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Abstract
Despite the evidence in other domains that Black individuals can experience discriminatory treatment, marketing research offers
few insights into how Black salespersons (as compared to White salespersons) are perceived and treated within buyer–seller
negotiations. We address this limitation in the literature by conducting three studies. First, our findings show that White buyers
with a higher social dominance orientation expect Black salespersons to bargain (i.e., negotiate) less than White salespersons.
Second,White buyers with a higher social dominance orientation perceive Black salespersons to have bargainedmore thanWhite
counterparts (who have bargained the same). Third, when negotiating with White buyers with a higher social dominance
orientation, Black salespersons receive lower product prices than White salespersons. Fourth, when negotiating with White
buyers with a higher social dominance orientation, Black salespersons are less likely to be referred to other prospective buyers
than White salespersons. Interestingly, no differences exist for White buyers lower on social dominance orientation. Combined,
these findings offer insight into the type of discrimination that Black salespersons can encounter within buyer–seller negotiations
by revealing how White buyers perceive (i.e., expect them to negotiate less; perceive them to have bargained more than they
actually did), behave (i.e., offer them lower prices) and intend to behave (i.e., less willing to refer them to other buyers) toward
Black salespersons as compared to White salespersons.

Keywords Buyer–seller negotiations . Race . Black .White . Social dominance orientation

Firms are experiencing increasing pressure to maximize the out-
come of each buyer–seller transaction occurring between firms
(Agndal et al. 2017; Johnson and Sohi 2016; Sinha and Bagchi
2019). Considering that transactions within most markets occur
through a negotiation process between buyer and seller organiza-
tions (Alavi et al. 2018; Geiger 2017; Steiner et al. 2016), the
outcome of negotiations establishes whether firms can achieve
the desired cost and quality, andwhether they can outperform their

competitors (Anderson et al. 2009; Mintu-Wimsatt and Graham
2004). Negotiations are also common between firms and con-
sumers, as almost half of U.S. consumers negotiate for a better
deal on their purchases (Consumer Reports 2013). As such, nego-
tiations have emerged as a key process within organizations and a
topic of interest to researchers (Chavan et al. 2019; Campbell et al.
1988; Singh et al. 2020). A negotiation can be described as the
process by which two or more parties seek to influence each other
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for the purpose of meeting their individual objectives and possible
common goals (Åge and Eklinder-Frick 2017).

In both business-to-consumer (B2C) and business-to-
business (B2B) settings, negotiations are conducted by indi-
viduals who can either represent themselves or other stake-
holders (Cellich and Jain 2016). The extant negotiation liter-
ature shows that individual-level features of the negotiators,
such as gender, age, personality, or culture, can impact the
negation process and/or its outcomes (Kennedy et al. 2017;
Agndal et al. 2017; Alexander et al. 2019; Kappes et al. 2020).
However, this stream of research offers incomplete insights
considering that the parties engaged in negotiation could also
exhibit racial differences. That is, extant research is silent on
the process of negotiation and its outcomes when the negoti-
ating parties do not belong to the same race. This is a signif-
icant limitation in the marketing negotiation literature because
research shows that “the personal characteristics of individual
bargainers are relevant to an understanding of the process and
outcomes of negotiation encounters” (Barry and Friedman
1998, p. 345). Further, it is plausible for racial differences to
play a critical role in negotiations considering that “when
compared to other traits such as gender or age, race is a more
salient attribute for categorization and social comparison”
(Gligor 2020, p. 2). The practical importance of addressing
this gap is highlighted by studies indicating that it is not un-
common, primarily in the U.S., for the buyer and salesperson
to belong to different racial groups (Gligor 2020). In fact,
White salespersons account for 80.5% of purchasing man-
agers in the U.S., while Black salespersons account for
8.09% (Data USA 2018). The significance of addressing this
research gap is additionally supported by prior literature indi-
cating that Blacks might experience discriminatory treatment
(Franco et al. 2020; Leath et al. 2019; Pittman 2020).

The buyer–seller literature has provided evidence that ra-
cial differences and similarities can impact how buyers and
sellers interact (Comer et al. 1998; Jones et al. 1998; Martin
2005; Krishnan et al. 2019). Underlying these impacts are
racial stereotypes that often portray Blacks as poor, incompe-
tent, and lazy (Devine and Elliot 1995; Plous and Williams
1995). Thus, White buyers might perceive Black salespersons
to be less qualified, and consequently, believe that they should
receive lower rates from Black salespersons (as compared to
White salespersons). Thus, we seek to investigate whether
White buyers perceive Black and White salespersons differ-
ently (i.e., expect Blacks to negotiate less; perceive Blacks to
have bargained more than they actually did) behave different-
ly toward Black salespersons (i.e., offer them lower prices),
and/or intend to behave differently toward Black salespersons
(i.e., be less willing to refer them to other buyers) during sales
negotiations. We examine this from the perspective of White
(but not Black) buyers because the extant buyer–seller litera-
ture indicates that Black buyers do not exhibit negative biases
toward other Black salespersons (Gligor 2020).

Moreover, to gain deeper insights, and consistent with litera-
ture examining the impact of racial differences, we examine the
key role of social dominance orientation (Aiello et al. 2019;
Pratto et al. 1994; Tesi et al. 2020). Social dominance orientation
(SDO) captures “the degree to which individuals desire social
dominance and superiority for themselves and their primordial
groups over other groups” (Rubin and Hewstone 2004, p. 209).
Research addressing racial phenomena indicates that SDO plays
an important role in how individuals interact with those belong-
ing to different racial groups (Holt and Sweitzer 2020). Social
dominance studies suggest that White individuals with a high
SDO are likely to discriminate against Black individuals, while
this is not the case for White individuals with a low SDO
(Kemmelmeier 2005; Sidanius and Pratto 2004).

Addressing the identified research gap has important im-
plications for both theory and practice. Black salespersons,
and the sales organizations they represent, might experience
discrimination and be at a disadvantage during buyer–seller
negotiations due to racial stereotypes. This could result in
inferior personal outcomes for Black salespersons, as well as
lower rates and overall lower revenue for their sales organiza-
tions, simply because of their race. Moreover, any form of
discrimination is undesirable and ethically condemnable, as
it likely has noteworthy negative economic and psychological
implications for the individuals (i.e., salespersons) experienc-
ing the discrimination. As such, we seek to contribute to the
dialog within marketing literature that raises awareness about
discriminatory attitudes and behaviors toward Blacks.

Three studies involving buyers and salespersons were con-
ducted to shed some light on these issues. Study 1 revealed that
White buyers with a higher SDO expect Black salespersons to
bargain (i.e., negotiate) less thanWhite salespersons. Studies 2a
and 2b showed that White buyers with a higher SDO perceive
Black salespersons to have bargained more than their White
counterparts (who actually bargained the same). Combined,
these findings help us address the first part of our research
objective by revealing how White buyers perceive Black
salespersons (as compared to White salespersons). Studies 2a
and 2b further showed that White buyers with a higher SDO
offer lower prices to Black salespersons than to White
salespersons, and are less likely to refer Black salespersons to
other prospective buyers. No such effects exist forWhite buyers
with a lower SDO. These findings address the second part of
our research objective by providing valuable insight into the
behavioral aspect of these racial differences (i.e., how White
buyers behave, and intend to behave, toward Black
salespersons as compared to White salespersons).

Our first three studies focused on differences between White
buyers’ reactions to Blacks salespersons as compared to White
salespersons. As mentioned, Black buyers were not included in
the first three studies because prior work indicates that Black
buyers do not typically display negative biases or discriminate
toward Black salespersons (Gligor 2020). However, to
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empirically rule out this possibility, we replicated Study 1 in a
post hoc study with one change: instead of including White
buyers, we included Black buyers and examined whether
Black buyers with a higher SDO expect Black salespersons to
bargain less than White salespersons. As expected, our results
indicate that the race of the salesperson does not impact Black
buyers’ perceptions of their negotiation likelihood—regardless
of the buyer’s SDO (see Web Appendix A).

