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Abstract. Negotiations have consequences for people’s career trajectories, wealth, and 
well-being. Yet we still have a limited understanding of how demographic characteristics 
such as sexual orientation and race influence distributive negotiation outcomes, much less 
the intersection of multiple marginalized identities. To contribute to (1) our understanding 
of how identity influences negotiations and (2) research on intersectionality, we test how 
race (Black versus East Asian versus White) and sexual orientation (gay versus straight) 
influence distributive negotiation outcomes for men in a field experiment. We conducted a 
large-scale (n� 3,000), preregistered audit experiment involving (fictitious) buyers negoti
ating for cars on Craigslist. Sellers were 7.7 percentage points (22.4%) less likely to respond 
to gay versus straight White men. Sellers were also less polite in responses to Black and 
East Asian men (of any sexual orientation) than to straight White men. In a preregistered 
follow-up experiment (n� 500), we show that impoliteness in negotiation responses 
reduces positive expectations about negotiations and behavioral intentions to negotiate in 
the future, suggesting that differences in politeness may have consequences for racial 
minorities’ willingness to initiate future negotiations. Our work illuminates how identity- 
based biases manifest in negotiations, offers insights into theories of intersectionality, and 
underscores how demand-side biases can lead to supply-side differences in negotiation 
propensity.
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Existing theories of intersectionality make conflicting— 
and, at times, mutually exclusive—predictions as to 
how the intersection of race and sexual orientation 
influence distributive negotiation outcomes. For exam
ple, intersectional invisibility (Purdie-Vaughns and 
Eibach 2008) predicts that gay men of color—regardless 
of race—achieve better negotiation outcomes than 
straight men of color, whereas the model of stereotyp
ing through associated and intersectional categories 
(MOSAIC) (Hall et al. 2019) predicts that this is true for 
Black men but not East Asian men. Having insufficient 
or inaccurate theories of intersectionality means we 
may make the wrong prescriptions to address identity- 
based inequities, and we risk implementing organiza
tional policies that fail to address the needs of people 
with multiple marginalized identities. A policy guided 
by intersectional invisibility, for instance, might focus 

on addressing the needs of straight men of color and 
not gay men of color. But, by neglecting gay men of 
color, we may be widening existing gaps for those who 
are already subordinated along multiple dimensions. 
Thus, understanding how intersectionality plays out in 
distributive negotiations is critical for creating more 
equitable outcomes in both negotiations and organiza
tional contexts more broadly.

To examine how race and sexual orientation influ
ence distributive negotiation outcomes for men, we ran 
a preregistered, large-scale field experiment (n� 3,000). 
We varied the race (Black versus East Asian versus 
White) and sexual orientation (gay versus straight) of 
fictitious men interested in buying used cars on Craigs
list. We measured whether sellers responded to the 
buyer, whether sellers engaged in negotiation, the final 
negotiated price, and seller politeness in the interaction. 
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In examining the intersection of race and sexual orienta
tion for men, we consider intersectional identities for 
which the four dominant theories of intersectionality 
make competing predictions (see Table 1 and Figure 1, 
panel (a)): double jeopardy (Beal 1970) predicts that gay 
men of color receive worse negotiation outcomes than 
straight men of color; intersectional invisibility (Purdie- 
Vaughns and Eibach 2008) predicts that gay men of 
color receive better negotiation outcomes than straight 
men of color; MOSAIC (Hall et al. 2019) predicts that 
gay Black men receive better negotiation outcomes than 
straight Black men, but gay East Asian men receive 
worse negotiation outcomes than straight East Asian 
men; and the lens-based account (Petsko et al. 2022) 
leaves open the possibility that gay men of color and 
straight men of color receive similar negotiation out
comes. We thus contribute to the negotiations literature 
by examining how identity influences negotiation out
comes and to theory on intersectionality by testing com
peting predictions (Leavitt et al. 2010).

In a follow-up preregistered experiment (n� 500), 
we tested the downstream impact of the findings from 
our field experiment. We examined how differences in 
politeness that we documented in the field may affect 
willingness to initiate future negotiations. By illustrat
ing how a person’s experience in one negotiation— 
which is affected by the person’s identity—can influ
ence their future negotiation behavior, we further 
underscore the importance of understanding the effects 
of identity on negotiation outcomes.

Our work makes several theoretical contributions. 
First, we contribute to the study of identity in negotia
tion. Given that negotiation outcomes can influence 
career trajectories, relationships, wealth, and well- 
being (Bazerman and Neale 1993, Marks and Harold 
2011), scholars are interested in how identity influences 
negotiation outcomes to understand the persistent 
inequality observed in organizations and in society. 
Whereas there is quite a bit of attention paid to the 
topic of gender and negotiation (e.g., Bowles et al. 2007, 
Small et al. 2007, Babcock and Laschever 2009, Dannals 
et al. 2021), there is comparatively little work on race 
and sexual orientation in negotiation (cf. Desai and 
Gunia 2023, Leigh and Desai 2023), much less the inter
section of these identities.

Examining the experiences of gay men of color is 
practically important and managerially relevant: in the 
United States alone, more than eight million workers 
identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, or queer 
(LGBTQ+) (Sears et al. 2021), yet there is a paucity of 
management research focused on these identities 
(Anteby and Anderson 2014, Roberson et al. 2024). The 
little field experimental work that exists typically 
focuses on the experiences of gay White men (Tilcsik 
2011) as opposed to gay men of color. Further, surveys 
show that gay people of color are disproportionately 

likely to experience hardships such as living in poverty 
or experiencing mental health issues relative to gay 
White people or straight people of color (Balsam et al. 
2011, Cyrus 2017), underscoring why it is critical to 
examine the experiences of this marginalized group. 
Our work helps us gain a more inclusive understanding 
of how identity influences distributive negotiation out
comes and, more generally, a better understanding of 
the experiences of gay men of color in management 
contexts.

Second, by studying the intersection of race and sexual 
orientation, we contribute to research on intersectional
ity. Our work uses the context of distributive negotia
tions to provide a rigorous test of competing predictions 
from the four predominant theories of intersectionality 
in the literature—double jeopardy (Beal 1970), intersec
tional invisibility (Purdie-Vaughns and Eibach 2008), 
MOSAIC (Hall et al. 2019), and the lens-based account 
(Petsko et al. 2022)—allowing us to assess which theory 
makes the most accurate predictions in our context 
(Leavitt et al. 2010). In doing so, we emphasize the need 
for intersectionality scholarship to clarify when differ
ent theories make the same or competing predictions so 
that we can accurately apply intersectionality theories 
to the real world and to intersectional identities that are 
seldom studied empirically.

Third, we add to a broader understanding of how 
discrimination manifests in modern times and how 
supply-side differences in negotiation propensity may 
arise. Historically, research has focused on blatant 
forms of discrimination. However, our results regard
ing seller behavior toward racial minorities are more 
consistent with selective incivility, papercut discrimi
nation, or everyday discrimination (Cortina 2008, Cor
tina et al. 2013, Block et al. 2021, Doering and Tilcsik 
2025), providing insight into how discrimination plays 
out in consequential settings. We document that this 
incivility may represent one pathway through which 
supply-side differences in negotiation propensity 
could arise. Past research suggests that identity-based 
differences in wealth accumulation and leadership 
attainment may, at least in part, reflect supply-side 
differences in negotiation propensity or differences in 
the tendency for different demographic groups to ini
tiate negotiation (Babcock and Laschever 2009, Lu 
2023). Our results suggest that, rather than seeing 
these differences as emerging from innate group pre
ferences, demand-side bias—in our case, racial minor
ities facing incivility in past negotiation experiences— 
may lead to supply-side differences in future negotia
tion propensity (Bowles et al. 2007). These insights 
provide a different perspective on how to address 
negotiation gaps: rather than simply urging racial 
minorities to change their behavior, organizations 
should consider policies that protect racial minorities 
from experiences of incivility.
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Distributive Negotiations and 
Nonintersectional Identities
Negotiations can broadly be thought of as relatively 
more distributive—zero-sum negotiations in which 
the gains of one party come at the expense of the 
other—or relatively more integrative, in which value 

can be created for all parties (Neale and Northcraft 
1991). The focus of our research is on distributive 
negotiation contexts, such as negotiating over the 
price of a car or negotiating a job offer for which the 
only issue on the table is salary. Because distributive 
negotiations are inherently fixed-pie, the prototypical 

Figure 1. Comparing Theorized vs. Actual Differences in Negotiation Outcomes Between Straight vs. Gay Men of Color 

(a)

(b)

Notes. Theories make predictions about direction of differences but not relative magnitudes for different racial groups. Error bars are 95% confi
dence intervals.
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negotiator in these contexts is typically seen as com
petitive and conflictual (Halevy et al. 2012, Halevy 
and Phillips 2015), and the prototypical effective nego
tiator is expected to display agentic traits, such as asser
tiveness and dominance (Kray and Thompson 2004). 
Work on economic outcomes in distributive negotia
tions suggests a factual basis for these beliefs: expres
sing anger can increase concessions from the other 
party (Van Kleef and Côté 2007, Sinaceur et al. 2011), 
whereas conveying agreeableness or warmth can back
fire (Barry and Friedman 1998, Jeong et al. 2019).

