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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation explores the determinants of 

integrative outcomes in intranational and international 

negotiations between Americans and Japanese. A laboratory 

study was conducted to test the effects of cultural 

collectivism on (1) empathic concern towards, and trust in 

the negotiating partner, (2) competitive, cooperative and 

maximizing joint profit behaviors and (3) the 

integrativeness of the outcomes between Japanese and 

Americans. Individuals from collectivist cultures, such as 

the Japanese, behave differently towards members of their 

ingroup than with members of outgroups. An ingroup is 

defined as a group whose norms and values shape the behavior 

of its members. 

Results of an experiment involving 98 Japanese and 92 

American students found that two Japanese negotiating 

together reached more integrative outcomes than either two 

Americans or an American and Japanese negotiating together. 

Japanese individuals behave in such a way as to satisfy 

the needs and goals of the entire ingroup. When negotiating 

with Japanese partners, Japanese negotiators behaved 

cooperatively and reached integrative outcomes. with 

American partners, however, the Japanese behaved 

competitively and reached distributive outcomes. People in 
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individualist cultures, such as Americans, are interested in 

satisfying their own needs and compete with others, 

(regardless of their negotiating partners), to get what chey 

want. In this negotiation exercise, the Americans reached 

distributive outcomes. 

Two cognitions that have an effect on the 

integrativeness of the outcome were examined in this 

dissertation. They are trust in and empathy towards one's 

negotiating partner. Japanese negotiators tend to have 

trust in and empathy towards members of Japanese partners, 

but not American partners. American negotiators tend .to 

have less trust in and empathy towards their negotiating 

partners. Practical implications and future research are 

discussed. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Cross-cultural contact occurs in a variety of business

related situations including global marketing, interactions 

among people in mUltinational corporations, and 

international joint venture negotiations. However, cross

cultural interactions, especially international 

negotie-.tions, have not always been successful (Black & 

Mendenhall, 1990; Bochner, 1982). Recently, several 

researchers have been studying how to achieve greater 

coordination and cooperation among people from different 

cultures in the areas of training (Black & Mendenhall, 

1990), marketing decision-making (Rangaswany, Eliashberg, 

Burke & Wind, 1989), management (see Adler, 1983a, 1983b for 

a review) and negotiations (Graham, 1985). 

One area of study examines culture as an explanation of 

these differences (Adler, 1983b; Barrett & Bass, 1976; 

Mar~~s & Kitayama, 1991). The study of cultural effects on 

international negotiations is especially important, not only 

for management when "doing business overseas," but also for 

governments and their national security. "The dangers of 

negotiation failures in the international sphere include 

inefficient economic trade, war, and threats to our 

survival," according to Bazerman and Carroll (1987, p.248). 
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The number of international negotiations involving the 

united states, as well as developing countries as they enter 

the world market, has increased significantly (Zartman, 

1977). According to Perlmutter, over 50 percent of 

international managers' time is spent negotiating (in Adler 

& Graham, 1989). Unfortunately, negotiators, in business as 

well as government, may be ill-equipped to negotiate in the 

international arena - such as national trade agreements, 

joint venture deals, contracts that involve multinational 

corporations, or the 1992 negotiations between U.s. 

President Bush and Prime Minister Watanabe of Japan. 

The reasons for poor international negotiations may be 

because people with different cultural backgrounds have 

different negotiation styles (Adler & Graham, 1989; Weiss & 

Stripp, 1985). Americans tend to believe that people 

everywhere are very much alike (Bochner, 1980) and negotiate 

in the same way; but people from different cultural 

backgrounds differ in their behaviors, cognitions, problem

solving approaches (Kahn, 1970) and negotiation styles. 

According to Hall (1960, p.87), "When the American executive 

travels abroad to do business he is shocked at the many 

variables of foreign behavior and customs that complicate 

his efforts." 

American managers often behave the same way in cross

cultural interactions, such as negotiations, as they do when 



interacting with other Americans (Adler & Graham, 1989). 

Speaking about Americans, Fulbright (1979, p.15) stated 

that, "our linguistic and cultural myopia Is losing us 

friends, business and respect in the world." 
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Because of these differences, effective international 

negotiations are more difficult than many Americans realize 

(Adler & Graham, 1987; Weiss & Stripp, 1985). Lukov (1985) 

suggested that considerable modification of the negotiation 

process is required if negotiators want to strengthen mutual 

understanding and improve joint outcomes in international 

situations. For example, most American negotiators feel 

they have to compete with their partner in a negotiation 

(Bazerman & Carroll, 1987; Pruitt, 1981). Competing, 

however, often leads to suboptimal outcomes for each party, 

while collaborating has been found to lead to more favorable 

outcomes for both sides (Pruitt, 1981; Rubin & Brown, 1975). 