Our findings allow us to contribute to several streams of
literature. First, we augment the literature on buyer–seller nego-
tiations by providing unique insights into the impact of racial
differences and SDO (Geiger and Hüffmeier 2020; Singh et al.
2020; Murphy and Sashi 2018). Second, we expand the research
examining diversity in the context of buyer–seller interactions
(Gligor 2020; Martin 2005; Krishnan et al. 2019). Third, we
make several noteworthy contributions to the marketing litera-
ture surrounding racial discrimination, as existing research focus-
es primarily on discrimination experienced by Black shoppers
(Baker et al. 2008; Bennett et al. 2015; Ouellet 2007). Fourth, we
contribute to the development of social dominance theory by
providing empirical evidence supporting the key role of SDO
in buyer–seller negotiations involving Blacks and Whites (Han
et al. 2019; Pratto et al. 1994; Sidanius et al. 2004).

The rest of our manuscript is structured as follows. First, we
present the theoretical background and formulate our hypothe-
ses. Second, we introduce our methodology and report our
findings. Third, we detail the theoretical and practical contribu-
tions of our findings. Finally, we recognize our research’s lim-
itations and identify opportunities for future studies.

Conceptual model development

Overview of business buyer–seller negotiations

Negotiations have received substantial scrutiny in the market-
ing literature because they permeate many aspects of a firm’s
operations (Åge and Eklinder-Frick 2017). In essence, “any-
time people cannot achieve their goals without the cooperation
of others, they are negotiating. By this definition, negotiation is
a ubiquitous social activity” (Thompson et al. 2010, p. 492). It
is a critical activity for firms, as their profits frequently depend
on the capabilities of their negotiators (Brooks and Rose 2004).

Considering that firms are “experiencing increasing pres-
sure to achieve the best possible result in each buyer–seller
transaction… the analysis of business negotiations should be
of key importance in marketing research” (Åge and Eklinder-
Frick 2017, p. 525). Similarly, B2C academic studies indicate
that consumers frequently engage in negotiations when shop-
ping for goods or services (Alavi et al. 2020; Holmes et al.
2017). As such, scholars have explored various factors that
impact the buyer–seller negotiation process and its outcomes,
such as team composition (Patton and Balakrishnan 2012),

negotiators’ age, gender, and personality (Barry and
Friedman 1998; Hernandez-Arenaz and Iriberri 2019;
Kappes et al. 2020), interpersonal ties (Kaufmann et al.
2018), communication media (Gattiker et al. 2007), cultural
settings (Ribbink and Grimm 2014), leadership (Alavi et al.
2018), information symmetry (Atefi et al. 2020), prior expec-
tations (Kaski et al. 2017), and negotiation context (goods vs.
services) (Alavi et al. 2020).

Table 1 offers an overview of the buyer–seller negotiation
literature. As shown in Table 1, extant studies examining ne-
gotiations between firms provide few insights on the impact of
the negotiators’ (i.e., firms’ representatives to negotiations)
race on negotiations.

We use two constructs to meet the first part of our
research’s objective of evaluating how White buyers perceive
Black salespersons as compared to White salespersons: per-
ceived negotiation likelihood and perceived negotiation activ-
ity. The first construct seeks to capture buyers’ perceptions of
the salesperson before the negotiation takes place. Consistent
with Hernandez et al. (2019), we define perceived negotiation
likelihood as the extent to which buyers expect salespersons to
negotiate the buyer–suggested terms. The second construct,
perceived negotiation activity, captures buyers’ perception of
the salespersons after the negotiation concluded. That is, per-
ceived negotiation activity captures the extent to which buyers
perceived salespersons to have negotiated in terms of how
many offers and counteroffers were exchanged during the
negotiation (i.e., the intensity of the negotiation). By focusing
on these two constructs, we are able to assess buyers’ percep-
tions both pre- and post-negotiation.

Finally, we use two constructs to examine howWhite buyers
behave toward Black salespersons as compared to White
salespersons: product price and willingness to refer. Product
price is one of the main outcomes of negotiations and captures
the final agreed upon, or settlement, price (Åge and Eklinder-
Frick 2017; Rottenburger and Kaufmann 2020). While the
product price reflects how the buyers interacted (i.e., behaved)
with salespersons during the negotiation, willingness to refer is
indicative of the buyers’ future behavioral intentions toward the
salespersons after the negotiation has ended. Further, the prod-
uct price impacts salespersons directly, while willingness to
refer impacts them indirectly. As shown in Fig. 1, we examine
how White buyers’ SDO moderates the impact of salesperson
race on perceived negotiation likelihood and negotiation activ-
ity, product price, and willingness to refer.

Next, we introduce and describe the concept of SDO be-
cause of its potential role in buyers’ perceptions and behaviors
toward salespersons belonging to different races.

Social dominance orientation

Since the introduction of the concept of SDO in the domain of
psychology (Pratto et al. 1994), researchers have argued that
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SDO impacts individuals’ attitudes and behaviors toward
those belonging to racial groups different than their own
(Holt and Sweitzer 2020; Kemmelmeier 2005). In essence,
SDO captures the extent to which individuals prefer inequality
among social groups (Pratto et al. 1994). The construct has
been frequently examined when exploring phenomena across
racial groups because “race is a key attribute that people use to
categorize themselves and others, making race an influential
factor shaping human attitudes and behaviors” (Ta et al. 2018,
p. 20).

Individuals with a higher SDO prefer hierarchy-enhancing
policies and ideologies, while those wither a lower SDO favor
hierarchy-attenuating policies and ideologies (Tesi et al.
2020). Social dominance theory acknowledges that different
individuals within the same racial category (e.g., Whites) hold
different attitudes toward individuals belonging to other racial
categories, including Blacks (Holt and Sweitzer 2020).
Therefore, we consider it important to account for the role of
SDO to better understand how White buyers might interact
differently with Black salespersons (as compared to White
salespersons).

Hypotheses development

Buyer–seller negotiations are conducted by individuals. As
such, it is important to recognize that negotiation attitudes
and behaviors might be impacted by human attributes
(Reimann et al. 2016) such as racially-based stereotypes or
biases. Research shows that individuals often employ stereo-
types in negotiations to evaluate aspects of the negotiation
party’s characteristics (Yang et al. 2018). Moreover, individ-
uals often place themselves in groups, which significantly

impacts how they interact with each other (Garcia et al.
2017). Race has been shown to be one of the most salient
attributes used by individuals to categorize themselves and
others (Ta et al. 2018).

Studies have long shown the persistence of racial stereo-
types in Black-White interactions. For example, McConahay
(1983) found that Blacks and Whites with identical resumes
were evaluated differently. More recently, political science
studies indicate that Blacks can generally be perceived by
respondents as less deserving than Whites. For example,
DeSante (2013, p. 349) found that “‘hard-working’ blacks will
be rewarded less and ‘lazy’ blacks will be punished more than
their White counterparts, all else being equal”. However, the
social dominance literature helps fine-tune this conversation
by indicating that not all individuals within a certain group
(e.g., Whites) have different attitudes toward individuals be-
longing to other racial groups (e.g., Blacks) and those in their
own group (Aiello et al. 2019; Tesi et al. 2020). That is, while
individuals with a high SDO likely favor those belonging to
their own racial group, this might not be the case for individ-
uals with a low SDO.

Indeed, there are theoretical arguments which suggest that
White buyers with a high SDO might display different
attitudes and behaviors toward Black salespersons than they
do toward White salespersons. While conducted in different
contexts, the studies by Kemmelmeier (2005) and Hernandez
et al. (2019) offer interesting insights on how SDO can predict
behavior that reflects anti-Black bias. Kemmelmeier (2005)
found that White jurors’ levels of SDO helped inform guilty
verdicts in assault cases evaluated by a mock jury. This author
found that the effect was present only in the interaction be-
tween the jurors’ SDO and the defendant’s race. Specifically,

Fig. 1 Conceptual model
depicting the hypothesized
relationships
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Kemmelmeier (2005) revealed that White jurors with a high
SDO were more likely to assign guilt to Black defendants,
while White jurors with a low SDO were not inclined to do
so. Similarly, Hernandez et al. (2019) argued that job evalua-
tors with a high SDO (these authors use the terms ‘racial bias’
and ‘social dominance orientation’ interchangeably) might
perceive Black as less deserving of better outcomes than
Whites, and thus expect them to be less likely to negotiate
higher salaries. Their empirical findings supported this reason-
ing, revealing that job evaluators with higher SDO expected
Black job seekers to negotiate less than White job seekers,
while no such effects exist for job evaluators with lower SDO.