The expectations of effective distributive negotiators— 
dominant and aggressive behavior—do not align with 
the expectations of people from all identity groups. For 
example, women are often stereotyped as warm and 
communal (Fiske et al. 2002) and face backlash when 
engaging in dominant or agentic behavior (Rudman 
and Glick 1999, 2001; Heilman 2001). As a result, scho
lars posit that women often receive worse distributive 
negotiation outcomes than men in part because the 
behaviors in which negotiators are expected to engage 
to better their outcomes are at odds with stereotyped 
expectations about women’s behavior in general (Kray 
and Thompson 2004, Mazei et al. 2015). Women find 
themselves in a double bind: when they behave consis
tently with gendered expectations, they may struggle to 
claim value for themselves in a distributive negotiation, 
yielding ground to more aggressive negotiators. But, 
when they engage in the same negotiation behaviors 
that men do, they may be violating others’ stereotype- 
based expectations. Violating expectations may lead 
people to treat women worse than identically behaving 
men, harming negotiation outcomes for women (Ama
natullah and Morris 2010, Amanatullah and Tinsley 
2013, Dannals et al. 2021).

Similar to White women, East Asian men are also 
stereotyped as less assertive and dominant (Berdahl 
and Min 2012, Lu et al. 2020, Lu 2024). These beliefs 
may emerge from the stereotype that East Asian cul
tures value humility and conformity rather than asser
tiveness and individualism (Berdahl and Min 2012, Lu 
et al. 2020, Lu 2024). In addition, past research shows 
that, in U.S. contexts, East Asians are perceived to 
be more feminine and that the stereotypes of East 
Asians overlap with the stereotypes of White women 
(Galinsky et al. 2013, Hall et al. 2015, Schug et al. 
2015). In fact, research shows that people believe it is 
more desirable for East Asian men to be feminine rel
ative to any other racial group of men and that it is 
less desirable for East Asian men to be masculine rel
ative to any other racial group of men (Hudson and 
Ghani 2024). As a result, East Asian men may also 
experience backlash when engaging in typical distrib
utive negotiation behaviors for the same reasons that 
White women experience backlash: because they may 
be violating others’ stereotype-based expectations 

(Berdahl and Min 2012, Ghavami and Peplau 2013, 
Toosi et al. 2019).

On the other hand, Black men experience discrimi
nation in distributive negotiations (Ayres and Siegel
man 1995, Hernandez et al. 2019) for different reasons 
than White women and East Asian men. Whereas the 
stereotypes of Black people are relatively more mascu
line and dominant (Galinsky et al. 2013, Hall et al. 
2015, Schug et al. 2015), which should be concordant 
with the stereotypes of distributive negotiators, Black 
people are also stereotyped as relatively inferior and 
low status (Zou and Cheryan 2017, Dupree et al. 
2021). Because people hold (implicit) beliefs that Black 
people are low status and deserve less than White peo
ple (Brown-Iannuzzi et al. 2019), when Black people 
defy these expectations by negotiating at all, they can 
face backlash (Hernandez et al. 2019). More broadly, the 
work on identity in negotiations suggests that, when 
negotiators deviate from identity-based expectations— 
whether that is due to being stereotyped as warm and 
communal or being stereotyped as undeserving—they 
may face backlash from their negotiation counterparts, 
thereby worsening their outcomes.

Competing Theories of Intersectionality
All of this research is helpful for understanding the 
effects of demographic identity in negotiations. But 
what about when people hold multiple marginalized 
identities? The vast majority of research focusing 
on gender differences in negotiation focuses on the 
experiences of White women, and the theorizing relies 
on stereotypes of White women. More recent research 
examines the intersectional experiences of women of 
color and shows that prior findings around gender 
and negotiation do not necessarily extend to them. 
For example, Leigh and Desai (2023) find that Black 
women often receive more favorable negotiation out
comes relative to White women because Black women 
are perceived as more dominant than White women. 
As a result, Black women are not as constrained by 
stereotyped expectations of communality as White 
women, and they do not face the same levels of back
lash when engaging in distributive negotiations. Leigh 
and Desai (2023) also find that Black women often 
receive more favorable negotiation outcomes relative 
to Black men as Black women are ascribed more status 
than Black men and, therefore, do not suffer the same 
penalties when advocating for themselves.

Similarly, almost all research focusing on gender 
differences in negotiations focuses on the experiences 
of straight people, and the theorizing relies on stereo
typed expectations of straight men and women. How
ever, research suggests that being gay may invert 
people’s gender stereotypes (Kite and Deaux 1987, 
Madon 1997). In other words, people expect gay men 
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to be feminine and gay women to be masculine. 
Research shows that the normative stereotypes of 
gay men and women—in other words, how people 
think that it is desirable for gay men and women to 
behave—reflect gender inversion by which some char
acteristics (e.g., aggressiveness) are more desirable for 
straight men relative to straight women but less de
sirable for gay men relative to gay women (Hudson 
and Ghani 2024). This suggests that canonical findings 
on gender in negotiations may not extend to gay peo
ple. For example, Desai and Gunia (2023) examine 
whether the penalty that straight women face in nego
tiations extends to gay women and whether gay men 
succeed in negotiations in the same ways that straight 
men do. In general, they find evidence consistent with 
gender stereotype inversions for gay people: gay 
women tend to perform better in negotiations than 
straight women, and gay men tend to fare worse in 
negotiations than straight men.

Together, these papers point to the importance of 
taking an intersectional approach to studying the role 
of identity in negotiation contexts as past research 
that considers singular identities in isolation does not 
always generalize when considering the intersection 
of multiple marginalized identities. But most research 
on identity in negotiations—including research on 
intersectionality—focuses on gender, and we cannot 
necessarily generalize research on gender to make 
predictions about the experiences of negotiators 
with different marginalized identities. When examin
ing how gay versus straight or Black versus East Asian 
versus White men might fare in distributive negotia
tions, some clear predictions emerge when we con
sider either race or sexuality in isolation. Specifically, 
prior research suggests that gay White men receive 
worse negotiation outcomes relative to straight White 
men and that straight Black and East Asian men 
receive worse negotiation outcomes relative to straight 
White men. However, it is not straightforward to pre
dict how gay Black men and gay East Asian men will 
fare in negotiations. Different theoretical perspectives 
on intersectionality yield different hypotheses, and it 
is not clear which will prevail.

In recent years, there has been a proliferation of the
ories on intersectionality, each of which could be used 
to make predictions about what we should expect 
when examining the experiences of gay men of color. 
Unfortunately, there has not been a concomitant pro
liferation of empirical tests of theories of intersection
ality that delineate when each theory may apply. By 
examining the negotiation outcomes of gay men of 
color, we can test which theory of intersectionality 
makes the most accurate predictions. Moreover, past 
negotiation research examining intersectionality con
siders identities (e.g., Black women or gay White 
women) in which at least two of the theories make the 

same prediction, which prevents past research from 
being used to adjudicate between theories. Below, we 
outline the conflicting predictions that four different 
theories of intersectionality make about the experi
ences of gay Black men and gay East Asian men in 
negotiations, and these are summarized in Table 1
and Figure 1, panel (a).

Double Jeopardy
The double jeopardy hypothesis (Beal 1970) proposes 
that the disadvantages of different minoritized iden
tities are cumulative. For example, racial minority 
women face the burdens of being both women and 
racial minorities, so they face both sexism and racism. 
These burdens can be either additive, in that each 
minoritized identity adds to cumulative disadvantage, 
or they can be interactive such that minoritized identi
ties multiply upon one another in unique ways. Quali
tative studies largely confirm that the experiences of 
women of color do not mirror those of White women 
(Williams 2014, Smith and Nkomo 2021), with women 
of color facing distinct challenges. Some quantitative 
work also finds evidence consistent with this hypo
thesis. For example, racial minority women report 
experiencing more workplace harassment than do 
White women or men of color (Berdahl and Moore 
2006).