This dissertation explores the difficulties of cross

cultural negotiations, specifically, how Americans negotiate 

with the Japanese. Although there have been some studies on 

international negotiations in recent years, in an extensive 

review of the literature on international negotiations, 

Weiss (1990) found that most articles were atheoretical, 

archival descriptions of organization or government 

negotiations. 
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Clearly, more empirical and theoretical research is 

needed, particularly on the effect of culture on the 

cognitions and behaviors of negotiators. These variables 

have been found to affect negotiated outcomes; and, in this 

area, the quality of previous research is poor (Adler, 

1983a; Adler & Graham, 1989; Roberts & Boyacigiller, 1984; 

Weiss, 1990). 

Several studies on international negotiations (Adler & 

Graham, 1987; Harnett & Cummings, 1980; Leung, 1988; 

Lituchy, 1990; Neale, Huber & Northcraft, 1987; Weiss, 1989) 

have found that people from other cultures (such as 

Mexicans, French-speaking Canadians, Japanese and Chinese) 

bargain differently than American negotiators. For example, 

Adler, Graham and Gehrke (1985) found that negotiation 

styles of Mexicans and Francophone Canadians were 

significantly different from Anglophone Canadians and 

Americans in intranational dyadic negotiations. In a study 

comparing American and Japanese negotiators, Graham and 

Andrews (1987) found that there were more difficulties with 

international negotiations than with intranational 

negotiations. These studies, however, did not examine the 

causes of differences in negotiations, or the reasons for 

difficulties when negotiating with people from other 

cultures. 
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In many of these studies, country or nation-state and 

culture are used interchangeably. They are not the same 

thing, however; cultural homogeneity does not exist within a 

country. In Canada, for example, there are Anglophones, 

Francophones, native people and several groups of people 

from Asian cultures, just to name a few. Even in Japan, 

which is seen as more homogeneous than most other countries, 

there are several different cultural groups. In the present 

study, culture is the variable of interest. The term 

"Japanese" therefore, refers to the majority cultural group 

in Japanese business. "Americans" refers to the majority 

business culture -- businesspeople and college students who 

will be entering the job market in the near future. It does 

not include the many other cultural groups in the united 

states, such as Mexican-Americans living in Arizona, Cubans 

living on the East Coast, or Asians on the west Coast. 

The present research examines cultural collectivism, 

conforming to one's groups needs and goals, as a factor that 

influences the cognitions and behaviors of Americans and 

Japanese in an integrative negotiation exercise. Pruitt 

(1983) suggests that achieving integrative outcomes -

outcomes that produce high joint benefits for both parties -

- has important implications for the stability of both the 

negoti~ting relationship and the contract or outcome 

reached. This appears to be especially vital in 
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international negotiations since several other cultures (the 

Japanese, for example) find long-term relationships to be 

more important than short-term contracts. Furthermore, 

after we understand how culture influences the negotiation 

process, we may be able to provide training for managers 

involved in cross-cultural negotiations. 

The relationship between cultural collectivism and 

international negotiations is examined in this paper. 

Specifically, the questions to be answered by this research 

are: 

(1) What are the effects of cultural collectivism on 

the outcomes of intranational and international 

negotiations between the united states and Japan? 

(2) How does cultural collectivism affect the behaviors 

of negotiators? and, 

(3) How does cultural collectivism affect individual 

negotiator cognitions, such as empathy towards and 

trust in one's negotiating partner? 

Chapter two contains reviews of the negotiation and 

culture literatures. Theoretical and empirical studies of 

negotiations, in general, as well as American/Japanese 

negotiations are reviewed. Two negotiator cognitions that 

affect negotiating behaviors - empathic concern and trust -

are presented. Culture is defined, and its affect on 
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negotiator characteristics and behaviors is described. 

Cultural collectivism is described as an operationalization 

of one dimension of culture. A model of cross-cultural 

negotiation is developed to examine the effects of cultural 

collectivism and negotiator cognitions on the behaviors in 

and resulting outcome of intranational and international 

negotiations. Finally, hypotheses to test this model are 

presented. 

An empirical study designed to test the hypotheses is 

presented in chapter three. This chapter includes the 

sample of subjects, the task, the design, the procedure 

followed, and specific measures to test the hypotheses. In 

chapter four, results and discussion of the study are 

presented. Chapter five provides a conclusion, practical 

implications, and suggestions for future research. 
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

Negotiations 

Negotiation has been defined as "the process by which 

two or more interdependent parties who do not have identical 

preferences across decision alternatives make joint 

decisions" (Bazerman & Carroll, 1987, p.248); or as "the 

process whereby two or more parties attempt to settle what 

each will give and take, perform and receive, in transaction 

between them" (Rubin & Brown, 1975, p.2). An important part 

of the definition is that the negotiators have non-identical 

preferences (Neale & Northcraft, 1990). with non-identical 

preferences, depending on cognitions and behaviors, it is 

possible for negotiators to reach outcomes that are 

beneficial to both parties. This type of outcome, called an 

"integrative negotiation outcome," is explained in more 

detail in the next section. 