Our related arguments are anchored in the precepts of so-
cial dominance theory (Sidanius et al. 2004). The concept of
worth is central to the theory of social dominance (Pratto et al.
1994). According to this theoretical lens, individuals with
higher SDO prefer hierarchical group relations and believe
that low-status groups are not worthy of better societal treat-
ment or outcomes (Sidanius and Pratto 2004). Such individ-
uals oppose policies that seek to remedy inequality and man-
ifest discrimination toward low-status groups (Sidanius et al.
2000). Specifically, “individuals high on social dominance
orientation might believe that minorities, by and large, should
be relegated to relatively lower social status in the form of
inferior income, occupations, and positions than those of
Whites” (Hernandez et al. 2019, p. 582).

Consistent with this theoretical perspective and the argu-
ments presented above, there are reasons to believe that White
buyers with a higher SDO might consider Blacks to be less
deserving of positive outcomes, and therefore expect Black
salespersons to negotiate less than White salespersons.
However, no such effects should occur for White buyers with
a lower SDO because they do not hold such biases toward
Blacks (Stewart and Tran 2018; Holt and Sweitzer 2020). In
order to evaluate these possibilities, we examine the moderat-
ing role of SDO as follows:

H1: White buyers’ SDO will moderate the relationship be-
tween salesperson race and perceived negotiation likeli-
hood, such that White buyers with higher SDO will ex-
pect Black salespersons to bargain less than White
salespersons. No such effects are expected for White
buyers with lower SDO.

While our first hypothesis posits that White buyers with
higher SDO expect Black salespersons to bargain less than
White salespersons, there are arguments to subsequently in-
vestigate how such buyers react when Black salespersons en-
gage in negotiations (thus violating the racial stereotype-
driven expectations that White buyers with higher SDOmight
hold). Expectations theory (Anderson 1983) and expectancy
violation theory (Burgoon 1978) further inform our hypothe-
sis development, as expectations guide individuals’ behaviors

and consistently affect their interactions with others (Burgoon
2015). More pertinent to the current research, these theories
provide insight into the effects of individuals’ perceptions of
interpersonal interaction by helping explain the consequences
of unmet expectations (i.e., expectancy violations). While
these theories do recognize the counterintuitive claim that ex-
pectation violations can sometimes be favored over expecta-
tion confirmation, they do emphasize the difference between
positive and negative violations. Positive violations (i.e., pos-
itive disconfirmation of expectations) can elicit desirable out-
comes (such as satisfaction), while negative violations (i.e.,
negative disconfirmation of expectations) can provoke unde-
sirable outcomes such as dissatisfaction (Burgoon 2015).

Attitudes serve as anchors, such that individuals with ex-
treme positions on certain issues are highly resistant to
accepting ideas that are not consistent with their existing beliefs
(Upshaw 1962). Thus, buyers’ anchoring levels can exacerbate
their perception of the actual negotiating behavior of Black
salespersons. Considering that White individuals with higher
SDO are likely to believe that “Blacks should not push for
more” (Hernandez et al. 2019, p. 582), such buyers are likely
to generally perceive a Black salesperson’s level of negotiation
activity (i.e., the number of offers/counteroffers put forth by the
salesperson before settling) higher than they would a similar
level of bargaining displayed by a White salesperson. This is
because White buyers with higher SDO might perceive Black
salespersons as violating racial stereotypes when they negotiate
(i.e., Blacks are not deserving of higher rates). This negative
violation would likely exacerbate such buyers’ perceptions of
how much the Black salespersons negotiated. These effects are
not likely to exist for White buyers with lower SDO, however,
because they do not hold race-stereotypic expectations (Stewart
and Tran 2018; Holt and Sweitzer 2020).

The literature on selective perception also further helps ex-
plainwhyWhite buyerswith higher SDOmight develop a biased
perception of Black salespersons when negotiating. According to
selective perception theory, individuals focus their attention on
certain stimuli and ignore those that contradict their expectations
or values (Dearborn and Simon 1958; Taylor et al. 2006). As
such, it is plausible that White buyers high on SDO are likely to
ignore how much Black salespersons actually negotiated, and
instead develop the perception that they negotiated more than
White salespersons. This is due to the notion that White buyers
with higher SDO are more likely to readily detect, and focus on,
Black salespersons’ negotiation behavior, while devoting less
attention to White salespersons’ expected negotiation behaviors
(and thus, are not as sensitive to). Therefore, we predict the
following:

H2: White buyers’ SDO will moderate the relationship be-
tween salesperson race and perceived level of negotiation
activity, such that White buyers with higher SDO will
perceive Black salespersons to have bargained more than
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White salespersons. No such effects are expected for
White buyers with lower SDO.

Product price is often the key outcome of negotiations
(Rottenburger and Kaufmann 2020). Negotiation studies
show that the outcome of a price negotiation is influenced
by buyers’ and the salespersons’ respective personal attributes
and differences (Hernandez-Arenaz and Iriberri 2019;
Moosmayer et al. 2013). Further, research shows that individ-
uals’ predictions and expectations regarding the outcome of
negotiations determine how hard they will push to obtain their
desired outcome (Ames 2008). In essence, “people’s behavior
also reflects their expectations about the outcomes of their
acts” (Ames 2008, p. 1541). Thus, considering the probable
bias and prior expectations of White buyers with higher SDO
that Blacks should settle for less (Hernandez et al. 2019), it is
plausible that such White buyers would be less likely to con-
cede higher prices/rates when negotiating with Black
salespersons (as compared to White salespersons).

Indeed, negotiations entail buyers and salespersons seeking to
obtain more favorable terms for themselves (e.g., lower and
higher product prices for the buyers and sellers, respectively)
(Alavi et al. 2020). The very act of negotiating by Black
salespersonsmay create the perception amongWhite buyerswith
higher SDO that these salespersons are violating expectations. As
mentioned, expectancy violation theory suggests that such neg-
ative expectation violations can cause undesirable outcomes for
the individuals perceived to be committing the violation
(Burgoon and Jones 1976). Consequently, White buyers with
higher SDO may extend lower offered product prices to Black
salespersons (compared to White salespersons). That is, expec-
tancy violation theory suggests that theseWhite buyers are likely
to “punish” Black salespersons for the perceived negative viola-
tion (i.e., negative disconfirmation of their prior expectations) by
offering them relatively lower product prices. However, no such
effects should occur for White buyers with lower SDO because
they do not consider Blacks to be less worthy than Whites, and
thus, there are no negative expectation violations (Stewart and
Tran 2018; Holt and Sweitzer 2020). We propose the following:

H3:White buyers’ SDOwill moderate the relationship between
salesperson race and product price, such that White buyers
with higher SDOwill extend lower product prices to Black
salespersons than to White salespersons. No such effects
are expected for White buyers with lower SDO.

Lastly, although product prices are important in buyer–seller
relationships, salespersons are also concerned about buyers’
willingness to recommend them to other potential buyers in
the future (Wu et al. 2015). Buyers’ willingness to recommend
and provide referrals is crucial to salespersons for several rea-
sons (Boles et al. 1997). Salespersons have to spend significant-
ly less on customers acquired through referrals than on

customers acquired through other channels (Berman 2016).
Further, research shows that customers acquired through a re-
ferral offer higher margins and are less likely to defect (Van
Den Bulte et al. 2018). Considering the previously discussed
stereotypes about Blacks (Hernandez et al. 2019), it is possible
that White buyers with higher SDO could be less willing to
refer Black salespersons than White salespersons to other pro-
spective buyers.

Indeed, buyers are willing to refer salespersons to other
potential buyers when the salespersons meet their expecta-
tions, but are less willing to do so when they fail to meet their
expectations (Sokolinskiy et al. 2019). As mentioned earlier,
the very act of negotiation may negatively violate White
buyers’ expectations when those buyers have a higher SDO.
As such, consistent with expectancy violation theory, White
buyers with a higher SDO are likely to “punish” Black
salespersons (but not White salespersons) by being less likely
to refer them to other potential buyers. These effects are not
likely to exist for White buyers low on SDO because they do
not have the same bias toward Blacks and will not experience
negative disconfirmation of their expectations (Stewart and
Tran 2018; Holt and Sweitzer 2020). Accordingly, we predict:

H4: White buyers’ SDO will moderate the relationship be-
tween salesperson race and willingness to refer, such that
White buyers with higher SDO will be less likely to refer
Black salespersons than White salespersons to other pro-
spective buyers. No such effects are expected for White
buyers with lower SDO.