This theorizing suggests that gay men of color expe
rience two forms of disadvantage: they are subject to 
both racism and sexual prejudice. For example, past 
research documents how gay people face stigma in 
society and that many people hold antigay sentiments 
(Hudson and Okhuysen 2009, Chuang et al. 2011, Coff
man et al. 2017). Racism and sexual prejudice should 
add up (or interact) to create a unique and more 
extreme form of disadvantage than that faced by either 
straight men of color, who do not experience sexual 
prejudice, or gay White men, who do not experience 
racism. Indeed, past survey-based research finds that 
gay people of color often report unique experiences of 
oppression and have worse mental health outcomes 
than straight people of color or gay White people (Bal
sam et al. 2011, Cyrus 2017). Thus, the double jeopardy 
hypothesis makes the following predictions.

Hypothesis 1. (A) Gay Black men receive worse distribu
tive negotiation outcomes relative to straight Black men, 
and (B) gay East Asian men receive worse distributive 
negotiation outcomes relative to straight East Asian men.

Intersectional Invisibility
The intersectional invisibility hypothesis (Purdie- 
Vaughns and Eibach 2008) proposes that people pos
sessing multiple marginalized identities are seen as 
less prototypical or are otherwise invisible as com
pared with people with a single marginalized identity. 
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Because of androcentrism (centering the experiences 
of men and seeing men as prototypical) (Bailey et al. 
2019), White normativity (seeing White people as the 
default racial group or otherwise seeing Whiteness 
as nonracialized) (Ward 2008, Hegarty 2017), and het
erocentrism (seeing heterosexuality as the default) 
(Hegarty and Pratto 2001, Alt et al. 2020), people with 
multiple marginalized identities (e.g., Black women) 
are not prototypical of either marginalized group of 
which they are a part (e.g., Black women are not pro
totypical of women because of White normativity, 
and they are not prototypical of Black people because 
of androcentrism). Because of this lack of prototypi
cality, they are rendered socially invisible, which 
lends both advantages and disadvantages compared 
with more prototypical members of marginalized 
groups.

In terms of advantages, intersectional invisibility 
proposes that nonprototypical members of marginal
ized groups are less subject to the stereotyped expec
tations of their identity groups. For example, Black 
women are both less constrained than White women 
by stereotypes of women as caring and communal and 
less constrained than Black men by stereotypes of Black 
people as low status and low prestige. As a result, they 
are freer to violate the expectations that constrain 
White women and Black men without penalty. Indeed, 
empirical research shows that Black women get better 
negotiation outcomes than White women or Black men 
(Leigh and Desai 2023) and can be more agentic than 
either group without penalty (Livingston et al. 2012).

In terms of disadvantages, intersectional invisibility 
proposes that nonprototypical members are less likely 
to have their group-based experiences and barriers rec
ognized and are less able to influence other in-group 
members. For example, Black women are less likely to 
be believed when claiming gender discrimination than 
White women, and they are less likely to be believed 
when claiming racial discrimination than Black men 
(Ponce de Leon and Rosette 2022). People are also less 
likely to notice and acknowledge sexual harassment 
when it affects women who are perceived as nonproto
typical (Goh et al. 2022). Purdie-Vaughns and Eibach 
(2008) also discuss other illustrative cases of invisibil
ity, including historical invisibility (e.g., because Black 
women are socially invisible, African American history 
tends to focus on African American men), cultural 
invisibility (e.g., because Black gay men are culturally 
invisible, cultural notions of coming out are largely 
based on White gay men’s experiences), political invis
ibility (e.g., organizations such as the Human Rights 
Campaign largely advocate for issues about which 
White gay men—as opposed to Black gay men—care), 
and legal invisibility (e.g., antidiscrimination laws in 
the United States tend to privilege people with single 
disadvantaged identities).

Applied to our context, this theory suggests that 
gay men of color face intersectional invisibility as 
being gay renders them less prototypical of the cate
gory men of color because of heterocentrism (Hegarty 
and Pratto 2001, Alt et al. 2020). This social invisibility 
should make them less constrained by the stereotypes 
that Black men and East Asian men face (Purdie- 
Vaughns and Eibach 2008). As a result, they should 
face less backlash for engaging in distributive negotia
tions than do straight Black men or straight East Asian 
men. In other words, the intersectional invisibility 
hypothesis makes the following predictions.

Hypothesis 2. (A) Gay Black men receive better distribu
tive negotiation outcomes relative to straight Black men, 
and (B) gay East Asian men receive better distributive 
negotiation outcomes relative to straight East Asian men.

MOSAIC
MOSAIC (Hall et al. 2019) considers foundational, 
intersectional, and associated categories to make predic
tions about how intersectionality operates. When com
paring stereotypes of and behavior toward individuals 
who share one identity and not another, MOSAIC treats 
the shared identity as the foundational category and the 
nonshared identity as the intersectional category. This 
model posits that, when the stereotypes of intersectional 
categories conflict with the stereotypes of the founda
tional category, stereotypes become diluted. As a result, 
individuals face fewer negative consequences for engag
ing in behaviors that are stereotype-inconsistent with 
the foundational category. On the other hand, when 
stereotypes of intersectional categories are in concor
dance with the stereotypes of the foundational category, 
stereotypes become amplified. In this case, individuals 
face heightened negative consequences for engaging 
in behaviors that are stereotype-inconsistent with the 
foundational category.

For example, when comparing the negotiation out
comes of straight Black women to straight White 
women, the foundational category (i.e., the demographic 
category that these two groups share) is being a straight 
woman, and the intersectional category is race. Because 
stereotypes of Black people as masculine (Johnson et al. 
2012, Hall et al. 2015, Schug et al. 2015) conflict with 
stereotypes of women as feminine, MOSAIC predicts 
that Black women face diluted stereotype-based ex
pectations of the foundational category. Thus, MOSAIC 
predicts that Black women face fewer negative con
sequences for engaging in negotiations than White 
women, and this prediction is shown to be true in past 
work (Leigh and Desai 2023).

Using this model to compare the negotiation out
comes of gay Black men to straight Black men, the 
foundational category is being a Black man. The inter
sectional category is sexuality (either gay or straight). 
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Because stereotypes of gay men as feminine (Kite and 
Deaux 1987, Madon 1997, Hudson and Ghani 2024) 
conflict with stereotypes of Black people as masculine 
(Johnson et al. 2012, Hall et al. 2015, Schug et al. 2015), 
MOSAIC predicts that gay Black men face diluted 
stereotype-based expectations of the foundational cat
egory. If negotiation is proscribed for Black men— 
because it conflicts with expectations of being low 
status and undeserving (Brown-Iannuzzi et al. 2019, 
Dupree et al. 2021)—MOSAIC predicts that gay Black 
men face fewer negative consequences for engaging in 
distributive negotiations and, therefore, receive more 
favorable negotiation outcomes relative to straight 
Black men. Indeed, some research shows that the way 
stereotypes interact may lead gay Black men to be 
treated more favorably than straight Black men 
(Remedios et al. 2011, Pedulla 2014, Wilson et al. 
2017).

Applied to gay East Asian men versus straight East 
Asian men, MOSAIC predicts that gay East Asian 
men face amplified stereotypes because stereotypes of 
gay men as feminine (Kite and Deaux 1987, Madon 
1997, Hudson and Ghani 2024) are in concordance 
with stereotypes of East Asians as feminine (Johnson 
et al. 2012, Hall et al. 2015, Schug et al. 2015). If negoti
ation is proscribed for East Asian men—because it 
conflicts with expectations of being unassertive and 
nondominant (Berdahl and Min 2012, Ghavami and 
Peplau 2013, Lu et al. 2020, Lu 2024)—MOSAIC pre
dicts that gay East Asian men face heightened nega
tive consequences and, therefore, receive worse 
negotiation outcomes relative to straight East Asian 
men. In other words, MOSAIC makes the following 
predictions.

Hypothesis 3. (A) Gay Black men receive better dis
tributive negotiation outcomes relative to straight 
Black men, and (B) gay East Asian men receive worse dis
tributive negotiation outcomes relative to straight East 
Asian men.

Lens-Based Account
The lens-based account of intersectional stereotyping 
(Petsko and Bodenhausen 2020, Petsko et al. 2022) 
proposes that people have a predominant lens (e.g., a 
lens for gender, a lens for race, an intersectional 
race–gender lens) that they use when considering 
intersecting identities in a given social context. In 
other words, people stereotype and treat individuals 
with multiple minoritized identities (e.g., gay Black 
men) based on the most salient identity in a particular 
context (e.g., just race, just sexual orientation). For 
example, Petsko et al. (2022) provide evidence that the 
same target—for example, an older woman—in some 
cases has her age ignored and in other cases has her 

gender ignored, depending on the lens that people are 
using in that context.