Gulliver (1979, p.17) defines international negotiation 

as, "a complex process of interaction between conflicting 

parties leading to and including joint or interdependent 

decision-making on the issues between them." This 

complexity is derived from the multiple and mixed motives 

that the parties bring into the negotiation setting and 

which guide their decision-making behavior within the 
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negotiation (Harnett & Cummings, 1980). This is especially 

true in international negotiations since cultural 

differences of the negotiators add to the complexity of 

their interaction (Weiss & Stripp, 1985). 

Negotiation occurs when: 

(1) conflict exists between two or more parties; 

(2) the parties are joined in a form of voluntary 

relationship; 

(3) no fixed or established rules exist for resolving the 

conflict; 

(4) the parties prefer to search for an outcome rather than 

to fight openly; and 

(5) there is a division or exchange of tangible and/or 

intangible resources (Lewicki & Litterer, 1985; Rubin & 

Brown, 1975). 

Cross (1969, p.3) stated that negotiation occurs, 

"whenever the allocation of gains among participants to an 

agreement is subject to their own choice rather than 

predetermined by their circumstances." In other words, 

negotiation should take place when the parties can resolve a 

conflict, and achieve greater outcomes than with other 

possible conflict resolutions, such as a strike, trade 

embargo, or war. 

"Bargaining" and "negotiating" have been used 

interchangeably in the literature. For example, bargaining 
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has been defined as "negotiating over terms of an agreement 

or contract" (Rubin & Brown, 1975, p.3). Rubin and Brown 

(1975) argue tilat bargaining and negotiating are synonymous 

terms. For the purpose of clarity, only the term 

negotiation is used in this paper. In the next section, two 

types of negotiation outcomes are discussed: integrative and 

distributive. 

Negotiation Outcomes 

Integrative outcomes, first described by Follet (1940), 

are negotiation outcomes which enhance both parties' 

outcomes and produce high joint benefits. The integrative 

model views negotiations as a means by which the negotiators 

may solve problems to the mutual benefit of both parties 

(Bazerman, Magliozzi & Neale, 1985). This can be contrasted 

with the distributive model, which views negotiations as a 

procedure for dividing a fixed resource in which, if one 

party gains, the other party loses. Although historically 

the research focus has been on distributive negotiations, in 

recent years research on integrative negotiations has 

increased (cf. Neale & Bazerman, 1985; Northcraft & Neale, 

1991; Rubin & Brown, 1975). 

Integrative outcomes occur when, "the negotiators 

locate and adopt options that reconcile the needs of both 
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parties and produce solutions of high joint benefit" 

(Bazerman, et al., 1985, p.311). Integrative negotiations 

lead to high joint outcomes for both parties, and stability 

in the negotiation relationship. This is especially 

important in international negotiations, since outcomes 

involving high joint outcomes are less likely to be 

repudiated after the outcome has been reached (Walton & 

McKersie, 1965). To understand 'the "win-win" strategy of 

integrative negotiations, it is useful to first review the 

"win-lose" strategy of distributive negotiations. 

Distributive Outcomes. Competitive, win-lose exchanges 

in which resources are fixed and limited lead to 

distributive outcomes. This is known as a "fixed pie of 

available resources". In the distributive model, one single 

issue, such as money, is under consideration, and the 

parties have opposing interests in that single issue 

(Raiffa, 1982). Businesses may engage in distributive 

negotiations where the value of an entire firm is being 

negotiated, such as in a merger or acquisition. 

Negotiators believe that the more they get, the less 

their negotiating partner gets. The parties believe that 

they have opposing interests which lead them to incompatible 

preferences among decision alternatives (Pruitt, 1981). The 

following is an illustration of this point. 
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The story of two sisters fighting over an orange is a 

common example of a negotiation with a distributive outcome. 

Since there is only one orange and both sisters want it, 

they decide to split the orange in half. This is a 

compromise, allowing one sister to use her half orange for 

juice, while allowing the other sister to use the rind of 

her half orange in a cake recipe. A fixed pie, the orange, 

is being divided "equally" between the parties. since each 

sister gets half of the orange, and the part is only half of 

what she wants, this is considered a distributive outcome 

(Walton & McKersie, 1965). 

Walton and McKersie (1965) stated that most negotiators 

view the negotiating process as a distributive task. 

However, Pruitt (1981) states that, "interests should never 

be regarded as inherently opposed". It may be possible to 

discover new alternatives that offer integrative outcomes. 