Study 1

Procedure and participants

The purpose of Study 1 was to test H1. We obtained the
contact information of 1785 business buyers from Dunn and
Bradstreet and supplemented this sample with 471 business
buyers obtained from a private U.S. university’s database. As
such, the final sample size consisted of 2256 buyer
(purchasing) managers. Following two email reminders sent
one week apart, 234 buyers agreed to take part in the study.
However, because extant literature does not indicate that
Black individuals (e.g., Black buyers) would have a biased
perception of other Blacks’ actions (see Gligor 2020), the 22
Black respondents were not included in the final sample. As
such, the final sample consisted of 212 White buyers. The
average purchasing experience for the buyers was 13.5 years
(SD = 3.7), average time with the current employer was
5.4 years (SD = 3.5), and average participant age was
45.7 years (SD = 12.3). From a gender perspective, the sample
contained 56.72% males. We offer a summary of the buyers’
respective industries in Appendix 1 Table 13.
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We created two scenarios depicting a vendor of office sup-
plies (see Appendix 2). Each scenario contained identical sell-
er company information. The scenarios also contained a pic-
ture of the salesperson at the top of each vignette. We
instructed respondents to imagine playing the role of a busi-
ness buyer and offering the salesperson an initial price that
was 20% below the salesperson’s listed manufacturer sug-
gested retail price (MSRP) for the item. We manipulated the
race of the salesperson in order to evaluate the buyers’ per-
ception of the likelihood of the salesperson to engage in price
negotiations. We presented half of the participants with the
vignette with a Black male as the salesperson (Scenario 1),
and the other half of the participants with the same vignette
but with a White male as the salesperson (Scenario 2). We
utilized males in both scenarios to eliminate possible gender-
related confounding effects.

After viewing their respective vignette, each participant
was asked to think about the scenario he/she just read for 2–
3 min. Participants then completed a survey that captured the
constructs of perceived negotiation likelihood and SDO (in
this order).

Measures

Perceived negotiation likelihood was measured on a 7-point
Likert scale (1 = extremely unlikely; 7 = extremely likely)
using a scale adapted from Hernandez et al. (2019). The mea-
surement item asked “How likely do you think this salesper-
son is to negotiate your price offer?”

Social dominance orientation was measured on a 7-point
Likert scale (1 = extremely disagree; 7 = extremely agree)
using the 16 items developed by Pratto et al. (1994).

Control variables

To increase the explanatory power of our study, consistent
with prior studies examining the impact of race, we controlled
for respondents’ actual race (White/Caucasian, Asian,
American Indian or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander, Other), gender (Male, Female), age (in years),
education (Less than 7th grade, Less than High School/GED,
High School/GED, Some College, 2-year College Degree, 4-
year College Degree, Master’s Degree, Doctoral Degree,
Professional Degree [JD, MD]), and purchasing experience
(in years) (Ta et al. 2018).

Pretesting

Although we adopted our survey items from established
scales, we conducted pretesting to ensure adequate psycho-
metric properties. The pretests allowed us to assess the real-
ism, effectiveness, and clarity of the experimental vignettes
used in Study 1, as well as any possible differences between

the two pictures in Appendix 2 (Scenario 1 and 2). We utilized
a sample of 74 MBA students with purchasing experience to
assess these issues. We also collected open-ended feedback to
further refine the content of the vignettes. Respondents did not
report any differences between the two scenarios aside from
the race of the individuals. Thus, the pretests provided support
for the scales and the experimental design.

Social desirability bias

We also employed a number of precautionary measures to
mitigate the threat of social desirability bias. First, we assured
participants that their responses were anonymous and that
there were no correct or incorrect answers to the questions in
the studies. Second, we asked the respondents to indicate
salespersons’ negotiation likelihood before presenting the
items intended to measure SDO; this helped ensure that the
intent of the study was not signaled to respondents. Third, we
followed Ta et al.’s (2018) approach and included two items
from Crowne and Marlowe’s (1960) social desirability scale
in our post-experience surveys: 1) “I sometimes feel resentful
when I don’t get my way” and 2) “I sometimes try to get even
rather than forgive and forget” (7-point Likert scale).
Consistent with extant recommendations, we tested the direct
impact of the social desirability measure on the dependent
variables, including the moderators (interaction variables),
and found that the paths were not statistically significant
(Hartmann andMoeller 2014). Overall, we found no evidence
that participants distorted their responses to portray them-
selves as “non-discriminatory”.

Psychometric properties and common method bias

The only multi-item construct in Study 1 was SDO. The psy-
chometric properties of this scale were satisfactory, with the
coefficient omega of 0.75 and the average variance extracted
of 0.63 indicating adequate convergent validity.

The independent variable ‘salesperson’s race’ was ma-
nipulated, thus helping reduce the threat of common meth-
od bias. The low inter-variable correlations (Table 2) also
indicate that common method bias did not impact the re-
sults. We examined homoscedasticity with the Breush-
Pagan test (p > .005) and did not find evidence of any
heteroscedasticity problems. In addition, prior to hypoth-
esis testing, we checked for influential points using
Cook’s distance, DFFITS, and DEBETAS (Rahman
et al. 2012).

Results and discussion

Hypothesis 1 was examined using hierarchical regression
analysis. The steps employed are presented in Table 3 along
with the analysis results. We applied mean-centering prior to
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the construction of interaction terms.Multicollinearity was not
a threat (VIF = 1.119), and the results of the Cook-Weisberg
test indicated that heteroscedasticity was not a problem.
Salesperson Race was dummy coded (Black =1; White = 0).
Step 2 in Table 3, resulting from the addition of the interaction
term, accounted for 23% of the variance of perceived negoti-
ation likelihood (a significant increase over Step 1 by 6 %).
Hypothesis 1 was supported as the Salesperson Race x Buyer
SDO interaction term was statistically significant (β = −0.34;
SE = 0.05; p < 0.05). As shown in Fig. 2, the simple slopes
indicate that buyers with higher SDO perceived Black
salespersons to be less likely to negotiate as compared to
White salespersons (b = −1.60, SE = 0.19; p < 0.05).
However, this effect was not significant for those with lower
SDO (b = −.17, SE = 0.74; p = .19). The higher and lower
levels of SDO were considered at one standard deviation
above and below the mean, respectively. In sum, these results
provide support for Hypothesis 1.

The Study 1 results indicate that salesperson race does im-
pact White buyers’ perception of salesperson negotiation like-
lihood. However, this effect only occurs for those buyers who

display higher levels of SDO. We next aim to build on these
initial findings by testing hypotheses 2–4 in both Study 2a and
Study 2b. However, a critical distinction existed between
Studies 2a and 2b: in Study 2a, we ensured that each dyad
exchanged an equal number of offers/counteroffers, while we
did not give any instructions on how many times the dyads
should make offers/counteroffers in Study 2b. Instead, we told
the Study 2b participants to negotiate until they reached an
agreement. In sum, we tested the hypotheses with two distinct
studies to ensure the research design did not bias the results.
We offer details on the participants and procedures of each
study independently before jointly presenting the results of
both studies.

Study 2a

Procedure and participants

The purpose of Study 2a was to test H2–H4. For Study 2a, we
recruited buyer (purchasing) managers over the course of sev-
eral months from participants in executive education training
courses offered by a business consulting firm in the Northeast
region of the U.S. The participants agreed to assist with the
study in exchange for a discounted course registration rate.
The sample (N = 156) consisted of 117 White participants
and 39 Black participants. The average industry experience
for the buyers was 9.3 years (SD = 4.1), average time with
the current employer was 4.2 years (SD = 3.1), average par-
ticipant age was 38.1 years (SD = 10.2), and 61.2% of the
sample were males. We grouped participants to form 78
buyer–seller dyads: 39 Black salesperson-White buyer dyads
and 39White salesperson-White buyer dyads. That is, for half
of the pairs (i.e., 39 dyads), a Black male participant was
assigned to play the role of the salesperson, and for the other
half (i.e., 39 dyads) a White male participant was assigned to
play the role of the salesperson.