This account suggests that either the race lens or the 
sexual orientation lens might predominate in our con
text or that people have an intersectional race–sexual 
orientation lens they use to interpret behavior. If the 
race lens were in focus, we would expect that gay and 
straight Black men would be treated similarly, as 
would gay and straight East Asian men, as race is the 
predominant social category that perceivers would be 
using, and sexuality would fade to the background. If, 
on the other hand, the sexual orientation lens were in 
focus, we would expect that gay Black men, gay East 
Asian men, and gay White men would be treated sim
ilarly as race would fade to the background. If inter
sectional lenses were in focus, then we would expect 
that gay Black men and straight Black men would 
experience different treatment as would gay East 
Asian men and straight East Asian men. Although 
this theory may be hard to falsify given that it makes 
multiple predictions, this is the only theory that leaves 
open the possibility that gay people of color may be 
treated similarly to straight people of color.

There are some empirical reasons to expect that the 
race-based lens might be in focus in our experiment. A 
Swedish email-based audit experiment that compared 
people’s propensity to offer help to Arab gay and straight 
men versus Swedish gay and straight men found that 
Arab email senders received fewer responses than Swed
ish senders without any effect of sexuality (Agerström 
et al. 2021). In other words, for the email recipients in the 
study, a race-based lens appeared to be in focus. If we 
assume that a race-based lens is also in focus in our study, 
the lens-based account makes the following predictions.

Hypothesis 4. (A) Gay Black men receive similar distrib
utive negotiation outcomes to straight Black men, and (B) 
gay East Asian men receive similar distributive negotiation 
outcomes to straight East Asian men.

We summarize the predictions of these four differ
ent theories of intersectionality in Table 1 and Figure 1, 
panel (a). Existing papers testing intersectionality the
ories in negotiation contexts only examine identities 
for which at least two of the theories make the same 
predictions. For example, Leigh and Desai (2023) focus 
on the experiences of Black women in negotiations, 
but intersectional invisibility and MOSAIC both make 
the prediction that Black women outperform White 
women and Black men even though these theories 
make conflicting predictions in our context. Similarly, 
Desai and Gunia (2023) focus on the experiences of 
gay men and women for which intersectional invisibil
ity and MOSAIC both make the prediction that gay 
women outperform straight women and gay men. By 
focusing on gay Black men and gay East Asian men, 
we empirically examine social categories in which 
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the predominant theories of intersectionality in the 
organizational behavior literature make competing 
predictions.

Field Experiment: Negotiation Audit 
Experiment Focused on Buying Cars
We ran a large-scale field experiment to test these 
competing intersectionality theories and examine how 
race and sexual orientation influence negotiation out
comes for men. This study used an audit design to 
test whether sellers differentially respond to male 
buyers based on race (Black versus East Asian versus 
White) and sexual orientation (gay versus straight).

Methods
This research was approved by the institutional review 
boards at the authors’ institutions and complies with all 
relevant ethical regulations. Anonymized data, materials, 
and code for our studies are available at https://osf.io/ 
h35fr/?view_only=ed3cd847bebf476597126c6c1391e33e. 
This study’s preregistration can be accessed at https:// 
aspredicted.org/FJ2_HCM.

Participants. Following prior negotiation audit experi
ments (Jeong et al. 2019, Leigh and Desai 2023), we 
contacted people selling used cars on Craigslist. We 
chose car buying—a generally distributive negotiation 
context (Raiffa 1982, Barry and Friedman 1998)—for 
several reasons. First, because the goal of this work is 
to disentangle competing theories of intersectionality, 
we require a setting that makes clear and straightfor
ward predictions that can be tested against one 
another. Single-issue negotiations over price—which 
are nearly always distributive—provide such a setting. 
Second, even complex, multi-issue negotiations almost 
always include a distributive component. Therefore, 
an understanding of how identity influences outcomes 
in a distributive context provides insight into how 
identity may shape more complicated negotiations. 
Third, focusing on distributive negotiation contexts 
follows the tradition of the vast majority of past field 
experimental research on negotiation (Ayres and Sie
gelman 1995; Jeong et al. 2019, 2020; Desai and Gunia 
2023; Leigh and Desai 2023), which enables compara
bility and benchmarking to existing work.

We contacted sellers in 45 counties across the 
United States (see the Online Supplement for a full list 
of counties). Research assistants (RAs) looked for list
ings in each county for noncommercial cars with a list 
price more than $1,000 and a model year after 1990. 
To avoid dealerships and people selling multiple vehi
cles, listings were filtered to cars sold by owners, and 
RAs excluded any cars listed at the same location. 
Sellers were not contacted if the listing text alluded to 
an unwillingness to negotiate (e.g., “no negotiations”) 

or requested that interested buyers call or text only. 
Only sellers whose listing had been posted within the 
prior two weeks were contacted. We used these filters 
in hopes of avoiding floor effects: we did not want to 
artificially deflate negotiation rates by reaching out 
to people who clearly indicated an unwillingness to 
negotiate or who may have already sold their vehicle.

We preregistered a sample size of 3,000 sellers, or 
500 sellers per condition. We chose 500 sellers per con
dition to balance statistical power with feasibility of 
data collection. We ended up contacting 3,057 sellers 
but excluded 57 sellers because of preregistered exclu
sion criteria or RA error, leading to a final sample 
size of 3,000 sellers: 7 sellers were excluded because 
of accusations that the buyer was not real, 2 were 
excluded because of bounced emails, 6 were excluded 
because of RAs sending the wrong information in the 
initial message, and 42 were excluded because of RAs 
contacting ineligible sellers (i.e., postings that did not 
meet search criteria).

Procedure. Our audit experiment used a 3 (race of 
buyer: Black, East Asian, or White) × 2 (sexuality of 
buyer: gay or straight) factorial design. To manipulate 
race, we varied the names of the buyers. To manipu
late sexual orientation, we varied the content of the 
emails used to contact sellers.

We generated names using online baby name lists 
to identify common racialized first names and U.S. 
Census data to identify common last names that are 
highly racially diagnostic. We pretested names to 
ensure that they were reliably identified as the correct 
gender (i.e., man) and race (i.e., either Black, East 
Asian, or White; all selected names were identified as 
the expected race and gender by at least 94% of parti
cipants; see the Online Supplement for additional 
details about our name selection and pretesting). We 
stimulus sampled six names for each racial identity 
group, including Terrell Willis and Denzel Bell (Black 
male names), Jake Zhang and Luke Wong (East Asian 
male names), and Scott Phillips and Cody Fisher 
(White male names). For each name, we created an 
email address in the format firstnamelastnameXXXX@

domain.com, for which XXXX represented a random 
string of two to four digits.

Each seller received an email from one of our ficti
tious male buyers requesting to negotiate the price of 
the posted car using the following email template:

Hi there,
My name is [NAME] and my [HUSBAND/WIFE] 
and I are interested in your [YEAR MAKE MODEL]. 
It seemed like a good match for what I’m looking for. 
Is the price negotiable, and if so, how low are you 
willing to go? I look forward to hearing from you.
Thanks,
[NAME]
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Given that all names were reliably identified as 
men, varying whether the email said “husband” or 
“wife” was our manipulation of the sexual orientation 
of the buyer. We acknowledge that this is an imperfect 
way to manipulate sexual orientation and that there 
are other sexual orientations besides gay or straight. 
For example, a man could have a husband or wife and 
be bisexual or pansexual. We describe our conditions 
as “gay” and “straight” because, in a pretest, only 
1.4% of participants listed a sexual orientation other 
than gay/homosexual or straight/heterosexual when 
shown our email stimuli and asked to guess the sexual 
orientation of the buyer.

If we received a response that indicated a willingness 
to negotiate, we sent a follow-up email offering 85% of 
the price (“Thank you for getting back to me. My [hus
band/wife] and I are willing to pay [85% of the price 
sent by the seller] for the vehicle. Does this price work 
for you?”). If we received a second response, we imme
diately ended the negotiation. To end the negotiation, 
we sent the following email: “Thank you for your 
response. We have decided to go with another option 
and will no longer be pursuing this listing.”

Measures 
Response Rate. We coded whether the seller responded 
within 72 hours (one if yes, zero if no). We chose this cut
off because, in pilot testing, the vast majority of responses 
came within 72 hours.

Politeness of the Response. As a preregistered 
exploratory dependent variable (DV), we coded the 
politeness of the first response using the “politeness” 
R package (Yeomans et al. 2018). This package uses 
natural language processing to quantify the politeness 
of written text. See Online Table S12 for examples of 
responses we received and the algorithmically scored 
politeness of these responses.