Even when a negotiation begins with a single issue, such as 

one orange, it is often possible to introduce other issues 

and engage in cooperative, problem-solving behaviors (Rubin 

& Brown, 1975; Walton & McKersie, 1965). If the sisters had 

known each others' needs, they could have reached an 

integrative outcome. Integrative outcomes are described in 

more detail below. 
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Integrative Outcomes. Making tradeoffs or solving 

problems to the mutual benefit of each side leads to 

integrative outcomes. Converting a single-issue problem 

(distributive outcome) into a mUlti-issue negotiation leads 

to integrative outcomes. In the integrative model, two 

parties negotiate on several issues. The parties, 

therefore, are not strict competitors since they value the 

issues differently. Thus, if one party gets more, the other 

party does not necessarily have to get less. with an 

integrative outcome, each party gets more of what they value 

most. Furthermore, the negotiators can cooperate to 

"enlarge the pie" they will eventually divide (Bazerman & 

Neale, 1982). Outcomes are integrative to the extent that 

they reconcile the parties' interests and yield joint 

profits higher than those that could be created with 

distributive outcomes (Neale & Bazerman, 1985). 

In the orange example presented above, one sister wants 

only the juice of the orange - to drink, while the other 

sister wants only the rind - for a cake recipe. The "pie" 

can be expanded by giving one sister all of the juice, and 

the other sister all of the rind. Since the "pie" is 

expanded before it is split, both parties are able to 

benefit from the outcome. This integrative outcome produces 

a higher joint benefit than dividing the orange in half. 
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Kissinger, in his negotiations with Israel and Egypt, 

identified trade-offs so that packages of concessions could 

be negotiated rather than individual isolated issues (Pruitt 

& Rubin, 1986). This is another example of enlarging the 

negotiation pie, thereby allowing for integrative outcomes 

to be reached. 

Although negotiators view most conflict situations as 

distributive, Pruitt (1981) believes that most conflicts are 

not purely distributive. Single issues are uncommon in most 

negotiation scenarios. However, the time required to 

develop an integrative outcome may prohibit the use of 

cooperative behaviors. In this case, compromising behaviors 

may be more effective (Neale & Bazerman, 1985). The quality 

of the outcome will have to be traded, however, for the 

immediacy of the decision. If one has few time constraints, 

the quality of the outcome will be significantly enhanced by 

the use of cooperative behaviors. 

Integrative outcomes result in high joint profits, 

enhance on-going relationships between negotiators, and 

produce outcomes that are less likely to be repudiated after 

they are reached. Because the parties have developed trust 

in one another, they are less likely to have conflict and 

more likely to reach integrative outcomes in the future. 

This is especially important in cross-cultural negotiations, 

since international conflicts could lead to trade embargoes 
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and even war. It is apparent that integrative outcomes are 

better than distributive outcomes. Therefore, this 

dissertation examines only those negotiations in which an 

integrative outcome is possible. 

Negotiator cognitions and behaviors, and the 

integrativeness of the negotiation outcome between Japanese 

and American negotiators are examined in this paper. There 

are several reasons why the Japanese were chosen as a 

comparison group. First, Japan is America's second largest 

trading partner (Canada is first.) (Van Zandt, 1970). From 

1979-1985, for example, the number of joint ventures between 

the u.s. and Japan increased 2,000 percent (Mendenhall & 

Black, 1990), and trade between the two countries exceeded 

$84 billion in 1984 (Graham, 1985). 

Second, several researchers believe that, "the 

opportunities for American companies in Japan are unlimited 

if American managers can conduct face-to-face business 

negotiations with Japanese clients and partners efficiently 

and effectively" (Graham & Sano, 1989, p.6). However, the 

Japanese have a very different cultural background and 

negotiation style from the American culture and negotiation 

style, making it extremely difficult for Americans to 

negotiate with the Japanese. "American people, by nature, 

will have great difficulty bargaining with Japanese 

businesspeople" (Graham & Sano, 1989, p.5). According to 
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some researchers, Americans can easily learn how to 

negotiate with people from other western cultures, but they 

cannot learn how to negotiate with people from Asian 

cultures (Van Zandt, 1970), especially the Japanese. 

In the next section, the current literature on American 

negotiation style and Japanese negotiation style is 

summarized. Then, cross-cultural studies between 

negotiators from these two countries are reviewed. Finally, 

a model for cross-cultural negotiations is presented, and 

the hypotheses to be tested are developed. 

American Negotiation style' 

In a laboratory study, Graham and Andrews (1987) found 

that when two Americans were negotiating, they were very 

aggressive, and likely to provide misinformation. Americans 

exhibit self-centered characteristics (Harnett & Cummings, 

1980), and they value informality, "getting to the point" 

and "laying the facts on the table" one at a time (Graham & 

Sano, 1989). The "Protestant work ethic" is part of 

American culture. It encourages personal initiative, 

competition, and independence (Adler, Graham & Gehrke, 1987; 

Kanungo, 1980). 

Graham and Sano (1989) call this the "John Wayne 

style." Americans think they can handle any situation 
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themselves. They can negotiate a deal by themselves, so 

they want to take full credit for the success; however, they 

are not always successful. 

In a laboratory study on negotiations, Adler, et. al. 

(1987) found that Americans used behaviors to influence 

their negotiating partners. American values and behaviors 

lead to "win-lose" or distributive outcomes (Kbarbanda & 

Stallworthy, 1991), with long, 100- to 200-page contracts. 