Table 2 Study 1: Inter-item
correlations Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Salesperson Race (1) .

Buyer SDO (2) −.07 .

Perceived negotiation likelihood (3) −.06 −.39 .

Gender (4) .02 .07 .11 .

Age (5) .01 .10 .03 .06 .

Education (6) .06 .11 .11 .05 .20* .

Purchasing experience (7) .01 .05 .03 .02 .22* .26* .

Mean .50 4.02 5.21 . 45.7 . 13.5

Standard deviation .50 .62 1.04 . 12.3 . 3.7

Note: Sample size is 212. *p < .05

Table 3 Study 1: Regression analysis results for assessing perceived
negotiation likelihood

Variable Step 1 Step 2

Salesperson Race (SR) −.16 (.08) −.14 (.11)

Buyer SDO (SDO) −.29*(.04) −.25*(.09)
SR x SDO −.34*(.05)
Gender .11(.17) .11(.14)

Age .13(.14) .09(.11)

Education .11(.25) .09(.23)

Purchasing experience .05(.20) .04(.19)

Adjusted R2 .17 .23

ΔR2 .06*

Note: Sample size is 212; *p < .05. Numbers in parentheses are standard
errors
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We advised participants that both the buyer and seller com-
panies were large publicly traded multinationals and have
been long-term collaborators. They were also told that the
managers of those firms (i.e., buyers and salespersons) have
personally interacted before on other business transactions.
Further, we gave them clear, written instructions regarding
their individual roles in the negotiation process. Each buyer–
salesperson pair had to negotiate four aspects of a new sourc-
ing contract: product price, delivery lead time, number of days
to return the product, and number of days to complete pay-
ment. We advised participants that the negotiating ranges
were as follows: product price $10–$20, delivery lead time
1–20 days, number of days to return the product 1–20 days,
and number of days to complete payment 1–20 days.

We also gave each dyad specific instructions on how many
times they should make offers/counteroffers. We asked the
salespersons to make the initial offer for each item on the
negotiating list. Specifically, for product price, we instructed
the salesperson to reject three counteroffers and accept the
fourth one; for delivery lead time, we instructed the salesper-
son to reject two counteroffers and accept the third one; for
number of days to return the product, we instructed the sales-
person to reject three counteroffers and accept the fourth one;
and for number of days to complete the payment, we instructed
the salesperson to reject the first two counteroffers and accept
the third one. We told buyers to continue making counterof-
fers until the salesperson accepted the offer, and to adjust the
terms and wait five seconds before countering each time that
they countered. We did not give buyers any direction on the
number of offers/counteroffers that ought to occur.

We also ensured that the number of offers and counter-
offers that each dyad exchanged was consistent, along with
the duration of the negotiations. This helped ensure that any
differences in buyers’ perceived level of salesperson nego-
tiation activity was in fact due to race and buyers’ levels of
SDO (and not due to the possibility that salespersons of one

race actually negotiated more or less than salespersons of
the other race).

We advised both parties that product price was ultimately
the most important aspect of the negotiation process for their
respective firms. We also instructed participants to negotiate
product price after negotiating all of the other aspects of the
contract terms first. We purposefully primed the participants
to focus on product price, as one of the objectives of the
experiment was to assess whether Black salespersons per-
ceived to have bargained intensely receive lower product
prices than White salespersons perceived to have bargained
with the same intensity. SDO was assessed at the end of the
experiment so participants would not be cued about the exper-
iment’s focus on race. Each buyer–salesperson dyad conduct-
ed the negotiation in a separate room to avoid possible con-
founds. Participants did not know the racial composition of
the other negotiating dyads. One of the study investigators
observed each negotiation to ensure that participants followed
all directions.

Measures

Social dominance orientation was measured using the same
scale utilized in study 1

Perceived level of negotiation activity was measured by
asking buyers to reveal how many offers and counteroffers
were exchanged throughout the negotiation.

Product price was operationalized by asking buyers to re-
veal the final product price that the pair agreed upon.

Willingness to refer was measured using a 7-point Likert
scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree) using three
items adopted from Boles et al. (1997). Specifically, the
buyers were presented the following items: (1) “If this sales-
person asked me for the names of other prospective business
customers, I would be happy to provide them”, (2) “I would
not have a problem giving referrals to this salesperson”, and

Fig. 2 Study 1. The moderating
effect of White buyers’ SDO on
the relationship between
salesperson race and perceived
negotiation likelihood
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(3) “I would provide referrals to this salesperson if he asked
for them”.

Controls

Similar to Study 1, we controlled for respondent race, gender,
age, education and purchasing experience (Ta et al. 2018). In
addition, because the pairs negotiated four aspects of the
buyer–seller contract, we also included these four items in
the analyses: product price, delivery lead time, number of days
to return the product, and number of days to complete pay-
ment (measured in days).

Next, we continue with the description of the Study 2b
methods before jointly presenting the results for Studies 2a
and 2b (for space considerations).

Study 2b

As described earlier, Study 2b had a similar design to Study
2a, except for one key aspect: we did not give buyers or
salespersons instructions on how many times they should
make offers/counteroffers; that is, we instructed them to ne-
gotiate until they reached an agreement in Study 2b. Thus,
Study 2b allowed us to confirm that controlling for the number
of offers/counteroffers did not bias the results.

Approximately one year after Study 2a was completed, we
reached out to the 156 Study 2a participants and asked for
their assistance with Study 2b in exchange for a discounted
registration rate for future executive education courses. A total
of 144 managers agreed to participate. The sample (N = 144)
consisted of 108White participants and 36 Black participants.
The average industry experience for the buyers was 12.7 years
(SD = 4.3), average time with the current employer was
5.8 years (SD = 3.7), average participant age was 41.5 years
(SD = 12.1), and 59.6% were males. We grouped participants
to form 72 buyer–seller dyads: 36 Black salesperson-White
buyer dyads and 36 White salesperson-White buyer dyads.
When forming the dyads, we ensured no dyad from Study
2a was replicated. That is, each participant had a new negoti-
ating partner. Further, we asked each individual to describe
the nature of the previous study. Given that one year had
passed since we collected data for Study 2a, the Study 2b
participants reported very vague recollection of Study 2a; this
helped further ensure participants were not aware of the
study’s objectives. One of the study investigators observed
each negotiation to ensure directions were followed.

Psychometric properties and common method bias
for study 2a and study 2b

The two multi-item constructs in Study 2a and Study 2b were
SDO and Willingness to Refer. The factor loadings,

coefficient omega, and average variance extracted are present-
ed in Table 4 and indicate adequate reliability (Bentler 2009).
The average variance extracted for each pair of constructs is
greater than their squared correlation, thus providing evidence
of discriminant validity. We also assessed discriminant valid-
ity using the heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) method (Henseler
et al. 2015). The confidence interval did not include the value
of one, indicating that SDO and Willingness to Refer passed
this test (Study 2a: HTMT = 0.801; Confidence interval =
[0.538; 0.836]; Study 2b: HTMT= 0.824; Confidence inter-
val = [0.603; 0.869]). Lastly, the Breush-Pagan test (p > .005)
did not indicate evidence of heteroscedasticity problems.
Similar to Study 1, we also checked for influential points
using Cook’s distance, DFFITS, and DEBETAS (Rahman
et al. 2012).

Results and discussion for study 2a and study 2b

Table 5 (Study 2a) and Table 6 (Study 2b) present a summary
of the descriptive statistics. Multicollinearity was not a threat
(Study 2a: VIF = 1.118; Study 2b: VIF = 1.259), and the re-
sults of the Cook-Weisberg test further indicated that
heteroscedasticity was not a problem. We took similar mea-
sures to those employed in Study 1 to execute the regression
analysis steps. As shown in Table 7 (Study 2a) and Table 8
(Study 2b), Step 2, which resulted from the addition of the
interaction term, accounted for a significant increase over Step
1 (Study 2a: 5 %; Study 2b: 4 %). In addition, the Salesperson
Race x Buyer SDO interaction term was statistically signifi-
cant for perceived negotiation activity (Study 2a: β = 0.28;
SE = 0.16; p < 0.05; Study 2b: β = 0.30; SE = 0.13; p <
0.05). Results show that White buyers with higher SDO per-
ceived Black salespersons to have bargained more than White
salespersons (Study 2a: b = 5.04, SE = 0.14; p < 0.05; Study
2b: b = 6.87, SE = 0.12; p < 0.05). However, this effect was
not significant for those buyers with lower SDO (Study 2a:
b = .53, SE = 0.62; p = .27; Study 2b: b = .82, SE = 0.48;
p = .19). The simple slopes are presented in Fig. 3a and b. In
sum, these results collectively provide support for H2.