Willingness to Negotiate. RAs unaware of the experi
mental condition coded each response for whether the 
seller was willing to negotiate so that we had three 
RA codings of each response. This took on a value of 
one if the response indicated a willingness to negoti
ate and zero if there was no response or the response 
indicated no room for negotiation. Disagreements 
were resolved via majority rule. All RAs gave the 
same rating 75.5% of the time.

Final Negotiated Price (as a Percentage of the List 
Price). We recorded the final offered price in the nego
tiation as a percentage of the original list price (e.g., if 
the final negotiated price was $9,000 and the original 
list price was $10,000, this was recorded as 90%). Non
responses were coded as no discount (i.e., 100%), but 

we include robustness checks in which we instead 
exclude nonresponses in our Online Supplement.

Analysis Strategy. Our preregistered analysis strategy 
was to run an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression 
(with robust standard errors for binary DVs) predict
ing each of the outcome variables with an indicator 
for assignment to the Black male buyer condition, an 
indicator for assignment to the East Asian male buyer 
condition, an indicator for assignment to the gay 
buyer condition, and the interactions between the 
indicator for buyer sexuality and each of the two indi
cators for buyer race. We also preregistered control
ling for the original list price of the car (continuous, 
measured in dollars), fixed effects for the vehicle type 
(e.g., car, van), fixed effects for vehicle condition (e.g., 
fair, good), fixed effects for location (i.e., the 
city/county where the vehicle was being sold), fixed 
effects for the day of week we contacted the seller 
(e.g., Monday), and the number of days since the list
ing had been posted (continuous). We preregistered 
using Wald tests to recover estimates of interest. All 
analyses were conducted as intention to treat unless 
otherwise specified. We report proportions tests 
and t-tests in the Online Supplement, and these 
have essentially identical levels of statistical signifi
cance as compared with our preregistered regres
sion strategy.

Results
For all dependent variables, we first report results by 
race among straight buyers (i.e., comparing straight 
White men to straight Black men and comparing 
straight White men to straight East Asian men). We 
then report results by sexual orientation within race 
(i.e., comparing straight White men to gay White men; 
comparing straight Black men to gay Black men; com
paring straight East Asian men to gay East Asian 
men). When significant, we also report comparisons 
between straight White men and gay Black or East 
Asian men. Balance checks are presented in the Online 
Supplement and suggest that randomization was suc
cessful. In the Online Supplement, we also report 
results broken down by the specific name used in 
each email. People largely react similarly to names of 
the same race, suggesting that our results are not 
driven by reactions to one particular name.

Response Rate. Straight White men received responses 
58.5% of the time. Based on our sample size of 500 parti
cipants per cell, we had 80% power to detect response 
rate differences of roughly 8.5 percentage points across 
conditions. However, we did not find significant differ
ences in response rates to straight buyers across race 
(see Figure 2). Straight White men received responses at 
a rate that was not significantly different than the rate at 
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which straight Black men received responses (54.3%; 
regression estimate: b��0.039, p� 0.214, 95% CI [�0.100, 
0.022]; see Table 2, Model 1) and straight East Asian 
men received responses (57.7%; regression estimate: 
b��0.0096, p� 0.756, 95% CI [�0.070, 0.051]).

Meanwhile, focusing on differences across sexuality, 
sellers were significantly less likely to respond to gay 
White men (50.9%) than straight White men (regres
sion estimate: b��0.077, p� 0.014, 95% CI [�0.139, 
�0.016]). On the other hand, gay Black men (55.2%) 
and straight Black men received responses at similar 
rates (regression estimate: b� 0.0006, p� 0.985, 95% CI 
[�0.061, 0.062]), as did gay East Asian men (57.8%) 
and straight East Asian men (regression estimate: 
b� 0.0062, p� 0.840, 95% CI [�0.054, 0.066]).

These results suggest that gay White men were less 
likely to receive responses than straight White men, 
but we did not find significant differences in response 
rates based on race, nor did we find differences based 
on sexuality for Black or East Asian men. This pattern 
of results is more consistent with Hypothesis 4 (and a 
lens-based account of intersectionality) rather than 
Hypotheses 1–3, given that negotiation outcomes for 
racial minority men were largely similar regardless of 
sexuality. Although it is impossible to prove a null, 
two pieces of evidence suggest that our results are 
informative. First, the fact that sexuality influenced 
negotiation outcomes for White men suggests that our 
manipulation of sexuality was successful. This differ
ence in response rates between gay and straight White 
men survives an alpha correction for multiple hy
pothesis testing of a disjunctive test with three com
parisons (Rubin 2021). Second, when running an 
interaction to test whether the effect of sexuality for 
White men is significantly different than the effect of 

sexuality for Black or East Asian men, we find 
that the interaction between being gay and being a 
racial minority is statistically significant for response 
rates (b� 0.081, p � 0.035, 95% CI [0.006, 0.156]). 
Thus, at the very least, our findings suggest that the 
effect of sexuality on negotiation outcomes operates 
differently for racial minority men than it does for 
White men.

Politeness of the Response. Although we preregistered 
conducting exploratory analyses using the “politeness” 
R package, we did not preregister how to deal with 
missing data, so we conducted these analyses in three 
ways to show robustness. First, we did not interpolate 
nonresponses (i.e., we did not analyze data from peo
ple who did not respond to our initial emails). Focus
ing on race-based differences, we found that responses 
to straight Black men were significantly less polite 
(M� 0.586, SD� 0.575) than responses to straight 
White men (M� 0.704, SD� 0.612; regression estimate: 
b��0.127, p� 0.011, 95% CI [�0.224, �0.030]; see 
Table 2, Model 2, and Figure 3). Relative to straight 
White men, straight East Asian men (M� 0.546, SD �
0.541) also received responses that were significantly 
less polite (regression estimate: b��0.189, p< 0.001, 
95% CI [�0.284, �0.094]).

On the other hand, there were no significant differ
ences in politeness because of sexuality for buyers 
of any race. Gay White men (M� 0.654, SD� 0.605) 
received similarly polite responses as straight White 
men (regression estimate: b��0.059, p� 0.235, 95% CI 
[�0.158, 0.039]), gay Black men (M� 0.582, SD� 0.610) 
received similarly polite responses as straight Black 
men (regression estimate: b� 0.004, p� 0.931, 95% CI 
[�0.094, 0.103]), and gay East Asian men (M� 0.598, 

Figure 2. Regression Estimates of Response Rates Relative to Straight White Men in Field Experiment 

Note. Error bars are 95% confidence intervals.
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SD� 0.568) received similarly polite responses as 
straight East Asian men (regression estimate: b � 0.071, 
p� 0.142, 95% CI [�0.024, 0.167]). Responses to gay 

Black men and gay East Asian men were also signifi
cantly less polite than responses to straight White 
men (regression estimates: b��0.122, p� 0.013, 95% 

Figure 3. Regression Estimates of Politeness (Without Interpolation) Relative to Straight White Men in Field Experiment 

Note. Error bars are 95% confidence intervals.

Table 2. Regressions Estimating Effects of Buyer Identity on Outcome Variables in Field Experiment

Dependent variable

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Response? 
(one if yes, 
zero if no)

Politeness of first 
response (no 
interpolation)

Politeness of first 
response (with 
interpolation)

Willing to 
negotiate? (one if 

yes, zero if no)

Discount rate 
(1.00 is no 
discount)

Black buyer �0.0389 �0.127* �0.126* �0.0127 0.00134
(0.0313) (0.0495) (0.0512) (0.0317) (0.00355)

Asian buyer �0.00961 �0.189*** �0.105* 0.0165 0.00196
(0.0310) (0.0484) (0.0511) (0.0316) (0.00355)

Gay buyer �0.0774* �0.0594 �0.136** �0.0432 0.00239
(0.0314) (0.0500) (0.0511) (0.0316) (0.00355)

Black × Gay buyer 0.0780 0.0638 0.144* 0.0447 0.00111
(0.0444) (0.0710) (0.0726) (0.0447) (0.00504)

Asian × Gay buyer 0.0836 0.131 0.177* 0.0407 �0.00437
(0.0438) (0.0698) (0.0721) (0.0444) (0.00501)

List price 0.00000350*** 0.00000211 0.00000647*** 0.00000354*** 0.000000154
(0.000000818) (0.00000120) (0.00000128) (0.000000858) (0.0000000888)

Days since listing posted �0.00538** �0.00333 �0.00704* �0.00540** 0.0000142
(0.00172) (0.00297) (0.00284) (0.00170) (0.000197)

Fixed effects for car type? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Fixed effects for car condition? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Fixed effects for county? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Fixed effects for day of week? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 0.346 1.016 �0.172 0.254 0.949***

(0.242) (0.601) (0.424) (0.252) (0.0295)

Observations 3,000 1,707 3,000 3,000 3,000
R2 0.0622 0.0630 0.0612 0.0468 0.0433

Notes. This table reports the results of OLS regression models predicting the specified dependent variable. Model 1 predicts whether the seller 
responded. Models 2 and 3 predict the politeness of the first response with Model 2 not including nonresponses and Model 3 interpolating 
nonresponses as the least polite response observed. Model 4 predicts the willingness to negotiate expressed in the first response. Model 5 
predicts the discount rate with higher numbers reflecting higher prices. All regressions include controls for the list price; the number of days 
between when the listing was posted and when the buyer contacted the seller; and fixed effects for the type of car, the condition of the car, the 
county in which the car was posted, and the day of the week the seller was contacted. For binary DVs, robust standard errors were used. 
Standard errors are reported in parentheses.