American negotiators also have cognitive biases that 

affect their behaviors and the outcome of the negotiation. 

For example, negotiators are overconfident in evaluating 

their likelihood of success (Bazerman & Neale, 1982); they 

are affected by the framing bias (Bazerman, et al., 1985); 

they irrationally escalate their commitment to a previously 

selected course of action (Bazerman & Carroll, 1987); and 

they view negotiations as a "fixed pie" (distributive 

outcome) . 

Baze~nan and Carroll (1987) argue that the fixed pie is 

mythical. However, integrative outcomes are non-obvious 

solutions to American negotiators. American negotiators 

frequently fail to attain available and mutually beneficial 

outcomes (Bazerman & Carroll, 1987). This leads to 

decreases in available resources and productivity, and 

increases in conflict and self-destruction (Pruitt & Rubin, 



1986; Raiffa, 1982) of the individual, organization, or 

country in question. 
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Several studies have tried to find ways to increase the 

joint profits of American negotiations. For example, in a 

free-market negotiation exercise, Bazerman et al. (1985) 

found that negotiators became slightly more integrative over 

time, and that positively-framed negotiators completed more 

transactions than negatively-framed negotiators. 

In a laboratory study, Neale, Northcraft and Earley 

(1989), found no difference in mean profit of negotiators 

with difficult, easy, or do-your-best goals. After a 

lecture on negotiations, the subjects participated in a 

second round of negotiations. The mean profit increased for 

negotiators with difficult goals, although this profit level 

was not significantly different from the first round of 

negotiations. Furthermore, Neale and Bazerman (1985) found 

that setting difficult goals decreased the number of 

transactions completed as well as the profit level. Thus, 

framing, goal setting, feedback, and experience or learning 

over time do not provide much help to American negotiators 

in reaching integrative outcomes (Ball, Bazerman & Carroll, 

1991). 

This "John Wayne" negotiation style stems from the 

cultural background of Americans (Graham & Sano, 1989). 

Americans stress attending to the self and the importance of 



asserting the self. They value independence and autonomy 

(Markus & Kitayama, 1991). This is called individualism. 

Individualism. Gould and Kolb (1964) defined 

individualism as a belief that the individual is an end in 

oneself, and is not worried about social pressures to 

conform. Individualism presumes the importance of self

interest. Members of individualist societies behave in a 

manner that is likely to result in outcomes that satisfy 

personal interests (Wagner & Moch, 1986) rather than group 

interests. People from individualist cultures belong to 

many groups at the same time, and the group membership of 

other people is not salient to them (Hofstede, 1984; 

Triandis, 1989). 
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Hsu (1983) found individualists to be self-reliant, 

competitive, aggressive, and creative. In highly 

individualist countries, such as the united states, Great 

Britain, and Canada (Inkeles, 1983; stewart, 1966), it is 

considered socially acceptable to pursue one's own ends 

without minding the welfare of others. This causes 

Americans to be concerned for their own outcome, and during 

a negotiation, to behave competitively. But as stated 

earlier, competitive behaviors lead to distributive 

outcomes. Integrative outcomes are non-obvious to 
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the partner's outcome, as well as one's own. 

Japanese Negotiation style 

The Japanese negotiation style is called "nemawashi." 
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Negotiators in Japan, concerned with long-term 

relationships, feel they have a responsibility to consider 

the others' needs, and trust that their negotiating partner 

will not take advantage of them (Graham & Sano, 1989; Weiss 

& Stripp, 1985). The Japanese focus on the relationship 

between the negotiating parties, not the details of the 

contract. Sincerity, trust and good intentions are 

important. 

Nemawashi literally means, "preparing the roots" (of a 

tree to be transplanted). In negotiations, it means that 

all of the negotiations are prepared in advance - through 

informal conversation and meetings in restaurants, 

bathhouses, and on golf courses (Graham & Sano, Weiss & 

Stripp, 1985). 

Japanese negotiators are able to reach "win-win" 

integrative outcomes by exchanging appropriate information 

and taking the time to negotiate (Kharbanda & Stallworthy, 

1991) in an informal setting. What goes on at the actual 

"negotiation table" is just a ritual approval. Japanese 
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agreements are informal, often verbal agreements or short 1-

to 2-page contracts. If for some reason there are changes 

in the agreement during the formal setting, the Japanese 

will respond with long silent periods to show the offer is 

unacceptable (Graham & Andrews, 1987). 

Again, negotiation style and behaviors are influenced 

by culture (Graham & Sano, 1989). The Japanese emphasize 

harmonious interdependence, and attending to and fitting in 

with others (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), demonstrating that 

Japanese culture is collective. 

Collectivism. Collectivism means greater emphasis on, 

and conformity to the views, needs and goals of one's group. 

Collectivism involves complex patterns of social behavior 

that produce distinctions between behavior toward members of 

the ingroup and members of the outgroup. 