Next, the Salesperson Race x Buyer SDO interaction term
was statistically significant for the final negotiated product
price (Study 2a: β = −0.24; SE = 0.12; p < 0.05; Study 2b:
β = −0.29; SE = 0.15; p < 0.05). The results in Tables 9 and
10 indicate that the addition of the Salesperson Race x SDO
interaction term accounted for a significant increase over Step
1 (Study 2a: 4 %; Study 2b: 6 %). Results indicate that Black
salespersons receive lower product prices than White
salespersons when negotiating with White buyers higher on
SDO (Study 2a: b = −3.4, SE = 0.20; p < 0.05; Study 2b: b =
−4.8, SE = 0.19; p < 0.05), while no such effect was observed
for White buyers lower on SDO (Study 2a: b = −0.25, SE =
0.41; p = 0.25; Study 2b: b = −0.31, SE = 0.61; p = 0.19). The
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simple slopes are depicted in Fig. 4a and b. Combined, these
results provide support for H3.

Finally, the Salesperson Race x Buyer SDO interaction
term was statistically significant for willingness to refer
(Study 2a: β = −0.32; SE = 0.11; p < 0.05; Study 2b: β =
−0.38; SE = 0.11; p < 0.05). The results in Tables 11 and 12
show that the addition of the interaction term led to a signif-
icant increase over Step 1 (Study 2a: 5 %; Study 2b: 4 %).
Results show that White buyers higher on SDO were less
likely to refer Black salespersons than White salespersons
(Study 2a: b = −2.40, SE = 0.17; p < 0.05; Study 2b: b =
−3.30, SE = 0.16; p < 0.05). However, no such effect was

observed for White buyers lower on SDO (Study 2a: b =
−0.07, SE = 0.24; p = 0.19; Study 2b: b = −0.12, SE = 0.48;
p = 0.16). The simple slopes are depicted in Fig. 5a and b.
Combined, these results provide support for H4.

Post hoc study

Our studies thus far have focused on differences between
White buyers’ perceptions of, and reactions to, Blacks
salespersons as compared to White salespersons. We did not
include Black buyers in our samples to this point because

Table 4 Study 2a and 2b:
Psychometric properties of multi-
item scales

Construct Study 2a / Study 2b

Loading CR Omega AVE

Social dominance orientation 0.81/0.79 0.80/0.78 0.66/0.65

1. Some groups of people are simply inferior to
other groups.

0.83/0.85

2. In getting what you want, it is sometimes
necessary to use force against other groups.

0.85/0.81

3. It is OK if some groups have more of a chance
in life than others.

0.82/0.83

4. To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necessary
to step on other groups.

0.88/0.84

5. If certain groups stayed in their place, we
would have fewer problems.

0.76/0.79

6. It’s probably a good thing that certain groups
are at the top and other groups are at the
bottom.

0.72/0.75

7. Inferior groups should stay in their place. 0.84/0.79

8. Sometimes other groups must be kept in their
place.

0.81/0.78

9. It would be good if groups could be equal
(Reverse coded).

0.86/0.84

10. Group equality should be our ideal
(Reverse coded)

0.80/0.82

11. All groups should be given an equal chance
in life (Reverse coded).

0.79/0.76

12. We should do what we can to equalize
conditions for different groups (Reverse
coded).

0.84/0.88

13. Increased social equality (Reverse coded). 0.80/0.78

14. We would have fewer problems if we treated
people more equally (Reverse coded)

0.83/0.81

15.We should strive tomake incomes as equal as
possible (Reverse coded).

0.81/0.80

16. No one group should dominate in society
(Reverse coded).

0.78/0.73

Willingness to Refer 0.79/0.81 0.78/0.80 0.65/0.69

1. If this salesperson asked me for the names
of other prospective business customers, I
would be happy to provide them.

0.76/0.75

2. I would not have a problem giving referrals
to this salesperson.

0.82/0.88

3. I would provide referrals to this salesperson
if he asked for them

0.84/0.85
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studies indicate that Black buyers do not typically display
negative bias or discriminate toward Black salespersons
(Gligor 2020). However, to empirically rule out this possibil-
ity, we replicated Study 1 in a post hoc study (see Web
Appendix A) with one key change: instead of including
White buyers, we included Black buyers and examined
whether Black buyers with higher SDO expected Black
salespersons to bargain less than White salespersons. The
methods and results of this study are presented online in
Web Appendix A. Findings indicated that the SDO’s of
Black buyers did not lead to differences in the expected

negation likelihood of Black and White salespersons. That
is, the findings of the post hoc study offered evidence that
our focus on White buyers (i.e., not including Black buyers
in our samples) was appropriate.

Discussion

Despite the evidence in other domains that Black individ-
uals can experience discriminatory treatment (Dipboye
and Halverson 2004; Jones et al. 2016), marketing

Table 6 Study 2b: Inter-item correlations

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Salesperson Race (1) .

Buyer SDO (2) −.02 .

Perceived level of negotiation activity (3) .02 .37 .

Willingness to refer (4) −.11 −.04 .08 .

Product price (5) −.08 −.09 .20* .13 .

Lead time (6) −.12 −.14 .23* .23* .28* .

Days return (7) .03 .03 .14 .09 .20* .22* .

Days payment (8) .08 .04 .15 .01 .21* .19* .24* .

Gender (9) .04 .09 .10 .04 .07 .02 .01 .03 .

Age (10) .03 .06 .01 .09 .02 .02 .01 .01 0.11 .

Education (11) .01 .08 .01 .02 .03 .04 .03 .02 .08 .01 .

Purchasing experience (12) .01 .03 .01 .01 .01 .01 .20* .23* .02 .03 .02 .

Mean . 4.32 26.1 5.3 15.2 6.1 13.7 12.6 . 41.5 . 12.7

Standard deviation .91 3.4 1.8 3.1 4.8 2.9 4.8 . 12.1 . 4.3

Note: Sample size is 144; *p < .05

Table 5 Study 2a: Inter-item correlations

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Salesperson Race (1) .

Buyer SDO (2) −.06 .

Perceived level of negotiation activity (3) .04 .35 .

Willingness to refer (4) −.07 −.06 .11 .

Product price (5) −.11 −.11 .23* .12 .

Lead time (6) −.12 −.13 .18* .20* .22* .

Days return (7) .08 .09 .16 .06 .21* .18* .

Days payment (8) .01 .06 .15 .05 .24* .20* .26* .

Gender (9) .02 .10 .07 .02 .03 .02 .03 .01 .

Age (10) .04 .08 .03 .05 .04 .02 .04 .01 .04 .

Education (11) .02 .12 .01 .02 .08 .07 .01 .04 .05 .01 .

Purchasing experience (12) .01 .05 .02 .01 .01 .04 .18* .23* .01 .01 .03 .

Mean . 3.78 23.8 5.7 16.9 8.4 16.1 119.9 . 38.1 . 9.3

Standard deviation . 1.2 2.3 1.1 2.4 5.4 3.2 5.5 . 10.2 . 4.1

Note: Sample size is 156; *p < .05

J. of the Acad. Mark. Sci.



research offers few insights into how Black salespersons
are perceived and treated within buyer–seller negotiations.
We address this limitation in the literature by conducting
a series of experimental studies. Our findings offer inter-
esting theoretical and managerial implications.

Importantly, aside from its theoretical and practical impli-
cations, our main hope is that this manuscript will help further
raise awareness and discourage racism and discriminatory at-
titudes and behaviors toward Blacks.

