Thus, if a study pursues this goal, weekly hours
could also be conceptualized as a covariate.
Alternatively, the results by Artz et al. (2018) may
suggest that weekly hours—an aspect of the division
of labor—mediate gender differences in the propensity to initiate negotiations (see Paths 2 and 3 in Figure 2). Thus, the division of labor may drive gender
differences in the context of negotiations in different ways, and not “only” through gender roles (Paths
4 and 5 in Figure 2; see also Bowles & McGinn, 2008;
Luekemann & Abendroth, 2018). Altogether, the
seemingly diverging conclusions drawn from past
research and Artz et al. (2018) can be reconciled by
the theoretical argumentation presented here.
Some studies have already shed first light on the
potential relevance of weekly hours for the emergence of gender differences in negotiation contexts
(e.g., Luekemann & Abendroth, 2018; and, of course,
the study by Artz et al., 2018). Yet, additional negotiation research that sheds a brighter light on the role
of weekly hours, and the division of labor, more generally, is clearly needed. Suggesting that weekly
hours could be a mediator entails that evidence of
its causal effects is needed. Please note, however,
that conducting “true” experiments, in which the division of labor among women and men is manipulated, is not possible. Thus, a particularly worthwhile
avenue for future research would be to conduct longitudinal studies. These studies could examine
whether changes in the division of labor help to explain gender differences in the propensity to initiate
salary negotiations. This future research will help to
determine whether the number of weekly hours not
only has the potential to be a mediator, but actually
is one.

Implications for Practice

An alternative interpretation of the findings by
Artz et al. (2018) would go hand in hand with alternative practical implications. If women were only
“less successful at getting” (Artz et al., 2018, p. 629),
practical interventions would “only” need to make
sure that decision-makers grant women’s requests
as often and as much as men’s. It is clear that decision-makers should treat women and men equally,
because not doing so would be blatant discrimination. However, this intervention on its own is unlikely to be sufficient if women were less likely than
men to “ask” in the first place. As the division of labor
may drive gender differences in negotiation contexts and beyond (see Path 3 in Figure 2; e.g., Bowles
& McGinn, 2008; Eagly & Wood, 2012), more might
need to be done to eliminate gender differences. In
the long term, for gender differences to diminish,
women and men would need to share breadwinning
and caretaking duties more equally (but see Croft et
al., 2015, who highlighted that men typically fulfill
caretaking duties to a lesser extent than women). In
the short term, interventions to reduce the flexibility stigma (e.g., Williams et al., 2013) would also help.
Specifically, supportive organizational norms can
mitigate perceptions of low work devotion among
people who work fewer hours and the related negative consequences (Bourdeau et al., 2019). These additional interventions should help to encourage
women to “ask” with the same likelihood and as
much as men do (Luekemann & Abendroth, 2018).
Conclusion

Gender differences remain a “hot” topic in negotiation research. Artz et al. (2018) provided valuable
and noteworthy findings that have stimulated anew
the debate whether or not (and why) women and
men differ in the propensity to initiate negotiations.
Given that they interpreted their results such that
they question cumulative knowledge obtained in
past negotiation research, it is crucial to carefully
scrutinize the results and their interpretation. As we
highlighted in our commentary, following extant
work (e.g., Bowles & McGinn, 2008; Eagly & Wood,
2012), weekly hours could be one notable mediator
of gender differences in the propensity to initiate
salary negotiations. This possibility is relevant because, thus far, “negotiation scholars have largely ignored the structural implications of job candidates’
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domestic relations when studying negotiations with
employers” (Bowles & McGinn, 2008, pp. 394-395;
but see Luekemann & Abendroth, 2018). Thus, future
negotiation research should devote greater attention to weekly hours and examine further their potential relevance for the emergence of gender differences in negotiation contexts.
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