An ingroup is a group to which a person belongs (e.g., 

family, club, organization, or country). An out group is a 

group or category to which the person does not belong (e.g., 

another family, club, organization, or country). An 

essential attribute of collectivist cultures is that group 

membership is very salient. Individuals in collectivist 

cultures belong to a limited number of ingroups, such as 

their family, and school or company, and country. They 

consider everyone else the outgroup (Triandis & Vassiliou, 



33 

1972) (e.g., other families, other schools or companies, and 

other countries). For example, at the family level, one's 

own family would be considered the ingroup, and the family 

next door would be considered the outgroup. If the company 

is the group level, then the employees of the company one 

works for, such as Toyota, would be considered the ingroup 

and employees of other companies, such as Mazda or Honda, 

would be considered outgroup members. Group membership can 

also occur at the national level, and is of interest in this 

dissertation on international negotiations. One's country, 

such as Japan, would be the ingroup, and other countries 

(China, united states, Germany) are considered outgroups. 

People in collectivist cultures may be induced to 

subordinate their personal goals for the goals of the 

ingroup, and much of their behavior may reflect goals and 

values that are consistent with the goals of this ingroup 

(Triandis, 1972). Some of the values of collectivism are 

reciprocity, obligation, duty, security, tradition, harmony, 

and proper action. They are likely to suppress their 

individual interests and goals for the interests, benefit 

and harmony of the ingroup. 

Value standards differ for ingroups and outgroups. 

People from collectivist cultures, such as the Japanese, are 

more likely to be concerned about the other ingroup members' 

outcomes because of their collective nature. They are 
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likely to be empathic toward their ingroup partners' needs, 

but this will not be true of outgroup partners. 

The behavior of individuals from collectivist cultures 

toward members of their ingroup requires harmony and trust 

(Leung, 1988; Sato, 1988), and conformity (Triandis & 

Vassiliou, 1972). When interacting with ingroup members, 

collectivists tend to be very cooperative and helpful. This 

cooperative behavior among collectivists can be motivated 

solely by the knowledge that the outcomes will benefit the 

entire ingroup membership (Wagner & Moch, 1986). 

Collectivists seek the protection of the group and are not 

interested in competition with ingroup members (Hsu, 1983). 

Furthermore, the difference in behaviors toward 

ingroups and outgroups is very great (Triandis, 1972). When 

interacting with outgroup members, people from collectivist 

cultures tend to be very competitive and unhelpful. They 

have been known to "do whatever they can get away with" 

(Triandis & Vassiliou, 1972) when interacting with 

individuals who are considered outgroup members. 

Because of their trust in and concern for members of 

the ingroup, Japanese negotiators will reach integrative 

outcomes when negotiating with ingroup partners. However, 

the Japanese will be competitive, and therefore reach 

distributive outcomes, when negotiating with outgroup 

partners. For example, if the organization is the level of 
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interest, then when negotiating with employees from own's 

own company, the Japanese would have trust in and empathic 

concern for this person, and should reach an integrative 

outcome. However, if the negotiating partner is from 

another organization, he or she would be considered an 

outgroup member. The Japanese would therefore have low trust 

in and little empathy towards this person, and should reach 

a distributive outcome. 

A summary of the negotiation styles of Japanese and of 

Americans is provided in Table 1. with these huge 

differences in negotiation styles and cultures, it is easy 

to understand why Americans have difficulties negotiating 

wi+:h the Japanese, and the Japanese with Americans. The 

literature on negotiations between Americans and Japanese is 

summarized below. 



TABLE 1 

A SUMMARY OF THE NEGOTIATION STYLES 

OF JAPANESE AND AMERICANS 

AMERICAN 

"Win-lose" orientation 

Short-term 

Overstate position 

Concern for contract 

Individual orientation 

Aggressive 

Informal 

100- to 200-page contracts 

JAPANESE 

"Win-win" orientation 

Long-term 

Reasonable position 

Concern for relations 

Group orientation 

Sincere 

Formal 

1- to 2-page contracts 

36 
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Japanese and American Negotiations 

In a laboratory experiment, Graham and Andrews (1987) 

videotaped negotiations between American and Japanese dyads. 

They found that there was a large degree of misunderstanding 

and discomfort for the negotiators. For example, an 

American thought that a "nod" of the head by the Japanese 

meant understanding and agreement. But when the American 

asked for specific prices, the Japanese stated the highest 

bid possible. In Japan, a nod only signifies that the 

person is listening to you, not agreeing with you. In this 

dyad, and several others, the Americans voiced their 

negative response. This made the Japanese feel uneasy. The 

Japanese also found the Americans ignored their request for 

information and behaved very aggressively (Graham & Andrews, 

1987) . 