*, **, and *** represent significance at the 5%, 1%, and 0.1% levels, respectively.
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CI [�0.219, �0.026]; b��0.117, p� 0.016, 95% CI [�0.213, 
�0.022], respectively).

Second, we interpolated nonresponses with the least 
polite response we received (i.e., we treated not receiv
ing a response as equivalent to the least polite response 
in our data). When we focus on politeness differences 
across races, we find results consistent with our initial 
analysis strategy: sellers’ initial responses to straight 
Black men (M��0.021, SD� 0.799; regression esti
mate: b��0.126, p� 0.014, 95% CI [�0.226, �0.025]; see 
Table 2, Model 3, and Figure 4) and straight East Asian 
men (M� 0.010, SD� 0.770; regression estimate: b �
�0.105, p� 0.039, 95% CI [�0.205, �0.005]) were signifi
cantly less polite than responses to straight White men 
(M� 0.107, SD� 0.865).

Turning our attention to differences based on sexual 
orientation, we found that sellers were significantly 
less polite to gay White men (M��0.025, SD� 0.836) 
than to straight White men (regression estimate: b �
�0.136, p� 0.008, 95% CI [�0.236, �0.036]). Again, 
there were no differences in the politeness of responses 
sent to straight versus gay Black or East Asian men 
(p’s> 0.426). Gay Black men received significantly less 
polite responses than straight White men (M��0.012, 
SD� 0.813; regression estimate: b��0.118, p� 0.022, 
95% CI [�0.218, �0.017]), but the difference between 
gay East Asian men and straight White men was 
not significant in this analysis (M� 0.036, SD� 0.803; 
regression estimate: b��0.065, p� 0.205, 95% CI 
[�0.165, 0.035]).

Third, the results remain consistent when we inter
polate nonresponses with the average level of polite
ness to straight White men rather than with the least 
polite response we received (i.e., we replicated the 
politeness difference between Black men and straight 

White men as well as between East Asian men and 
straight White men; see the Online Supplement).

Together, these analyses suggest that Black men and 
East Asian men—regardless of sexuality—received 
less polite negotiation responses than straight White 
men. We did not find consistent differences in the 
politeness of responses based on sexual orientation for 
men of any race. This pattern of results is more consis
tent with Hypothesis 4 than Hypotheses 1–3. Again, 
although null hypothesis significance testing cannot 
prove a null, when we run a regression predicting 
politeness (interpolating nonresponses as minimally 
polite) with the interaction between being gay and 
being a racial minority, we find that the effect 
of sexuality for White men is significantly different 
than the effect of sexuality for racial minority men 
(b� 0.161, p� 0.012, 95% CI [0.035, 0.286]). These find
ings once again suggest that the effect of sexuality on 
negotiation outcomes operates differently for racial 
minority men than it does for White men.

Willingness to Negotiate (Binary). We did not find sig
nificant differences in willingness to negotiate across 
buyer race (see Figure 5). Straight White men received 
responses that indicated sellers were willing to negotiate 
46.3% of the time, which was not statistically different 
compared with straight Black men (44.3%; regression 
estimate: b��0.013, p� 0.688, 95% CI [�0.075, 0.049]; 
see Table 2, Model 4) or straight East Asian men 
(47.7%; regression estimate: b� 0.017, p� 0.601, 95% CI 
[�0.045, 0.078]).

There were also no significant differences in willing
ness to negotiate between gay White men (41.5%) and 
straight White men (regression estimate: b��0.043, 
p� 0.172, 95% CI [�0.105, 0.019]), between gay Black 

Figure 4. Regression Estimates of Politeness (with Interpolation) Relative to Straight White Men in Field Experiment 

Note. Error bars are 95% confidence intervals.
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men (45.0%) and straight Black men (regression esti
mate: b� 0.001, p� 0.964, 95% CI [�0.061, 0.064]), nor 
between gay East Asian men (46.8%) and straight East 
Asian men (regression estimate: b��0.003, p� 0.935, 
95% CI [�0.064, 0.059]). Again, these results are more 
consistent with Hypothesis 4 than Hypotheses 1–3.

Final Negotiated Price. We did not find any signifi
cant differences in the final negotiated price by condi
tion (see Figure 6). Recall that sellers who did not 
respond were coded as offering no discount (i.e., a 
final price that was 100% of the original list price), but 
we include robustness checks in which nonresponses 
are excluded in our Online Supplement. Specifically, 

straight White men were offered a final price that was, 
on average, 96.8% of the original list price, whereas 
straight Black men were offered 97.0% (regression esti
mate: b� 0.0013, p� 0.705, 95% CI [�0.0056, 0.0083]; 
see Table 2, Model 5), and straight East Asian men 
were offered 97.0% (regression estimate: b� 0.0020, 
p� 0.580, 95% CI [�0.0050, 0.0089]).

Similarly, gay White men were offered a final price 
that was, on average, 97.2% of the original price, and 
this did not differ significantly from the price offered 
to straight White men (regression estimate: b� 0.0024, 
p � 0.501, 95% CI [�0.0046, 0.0094]). Gay Black men 
(97.3%) did not receive significantly different prices 
than straight Black men (regression estimate: b� 0.0035, 

Figure 5. Regression Estimates of Willingness to Negotiate (Binary) Relative to Straight White Men in Field Experiment 

Note. Error bars are 95% confidence intervals.

Figure 6. Regression Estimates of Discount Rate Relative to Straight White Men in Field Experiment 

Note. Error bars are 95% confidence intervals.
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p� 0.327, 95% CI [�0.0034, 0.011]), nor did gay East 
Asian men (96.9%) as compared with straight East 
Asian men (regression estimate: b��0.0020, p� 0.576, 
95% CI [�0.0089, 0.0050]).

Other Preregistered Analyses. See the Online Supple
ment for additional details about other exploratory 
preregistered analyses.

Discussion
In real online negotiations for cars, we found that sell
ers were less likely to respond to gay White men than 
straight White men, providing empirical support for 
recent research suggesting that gay men receive worse 
negotiation outcomes than straight men (Desai and 
Gunia 2023). We did not find significant effects on eco
nomic outcomes (i.e., final negotiated price) based on 
race, suggesting that blatant discrimination may have 
played a less prominent role in this specific context as 
compared with past research on racial discrimination 
in negotiation (Ayres and Siegelman 1995). Rather 
than blatant discrimination, however, we found that 
sellers were less polite in negotiations with Black 
men and East Asian men (of any sexual orientation) as 
compared with straight White men, consistent with 
research suggesting that modern forms of discrimina
tion may manifest as selective incivility (Cortina 2008, 
Cortina et al. 2013, Block et al. 2021, Doering and Tilc
sik 2025). We examine the consequences of this impo
liteness in a follow-up experiment and return to the 
lack of significant effects on economic outcomes in the 
general discussion.

In general, straight Black men and gay Black men 
received similar negotiation outcomes, as did straight 
East Asian men and gay East Asian men. And we 
found statistically significant evidence that sexual ori
entation has a different effect on the response rates 
and politeness to White men than to racial minority 
men, a pattern of results that is more consistent with 
a lens-based account of intersectional stereotyping 
(Petsko and Bodenhausen 2020, Petsko et al. 2022) 
than the double jeopardy hypothesis, intersectional 
invisibility hypothesis, or MOSAIC. In other words, 
the totality of our results were more consistent with 
Hypothesis 4 than Hypotheses 1–3 (see Figure 1 for 
a comparison between predicted differences in out
comes according to each intersectionality theory and 
actual differences documented in this study).