Theoretical implications

Our findings offer some unique contributions to the marketing
literature on buyer–seller negotiations (Åge and Eklinder-
Frick 2017; Alavi et al. 2020; Atefi et al. 2020; Geiger and
Hüffmeier 2020; Singh et al. 2020; Murphy and Sashi 2018).
Past studies have examined various factors that impact the
process and outcomes of negotiations (see Table 1 for an
overview). Although past research has established the impor-
tant role of individuals’ physical attributes in the negotiation
process, little is known about how race impacts buyer–seller
negotiations (Yang et al. 2018). To that end, our research
extends this stream of marketing literature in several ways.

First, our findings show that, in the context of buyer–seller
relationships, the impact of salesperson race onWhite buyers’
expectations that the salesperson will engage in negotiations is
influenced by buyers’ levels of SDO. Specifically, we found
evidence that White buyers with higher SDO expect Black
salespersons to bargain less than White salespersons.

Second, our findings showed that White buyers’ SDO also
influences their perceptions of how intensely the salesperson
actually negotiated. More specifically, White buyers with
higher SDO perceived Black salespersons to have bargained
more than White salespersons.

Third, we showed that Black salespersons received a lower
product price than White salespersons when negotiating with
White buyers who have a higher SDO. We then further
showed that Black salespersons are less likely than White
salespersons to be referred to other prospective buyers when
negotiating with White buyers higher on SDO. Interestingly,
none of the differences described above exist forWhite buyers
lower on SDO.

Lastly, we empirically ruled out the possibility that Black
buyers perceive differences in the negotiation likelihood of
Black and White salespersons. Specifically, we showed that
there were no differences in Black buyers’ expectations of
Black and White salespersons’ negotiation levels - regardless
of buyers’ SDO. These results strengthen our overall findings,
and offer additional support for examining primarily White
buyers’ (rather than Black buyers’) perceptions and behaviors
toward Black salespersons.

Our findings also augment the negotiations literature that
examines the impact of various differences between negotia-
tors, such as gender (Kennedy et al. 2017; Stuhlmacher and
Walters 1999), personality (Agndal et al. 2017; Pullins et al.
2000), and culture (Alexander et al. 2019; Campbell et al.
1988; Mintu-Wimsatt and Gassenheimer 1996; Ribbink and
Grimm 2014). Our results complement this body of work by
indicating that racial differences play an important role in the
negotiation process. Specifically, we showed that White
buyers with a higher SDO perceived Black and White
salespersons differently (i.e., expected Blacks to negotiate
less; perceived Blacks to have bargained more than they

Table 7 Study 2a: Regression analysis results assessing perceived
negotiation activity

Variable Step 1 Step 2

Salesperson Race (SR) .13(.14) .12(.12)

Buyer SDO (SDO) .25*(.13) .24*(.14)

SR x SDO .28*(.16)

Lead time .05(.12) .06(.13)

Days return .03(.19) .02(.17)

Days payment .06(.08) .05(.07)

Product price .10(.28) .08(21)

Gender .02(.38) .01(.30)

Age .03(.11) .02(.19)

Education .09(.23) .07(.21)

Purchasing experience .04(.21) .02(.14)

Adjusted R2 .13 .18

ΔR2 .05*

Note: Sample size is 156; *p < .05

Table 8 Study 2b: Regression analysis results assessing perceived
negotiation activity

Variable Step 1 Step 2

Salesperson Race (SR) .09(.11) .09(.17)

Buyer SDO (SDO) .22*(.16) .21*(.22)

SR x SDO .30*(.13)

Lead time .03(.19) .02(.15)

Days return .02(.12) .01(.11)

Days payment .04(.15) .02(.10)

Product price .13(.32) .11(27)

Gender .06(.29) .05(.32)

Age .08(.17) .04(.12)

Education .16(.29) .16(.20)

Purchasing experience .11(.31) .08(.21)

Adjusted R2 .12 .16

ΔR2 .04*

Note: Sample size is 144; *p < .05
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a

b

Fig. 3 a Study 2a: The
moderating effect of White
buyers’ SDO on the relationship
between salesperson race and
perceived level of negotiation
activity. b Study 2b: The
moderating effect of White
buyers’ SDO on the relationship
between salesperson race and
perceived level of negotiation
activity

Table 9 Study 2a: Regression analysis results assessing negotiated
product price

Variable Step 1 Step 2

Salesperson Race (SR) −.15(.17) −.14(.15)
Buyer SDO (SDO) −.21*(.15) −.20*(.19)
SR x SDO −.24*(.12)
Lead time −.08(.20) −.07(.17)
Days return .03(.18) .02(.23)
Days payment −.11(.24) −.09(.22)
Gender .05(.03) .04(.12)
Age .02(.12) .01(.14)
Education .05(.22) .03(.18)
Purchasing experience .04(.37) .02(.33)
Adjusted R2 .22 .26
ΔR2 .04*

Note: Sample size is 156; *p < .05

Table 10 Study 2b: Regression analysis results assessing negotiated
product price

Variable Step 1 Step 2

Salesperson Race (SR) −.11(.20) −.11(.19)
Buyer SDO (SDO) −.28*(.19) −.25*(.24)
SR x SDO −.29*(.15)
Lead time −.02(.12) −.01(.07)
Days return .01(.19) .01(.17)
Days payment −.04(.08) −.04(.13)
Gender .09(.31) .05(.11)
Age .03(.22) .01(.12)
Education .02(.14) .02(.17)
Purchasing experience .02(.24) .01(.20)
Adjusted R2 .24 .30
ΔR2 .06*

Note: Sample size is 144; *p < .05
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Fig. 4 a Study 2a: The
moderating effect of White
buyers’ SDO on the relationship
between salesperson race and
product price. b Study 2b: The
moderating effect of White
buyers’ SDO on the relationship
between salesperson race and
product price

Table 12 Study 2b: Regression analysis results assessing willingness to
refer

Variable Step 1 Step 2

Salesperson Race (SR) −.07(.23) −.04(.21)
Buyer SDO (SDO) −.34*(.20) −.29*(.27)
SR x SDO −.38*(.11)
Lead time −.08(.11) −.07(.17)
Days return .02(.08) .03(.14)
Days payment −.02 (.31) −.01(.23)
Product price .10(.19) .10(.25)
Gender .09(.12) .04(.29)
Age .14(.17) .11(.12)
Education .11(.28) .08(.22)
Purchasing experience .13(.30) .12(.25)
Adjusted R2 .21 .25
ΔR2 .04*

Note: Sample size is 144; *p < .05

Table 11 Study 2a: Regression analysis results assessing willingness to
refer

Variable Step 1 Step 2

Salesperson Race (SR) −.13(.15) −.13(.17)
Buyer SDO (SDO) −.29*(.18) −.26*(.14)
SR x SDO −.32*(.11)
Lead time −.04(.14) −.04(.15)
Days return .06(.26) .05(.22)
Days payment −.03 (.45) −.03(.39)
Product price .13(.11) .12(.13)
Gender .05(.16) .05(.19)
Age .01(.12) .02(.15)
Education .01(.19) .01(.10)
Purchasing experience .05(.27) .03(.29)
Adjusted R2 .19 .24
ΔR2 .05*

Note: Sample size is 156; *p < .05
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actually did), behaved differently toward Black salespersons
during negotiations (i.e., offered them lower prices), and
intended to behave differently toward Black salespersons in
the future (i.e., were less willing to refer them to other buyers).

Further, we contribute to the buyer–seller literature examining
the impact of diversity in the context of buyer–seller interactions
(Comer et al. 1998; Jones et al. 1998; Martin 2005; Krishnan
et al. 2019). For example, Comer et al. (1998) examined diversity
in the salesforce by focusing on some of the challenges that
salespersons face, while Jones et al. (1998) explored how
salespersons’ gender and race impact consumers’ purchase inten-
tions. Martin (2005) investigated performance and perception
differences across White and Black salespersons, Gligor (2020)
more recently examined the impact of salesperson race on the
supplier selection process. Specifically, we contribute to this
stream of literature by revealing the impact of race in the nego-
tiations that occur between buyers and sellers.