The Japanese negotiate differently with Americans than 

with their compatriots (Thayler & Weiss, 1987). This is 

because the Japanese distinguish between ingroups (uchi) and 

outgroups (soto) as explained above. The Japanese use the 

"banana sale approach" in international negotiations. using 

this negotiation style, the seller asks an outrageous price, 

and lowers it as the buyer objects. The Japanese use this 

style with foreigners, because they feel they do not know 

what to expect from outgroup partners, and this approach 
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leaves them room to maneuver. In other words, the Japanese 

behave competitively in cross-cultural negotiations. 

Graham (1985) conducted a laboratory experiment with 

Japanese and Americans negotiating in intranational and 

international dyads. He found that when negotiating in 

cross-cultural dyads, both Americans and Japanese had lower 

individual and joint profits than Americans and Japanese 

negotiating in intranational dyads. 

Although previous international negotiation studies 

have found that people from different countries negotiate 

differently (Adler & Graham, 1989; Lituchy, 1990; Weiss, 

1989, 1990), several problems exist with this research: 

(1) Although these studies state that culture is 

important, they do not measure culture (Roberts & 

Boyacigiller, 1984). Culture has often served as a synonym 

for nation. However, some countries may have more than one 

culture. For example, there are Chinese, Malaysians, and 

Indians in Singapore; and there are many subcultures in the 

United States. On the other hand, many nations may possess 

the same culture (e.g., the countries around the 

Mediterranean) (Bhagat & McQuaid, 1982). The use of 

measurable dimensions of culture will allow organizational 

researchers to identify "genuine cross-cultural differences" 

and to develop cross-cultural paradigms and theories (Bhagat 

& McQuaid, 1982; Roberts & Boyacigiller, 1984). 



39 

(2) Scenarios are often used rather than face-to-face 

negotiations (Graham, 1985). Face-to-face negotiations are 

more complex and more realistic than scenarios. 

(3) Face-to-face negotiations are usually limited to 

intranational rather than international dyads. As shown 

above, people negotiate differently in intranational versus 

cross-cultural negotiations. 

(4) Little attention has been given to the relationship 

between culture and negotiating behaviors and outcomes. 

(5) There have been many different variables studied, 

with little regard to, or development of, theory (Adler & 

Graham, 1989; Nasif, Al-Daeoji, Ebrahimi & Thibodeaux 1991; 

Rubin & Brown, 1975; Weiss, 1990). 

As seen from the literature cited above, this research 

on international negotiations does not examine why there are 

problems in cross-cultural negotiations. The problems that 

exist in negotiations between Americans and Japanese may be 

due to cultural differences - individualism and 

collectivism, respectively. 

The present study attempts to overcome some of these 

problems of previous cross-cultural research by following 

Roberts and Boyacigiller's (1984) seven criteria (four 

research criteria and three content criteria): 
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(1) A good paradigm will either specify a definition of 

culture or replace it with a set of measurable variables. 

This study measures one dimension of culture, collectivism. 

(2) An adequate paradigm will integrate multi

disciplinary views of organizations. This paper integrates 

the negotiation literature from organizational behavior, 

decision making, political science and marketing disciplines 

to develop the negotiation model presented below. 

(3) Good cross-cultural research will reflect agreement 

about sets of variables to be studied. The va.riables 

measured in this study were chosen because of their wide use 

in negotiation research. 

(4) A good paradigm will reflect agreement about 

appropriate strategies or methodologies for conducting 

research. Most international negotiation researchers agree 

that face-to-face negotiations need to be studied. However, 

there is disagreement as to whether "real life" negotiations 

or laboratory studies are more useful. A laboratory 

experiment was chosen for this study to allow the cultural 

make-up of the negotiating dyad to be manipulated and to 

allow the variables of interest to be measured directly. 

(5) Research needs to reduce reliance on rationalistic 

views. Negotiator cognitions and biases, from a non

rationalistic decision-making perspective, are incorporated 

into the current model of negotiations. 
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(6) Cross-cultural research should include the role of 

history. History is included in this study in the sense 

that negotiation styles of the Americans and Japanese are 

derived through cultural differences that develop from 

national and/or regional histories. 

(7) Time must be accounted for in organizational 

research. Research should not bs done at one's convenience. 

Furthermore, time is thought about and perceived differently 

in different nations. Negotiations with the Japanese is a 

very timely issue; therefore, the Japanese were chosen as a 

comparison group. Although Japanese view negotiations as a 

long-term process that precedes the "formal negotiation," 

the Americans do not. Therefore, this study will cover only 

the actual negotiation. Pre- and post-negotiation stages 

will not be covered. 