We should, of course, be careful not to overinterpret 
null findings; the absence of evidence is not evidence 
of absence. For some of our measures (e.g., response 
rates, politeness), it is helpful that we find significant 
differences between some conditions, suggesting that 
we are not simply underpowered to detect any mean
ingful effects. In addition, we found that 30% of all 
sellers confirmed a lower price in follow-up emails 

(including those who never responded; among those 
who responded, 53.6% confirmed a lower price in an 
email), suggesting that we need not worry about floor 
effects masking treatment effects. However, we recog
nize that we do not find significant differences for 
other measures (e.g., final negotiated price).

To put our effect sizes into context, prior field experi
ments on negotiation using Craigslist have reported 
differences in response rates between conditions rang
ing from 8.7 percentage points (Jeong et al. 2019) to 17.3 
percentage points (Jeong et al. 2020) and sample sizes 
ranging from 107 participants per cell (Leigh and Desai 
2023) to 387 participants per cell (Jeong et al. 2019). 
Based on our sample size of 500 per cell and a baseline 
response rate of 58.5% in the straight White man 
condition, we had 80% power to detect response rate 
differences of roughly 8.5 percentage points between 
conditions, suggesting that we were well powered to 
detect effects of the size found in prior research. How
ever, we do not intend to claim that we have precisely 
estimated null effects; instead, these results should be 
interpreted as ruling out effect sizes that are at least as 
large as those found in the prior literature.

Follow-Up Online Experiment: Examining 
How (Im)Politeness Affects Future 
Negotiations
Given that sellers in our field experiment responded 
significantly less politely to Black and East Asian men, 
we wanted to explore the consequences of this incivil
ity for those experiencing it. Specifically, experiencing 
incivility can negatively affect its targets in a variety 
of important ways (see Schilpzand et al. 2016 for a 
review). The goal of this experiment was to examine 
whether the range of politeness found in responses in 
our field experiment predicted negotiators’ expecta
tions about negotiations and behavioral intentions to 
negotiate in the future. If incivility harms negotiation 
expectations and intentions (as tested in this experi
ment) and if different demographic groups receive 
responses to negotiation inquiries with different levels 
of incivility (as found in the field experiment), the 
increased incivility experienced by Black and East 
Asian men may make them less likely to initiate nego
tiations in the future.

This study’s preregistration can be accessed at 
https://aspredicted.org/CML_JLD.

Methods
Participants. We recruited 500 people (44.8% identi
fied as men, 53.6% as women, 1.6% as another gender 
identity; 64.6% identified as monoracial White, 13.0% 
as Black, 9.2% as Asian, 6.0% as Hispanic, 7.2% as 
multiracial or another identity) on Prolific to complete 
a three-minute survey for $0.60.
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Procedure. Participants were asked to imagine that 
they were looking to buy a car online. They saw a 
posting of a car that fit what they were looking for, so 
they sent the seller an email modeled after the emails 
we sent in the field experiment (“My name is [insert 
name] and my partner and I are interested in the car 
you posted online. It seems like a good match for 
what I’m looking for. Is the price negotiable, and if so, 
how low are you willing to go? I look forward to hear
ing from you.”).

Using the politeness package (Yeomans et al. 2018) to 
score the politeness of each response from our field 
experiment, we randomly sampled 50 actual responses 
across the politeness distribution. Participants were 
then randomly assigned to see one of these 50 responses 
(see the Online Supplement for the full list of responses 
and algorithmically determined politeness scores). This 
process generated a continuous, randomly assigned 
independent variable (algorithmically generated polite
ness score) that allows us to make causal inferences 
about responses to (im)politeness in negotiations.

After reading the response, participants responded 
to our measures, which were presented in randomized 
order. Finally, they filled out demographic questions.

Measures 
Expectations About Negotiations. We asked partici
pants four questions taken from the expectations about 
negotiations scale (Small et al. 2007). Participants rated 
the extent to which they expected negotiations to be 
difficult/easy, scary/nonthreatening, agonizing/fun, and 
overbearing/reasonable on seven-point scales (higher 
values represent more pleasant expectations). We aver
aged participants’ ratings of each item (alpha� 0.89).

Behavioral Intention to Negotiate. To measure parti
cipants’ behavioral intentions to negotiate in the future, 
we asked participants, “After this experience, how 
likely would you be to initiate negotiations when mak
ing large purchases in the future on a scale of 1 
(extremely unlikely) to 7 (extremely likely)?”

Results and Discussion
We found that the algorithmically determined polite
ness score was a significant positive predictor of parti
cipants’ expectations about negotiations (b� 0.180, 
p� 0.025, 95% CI [0.023, 0.337]; see Figure 7, panel (a)) 
and behavioral intentions to negotiate in the future 
(b� 0.230, p� 0.013, 95% CI [0.048, 0.412]; see Figure 7, 
panel (b)). In other words, exposure to less polite 
responses caused participants to feel worse about 
negotiations and be less likely to report being willing 
to negotiate large purchases in the future. These results 
suggest that the impoliteness in negotiations that racial 
minorities in our field experiment experienced can 
have consequences for people’s future negotiation 

propensity. Hence, we suggest that one potential driver 
of apparent supply-side differences in willingness to 
negotiate may in fact be demand-side differences in 
how people treat racial minorities during negotiations 
(Bowles et al. 2007).

General Discussion
Our preregistered field experiment (n� 3,000) exam
ined how race and sexual orientation influence distrib
utive negotiation outcomes for men. We found that 
gay White men were 22.4% (7.7 percentage points) less 
likely to receive responses to their queries than straight 
White men, suggesting that people exhibit a baseline 
aversion to negotiating with gay (versus straight) 
White men. Although we found that Black and East 
Asian men of both sexualities received response rates 
similar to straight White men, they experienced a dif
ferent form of backlash: impoliteness. Specifically, sell
ers’ responses to inquiries from Black and East Asian 
men were significantly less polite than their responses 
to straight White men. In a preregistered follow-up 
study, we found that experiencing impoliteness in 
negotiations lowers expectations about negotiations 
and behavioral intentions to negotiate in the future.

Our work illuminates how identity influences dis
tributive negotiation outcomes and contributes to a 
nascent understanding of the experiences of gay men 
in organizational contexts (Tilcsik 2011, Cech and 
Waidzunas 2021). We found that sellers were less 
likely to respond to negotiations initiated by gay 
White men than straight White men, consistent with 
recent research suggesting a negotiation penalty for 
gay White men (Desai and Gunia 2023). Just as differ
ences in negotiation outcomes for women have been 
used to explain gender gaps in wealth and leadership 
attainment, our results could help explain the rainbow 
glass ceiling or the underrepresentation of gay men in 
leadership and the C-suite (Federo 2024). Our results 
suggest that we should not assume that men always 
achieve the best negotiation outcomes. Instead, we 
may need concerted efforts to help level the negotia
tion playing field for gay men. We also shed light on 
the experiences of gay men of color. Despite being a 
group that faces multiple stigmas in the workplace 
and in society and faces unique challenges relative to 
gay White men (Balsam et al. 2011, Cyrus 2017), there 
is a dearth of research on the negotiation experiences 
of gay men of color. Examining the experiences of gay 
men of color adds to our understanding of identity in 
negotiations.

Our work also contributes to scholarship on intersec
tionality. There are multiple proposed theories about 
how intersectional identities shape people’s outcomes, 
and these theories make conflicting predictions in some 
situations. By examining the negotiation experiences of 
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gay Black men and gay East Asian men, we are able to 
provide an empirical test of competing theories in the 
context of distributive negotiations and help determine 
which theory makes the most accurate predictions in 
this high-stakes setting. Given that we find that gay 
Black men and gay East Asian men appear to receive 
similar negotiation outcomes as straight Black men and 
straight East Asian men, respectively, and that sexuality 
influences response rates and politeness significantly 
differently for White men than it does for racial minority 
men, our results are most consistent with a lens-based 
account of intersectional stereotyping (Petsko and Bod
enhausen 2020, Petsko et al. 2022). Specifically, people 
seem to be using a race-based lens in distributive negoti
ation contexts. Our results are less consistent with the 

predictions taken from the double jeopardy hypothesis, 
intersectional invisibility hypothesis, or MOSAIC.