Our research also builds upon the scarce marketing litera-
ture addressing racial discrimination. The majority of market-
ing studies addressing racial discrimination do so in a B2C
context by examining various forms of discrimination that
shoppers experience (Baker et al. 2008; Bennett et al. 2015;
Ouellet 2007; Schreer et al. 2009). We contribute to this
stream of research by further uncovering the types of discrim-
ination that Blacks can experience in marketing exchanges
(namely negotiations). To our knowledge, our research is the
first to attempt this, and we hope that doing so will lead to
additional marketing studies that address the topic of
discrimination.

In addition, we make some novel contributions to the
broader stream of business literature examining discrimination
(Dhanani et al. 2018; Jones et al. 2016; Posthuma and
Campion 2009; Triana et al. 2015). We augment this literature
with several new insights from the marketing domain.

a

b

Fig. 5 a Study 2a: The
moderating effect of White
buyers’ SDO on the relationship
between salesperson race and
willingness to refer. b Study 2b:
The moderating effect of White
buyers’ SDO on the relationship
between salesperson race and
willingness to refer
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Previous studies in other fields have exclusively focused on
discrimination against individuals and have not examined the
more specific, complex scenarios where individuals act as
salespersons. For example, prior research showed that minor-
ities can experience income discrimination when considered
as individuals (Avery et al. 2018; Hernandez et al. 2019). Our
findings show that minorities (specifically Blacks) can also
experience discrimination when performing the role of a sales-
person, specifically.

Finally, marketing scholars have not widely used social
dominance theory with a few notable exceptions (Han et al.
2019; Maxwell-Smith et al. 2020). We contribute to the adop-
tion of social dominance theory within the field of marketing
by providing empirical evidence showing that SDO can offer
novel insights when examining interactions between groups
belonging to distinct racial groups. While we built on the
tenets of social dominance theory to examine the impact of
racial differences within the context of negotiations, market-
ing scholars can consider this theory to explain additional
marketing phenomena moving forward.

Practical implications

Our findings also have several key practical implications.
Managers should be aware that White buyers with a higher
SDO might expect Black salespersons to negotiate less
than White salespersons. Further, such buyers are also like-
ly to perceive Black salespersons to have negotiated more
than they actually have. Firms should explicitly consider
this insight when delegating Black salespersons to negoti-
ate contracts and advise them of these pitfalls (especially
for contracts that involve intense bargaining). Seller firms
should also train their salespersons on the importance of
actively managing these buyer perceptions. For example,
Black salespersons could be advised to attempt to reduce
the duration of the negotiation process to the extent possi-
ble (without jeopardizing the outcome), as doing so could
possibly attenuate this misperception. Employing a more
expeditious negotiation process could be an effective
means to mitigate these challenges. However, firms should
ultimately ensure that such actions are appropriate for their
specific industry and do not inadvertently create a disad-
vantage for their Black salespersons.

Moreover, seller firms should be cognizant that White
buyers with a higher SDO are likely to offer lower rates to
Black salespersons and be less inclined to recommendBlack
salespersons to other prospective buyers (as compared to
White salespersons). While seller firms have little control
overbuyers’ levelsofSDOorrace, theycouldseek tomitigate
this issue by having racially mixed sales teams when negoti-
atingwithWhitebuyers.Suchmeasureswouldparticularlybe
recommendedwhenlittleisknownaboutthebuyers(e.g.,new
buyers).However, for negotiationswith existing buyers (i.e.,

current customers of the firm) where buyers’ levels of SDO
have been proven not to impact the negotiation process, such
raciallymixed sales teamsmight not be needed.

Discrimination can be conscious or unconscious (Petersen
2006). As such, White buyers with a higher SDO might inad-
vertently discriminate against Black salespersons if not aware
of their own biases. Buyer firms should therefore inform their
employees involved in buyer–seller negotiations about the
pitfalls associated with buyers high on SDO and its impact
on their perceptions and behavior. Buyer firms can video re-
cord their buyers’ negotiations with salespersons of different
races and review those recordings with the buyers to help
them gain insights into possible unconscious discriminatory
behaviors. Buyer firms can also provide their employees who
desire to learn more about the impact of SDO with the mea-
surement scale provided in Table 4 so that they can evaluate
their own levels of SDO. Given the sensitivity and divisive-
ness surrounding racial sensitivity, such training could be op-
tional and offered to those employees requesting it. Studies
show that forcing buyers to undergo such training could have
an opposite effect, as mandatory diversity training programs
can trigger a strong backlash against the very ideas they seek
to promote (Dobbin and Kalev 2016). As Rock (2017) argued,
“employees need to feel that they’re feely choosing to be
nonprejudiced, not that they’re having it forced upon them”.

Limitations and future directions

While our studies offer unique insights into the impact of
SDO in the buyer–seller negotiation process, they are not
free of limitations. First, we focused on buyers’ perceptions
of, and behaviors toward, Black salespersons. Future stud-
ies should examine the perception of other minorities, such
as Hispanics or Asians. Second, we conducted our study in
the U.S. Future studies should attempt to replicate our find-
ings in other countries. Third, there are inherent limitations
associated with any type of methodological approach, in-
cluding experimental vignettes. We addressed this limita-
tion by also employing a non-vignette-based experiment in
studies 2a and 2b. Future research should employ alternate
methods (i.e., grounded theory, case studies) in order to
offer richer perspectives into the relationships explored in
this research. Specifically, qualitative studies can be ex-
tremely helpful in identifying solutions to mitigate racial
discrimination. Interviews and case studies with firms that
have successfully addressed this issue can offer novel in-
sights. For example, future research could examine whether
racially mixed teams could be effective in addressing the
issues highlighted here. Fourth, in Study 1 we built our
arguments on the premise that White buyers higher on
SDO believe that Blacks should settle for less, and thus,
expect Black salespersons to negotiate less. Future studies
could examine additional mechanisms for the explored
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relationships. Doing so would provide additional insights
into the processes that lead White buyers with higher SDO
to discriminate against Black salespersons and help reduce
the issues identified here. Fifth, we conducted our studies in
a context where the negotiators acted as agents for their
respective organizations. According to agency theory
(Eisenhardt 1989) and role theory (Solomon et al. 1985),
there are behavioral differences between individuals acting
as their own agents (e.g., consumers) and individuals acting
as agents for others (e.g., purchasing managers). While
Hernandez et al. (2019) provided some insights into the
impact of racial differences in individual salary negotia-
tions, our findings highlight the need for more research on
the impact of racial differences in both situations. In addi-
tion, we explored variables from the buyers’ perspective
(e.g., perceived negotiation likelihood, perceived negotia-
tion intensity). It would be interesting for future studies to
explore these from the salespersons’ perspective. Lastly,
while our research focused on large, multinational corpora-
tions, future research could examine these issues in the con-
text of smaller family-owned firms, as the race of the firm
owner might impact the results. We hope our findings will
raise awareness of the need to explore aspects of racial dis-
crimination that might occur in other areas of marketing.

Appendix 1

Appendix 2: Vignettes for Study 1

Imagine you are the buyer manager for your company. Your
objective is to purchase the component your firm needs at the
lowest price possible as your firm needs 100,000 units. After
evaluating different vendors, you decide to purchase the prod-
uct from JW Group, a large publicly traded multinational cor-
poration and a long-term vendor of your company’s. You’ve
also personally interacted with the seller’s salesperson before
on other business transactions

Over the years of doing business with your firm, JWGroup
has developed a good reputation by offering competitive
prices and good quality products. Below you will find an
overview of JWGroup’s operation and ratings by other buyers
in your industry

JWGroup has an asking price for this product of $20. Your
market research indicates that this is a fair market price, how-
ever you decide to offer JW Group’s salesperson, Mr. James
Smith, $16/unit (20% less than the asking price). Please re-
view the seller’s information below, think about this scenario
for 2–3 min, then proceed to the next page

Salesperson

(Picture used in Scenario 1)
Mr. James Smith*

(Picture used in Scenario 2)
Mr. James Smith*

Seller name JW Group

Asking price per unit (MSRP) $20

Seller distance to your facility 1,200 miles

Average delivery lead time 3 days

Variability in delivery lead time (SD) 0.5 days

Product quality rating (1-10 scale) 10 stars 

Delivery reliability rating (1-10 scale) 9.5 stars

Quality of communication rating (1-10 scale) 9 stars

*Note: Respondents were presented a vignette containing only one of the two pictures.
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