Testing competing theories in this manner is critical 
because, without a clear understanding of how intersec
tionality works, we may make the wrong prescriptions 
and design the wrong organizational policies for people 
with multiple marginalized identities. For example, 
intersectional invisibility and MOSAIC both predict 
that gay Black men face fewer stereotype constraints 
than straight Black men and, therefore, should achieve 
better outcomes than straight Black men. Indeed, there 
exists some online and laboratory-based (but no field) 
research that supports these hypotheses (Remedios et al. 
2011, Pedulla 2014, Wilson et al. 2017). Well-intentioned 
managers could interpret these predictions as meaning 

Figure 7. Effects of Counterpart Politeness on Expectations About Negotiation and Behavioral Intentions to Negotiate in 
Follow-up Online Experiment 

Note. Shaded areas represent 95% confidence intervals.
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that they can focus less attention on gay Black men in 
equity efforts, believing that they face fewer barriers. 
Our results suggest that—at least in certain contexts— 
this diversion of attention may be misguided as gay 
Black men face similar barriers and constraints as 
straight Black men and should not be forgotten.

Although we did not find discrimination in final 
negotiated prices in our audit experiment, our find
ings corroborate scholarship about selective incivility 
as a modern form of discrimination (Cortina et al. 
2013, Voigt et al. 2017, Block et al. 2021). Our results 
suggest that blatant discrimination may be less com
mon in current times, but biased treatment may still 
exist (Kroeper et al. 2019), given that sellers avoided 
responding to gay White men and were less polite 
to Black and East Asian men. Our second study also 
shows that the impoliteness directed at racial minority 
men may be consequential for future negotiation 
behavior. These results suggest that demand-side bias 
(e.g., incivility in interactions with Black and East 
Asian men) may drive previously identified supply- 
side differences in propensity to negotiate (Small et al. 
2007, Lu 2023). If people from minoritized groups face 
more impoliteness in negotiations, these individuals 
may be less likely to negotiate in the future, which 
may harm their economic outcomes. Without consid
ering this, policy makers may incorrectly assume that 
Black and East Asian men are innately less willing to 
negotiate. Rather than exhorting minoritized groups 
to negotiate more, which may risk exposing marginal
ized group members to even more interpersonal injus
tice, we may need to exert more effort to reduce the 
experiences of bias that minoritized groups face dur
ing negotiations or otherwise find ways to buffer 
them from the negative effects of incivility (Wang et al. 
2025). Without tackling the demand-side bias people 
from minoritized groups face, we may be perpetuat
ing a negative cycle of experiences.

Our findings around incivility also have implica
tions for organizational policies. Our work points to 
the importance of collecting new forms of data (e.g., 
text, conversation, body language) that allow for anal
yses of more subtle forms of bias. Had we only col
lected final negotiated prices, we would have missed 
an important way in which people of color are differ
entially treated. For example, in a car dealership, it 
could be useful to track average prices of cars sold or 
average discounts given to people of different identity 
groups to ensure that some groups are not systemati
cally disadvantaged in negotiations. But it may also 
be useful to track outcomes that are not as easily 
quantified such as the language that employees use 
toward customers to ensure that disparate treatment is 
not happening in these interactions. Indeed, research 
that analyzes body-camera footage has shown that 
police officers use significantly less respectful language 

toward Black people compared with White people 
(Voigt et al. 2017), and this may contribute to systemati
cally different police–community dynamics for people 
of different racial groups. Thus, even if more easily 
quantifiable metrics such as the number of traffic stops 
were at parity, without examining language, we would 
miss disparate treatment.

Our findings have implications not just for custo
mers being treated differently by employees but also 
for employees being treated differently by customers. 
For example, at a car dealership, racial minority sales
people may experience more incivility than White 
salespeople when negotiating with customers. Given 
that experiencing incivility can lead people to perpetu
ate incivility in other interactions, cause detriments to 
mood and self-esteem, and decrease team performance 
(Riskin et al. 2015, Rosen et al. 2016, Adiyaman and 
Meier 2022), organizations may want to design systems 
to buffer racial minority employees from these experi
ences of incivility.

Limitations and Future Directions
There are important limitations to our work. First, we 
only examine men’s negotiation outcomes. Future 
work should explore how race and sexuality influence 
negotiation outcomes for women and people of other 
gender identities. For example, the pattern of results 
we document here could look quite different for gay 
versus straight White women. Sexual orientation may 
have an inversion effect on stereotypes for women 
(Kite and Deaux 1987, Hudson and Ghani 2024), and 
this may benefit gay women in negotiation contexts 
(Desai and Gunia 2023). In addition, past research 
documents that Black women may have advantages 
in negotiations because stereotypes of Black women 
as agentic and assertive are less incongruous with 
stereotypes of successful negotiators than are stereo
types of White women (Leigh and Desai 2023). When 
considering the intersection of these identities, nego
tiators’ stereotypes of and behavior toward women 
may be even more complex. We also only examined 
Black, East Asian, and White groups; it would be use
ful to examine other racial identity groups, especially 
given research suggesting there may be negotiation 
differences between East Asians, Southeast Asians, 
and South Asians (Lu 2023).

Second, we are unable to disentangle how the iden
tity of the seller may influence negotiation outcomes. 
The negotiations we study are dyadic interactions, 
involving both a buyer (us) and a seller. However, we 
do not know who the sellers are, limiting our ability to 
investigate how the combination of identities between 
the buyer and seller affects negotiation outcomes. For 
example, it is possible that gay sellers would not be 
less likely to respond to gay buyers, that Black sellers 
would not be less polite to Black buyers, or that East 
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Asian sellers would not be less polite to East Asian 
buyers because of homophily or other in-group prefer
ences (Mollica et al. 2003, Kleinbaum et al. 2013). 
Future research should examine how the combination 
of identities in a dyadic interaction influences negotia
tion outcomes for both parties.

Third, we used a standardized negotiation script, 
and this may have limited our ability to detect bias or 
discrimination in final negotiated prices. Using a stan
dardized script offered experimental control, but given 
that we detected differences in how sellers respond to 
buyers based on identity, we may have masked our 
ability to understand the naturalistic dynamics of 
negotiation interactions. Further, using the same script 
across identities may have diminished the importance 
of supply-side effects in driving negotiation outcomes 
as it is possible that people from different identity 
groups engage in negotiation in systematically differ
ent ways.

We were also negotiating for cars, a stereotypically 
male domain, and this could have dampened bias that 
may have been evident in other negotiation domains 
(Bowles et al. 2022) or exacerbated bias against gay 
White men (Kite and Deaux 1987, Madon 1997). The 
negotiations were also distributive as opposed to inte
grative, and this may have made expectations of agency 
and aggression more salient. In addition, our fictitious 
buyers were married. Past research identifies wage pre
miums for married straight White men (Pollmann- 
Schult 2011, McDonald 2020), and this means our 
results could have differed if we instead examined sin
gle men. Our negotiations also all took place online, 
which may have mitigated discrimination, and in the 
United States, which limits our ability to make infer
ences about the effects of race and sexual orientation in 
other countries.

Our work illuminates the need for more research 
to explore the interplay between context and identity 
in influencing negotiation outcomes. Although our 
results are most consistent with the lens-based account 
of intersectional stereotyping (Petsko et al. 2022), this 
may be in part because of the model’s flexibility. 
According to this account, the same person may be ste
reotyped differently depending on which lens is in 
focus (e.g., a race lens, a sexual orientation lens, or an 
intersectional lens). Although we believe that our over
all conclusion generalizes (the best supported model of 
intersectionality is the lens-based account), future work 
should examine which features of the context predict 
which lens is in focus—and why—to improve our 
understanding of intersectionality and how identity 
influences consequential organizational processes.

Finally, although we show that incivility influences 
people’s negotiation expectations and behavioral 
intentions to negotiate in the future, in the real world, 
experiences of incivility—and even what is construed 

as uncivil—may vary depending on identity. For 
example, the question “Where are you from?” may be 
construed differently by Asian Americans than mem
bers of other racial groups in the United States (Cher
yan and Monin 2005). Incivility may also be more 
consequential if it is constantly experienced than if it is 
a relatively rare occurrence in someone’s life. Future 
research could explore how identity influences percep
tions of incivility and how theories of intersectionality 
inform these perceptions and consequences, given that 
recent work documents that minority identities can 
influence responses to various organizational con
straints and situations (Trzebiatowski et al. 2023, 
Knowlton 2025, Pink et al. 2025).

Conclusion
Our work illuminates the need for additional research 
on how identity influences negotiations. It is also a 
call for more work that attempts to disentangle when 
different theories of intersectionality make accurate 
predictions. Our work highlights the importance of 
both examining understudied identities (e.g., sexual ori
entation) and considering intersections of identities 
(e.g., race and sexual orientation) to test when extant 
theories make competing—as opposed to the same— 
predictions. Our results also suggest that we should not 
assume that apparent supply-side differences in negoti
ation propensity or behavior are inherently driven by 
supply-side factors. Instead, we may need to design 
organizational structures and policies to ensure that 
demand-side bias does not differentially affect people 
from different identity groups.
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