A Model for Cross-Cultural Negotiations 

Because of their cultural beliefs, people from 

collectivist cultures (e.g. Japanese) are likely to be 

highly empathic toward, and have trust in, ingroup partners 

(other Japanese). This should lead them to behave in a 

cooperative manner and reach integrative outcomes. However, 

collectivist negotiators (Japanese) with outgroup partners 

(Americans), and individualist negotiators (two Americans) 



will use competing behaviors that lead to distributive 

outcomes. 
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Although culture is not an individual characteristic, 

cultural differences cause people from different 

geographical regions to develop different cognitions, such 

as values, beliefs, and attitudes (Triandis, 1989), and 

different behaviors (Kahn, 1970). Values are linked with 

beliefs, attitudes, and behavioral intentions which help us 

to understand, predict, and control human behavior (Fishbein 

& Ajzen, 1975; Homer & Kahle, 1988; Triandis, 1972, 1979), 

including negotiating behavior. 

Janosik (1987) stated that cultural differences have an 

impact on negotiators' behavior. In an empirical study, 

Graham (1985) found that culture affects the negotiating 

behaviors, which in turn affects the outcomes of 

international negotiations. He described this graphically: 

CULTURE .. NEGOTIATING PROCESS .. OUTCOME 

"International negotiations are marked by numerous 

hurdles that arise from cultural differences" (Weiss & 

Stripp, 1985, p.2), thus the model of international 

negotiation presented by Graham is too simple. Van Zandt 

(1970) stated that researchers need to study the behaviors 



43 

and cognitions of negotiators. Bazerman and Carroll (1987) 

recommend viewing the negotiation process from the decision 

making perspective. Therefore, each party in the 

negotiation is a decision maker who makes choices based on 

cognitions about the negotiation situation. This 

explanation of negotiations as a decision making process is 

shown in this diagram: 

COGNITIONS OF A .. BEHAVIOR OF A 
,~ 

~, 

COGNITIONS OF B .. BEHAVIOR OF B 

The diagonal arrows leading from one person's behavior to 

the other's cognitions refer to the possible interactions 

that occur over time. (In this paper, a short, one-time 

negotiation is examined; therefore, these interactions will 

not be tested). 

Using Bazerman and Carroll's negotiation process, 

within Graham's model, we have the following model for 

cross-cultural negotiations: 

CULTURE OF A .. COGNITIONS OF A ~ BEHAVIOR OF A 
~ 

OUTCOME 
~ 

CULTURE OF B .. COGNITIONS OF B .. BEHAVIOR OF B 
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Cultural collectivism affects cognitions, behaviors and 

outcomes of cross-cultural negotiations. Two cognitions 

that seem to be important in negotiations are trust and 

empathic concern, because they affect the behaviors of the 

negotiators. Negotiators can behave either cooperatively or 

competitively. Cooperative behaviors lead to integrative 

outcomes, while competitive behaviors lead to distributive 

outcomes. Each of these constructs is explained in detail 

below. 

Culture 

Often in past international business research, culture 

has not been defined or measured (Roberts & Boyacigiller, 

1984). According to several international researchers 

(Adler, 1983b: Nasif, et al., 1991: Roberts & Boyacigiller, 

1984), culture needs to be defined and operationalized in 

order to develop theories of international organizational 

behavior. They suggest that culture can be measured using 

dimensions of cultural variation. Triandis (1989) stated 

that the most promising and important dimension of cultural 

difference found to affect social behavior, such as 

negotiating, is cultural collectivism. And as shown above, 

culture explains some of the differences between American 

and Japanese negotiation styles. 
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cultural Collectivism. Cultural collectivism 

encompasses the set of feelings, beliefs, and behaviors 

related to concern for others (Hui, 1988). It is a bipolar 

construct anchored by collectivism on one end, and 

individualism on the other. It has been shown to affect 

work values (Hofstede, 1980), cognitions and behaviors 

(Triandis, 1974), communication (Gudykundst & Nishida, 

1986), conflict resolution (Leung, 1987, 1988), distributive 

behavior (Leung & Bond, 1984; Leung & Iwawaki, 1988), and 

negotiated outcomes (Lituchy, 1990). 

Hui and Triandis (1986) found that cultural 

collectivism was related to the following interpersonal 

concerns: 

(1) consideration of implications of one's own decision 

and/or action for other people; 

(2) sharing of material resources; 

(3) sharing of nonmaterial resources (i.e., time, effort, 

information); 

(4) sharing of outcomes; and 

(5) feelings of involvement in each others' lives. 

Group Membership. While an ingroup is a group whose norms, 

goals and values shape the behavior of its members, an 

outgroup is a group which is perceived as having dissimilar 

attributes from the ingroup, or with unrelated or competing 
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goals. Ingroup biases toward out group members lead to 

conflict and competition between members of ingroups and 

members of outgroups (Blake & Mouton, 1961; Sherif, Harvey, 

White, Hood & Sherif, 1961; Sherif, 1966). Three different 

explanations describe the behaviors of collectivist people 

toward outgroup members (cf. Sherif, 1961, 1966, 1970; 

Tajfel, 1970; Turner, 1987). 

Sherif (1966) explains the difference in treatment 

between ingroup and outgroup members as an "us" and "them" 

differentiation. He states that this differentiation leads 

to inter-group conflicts that are necessary when competing 

for scarce, or limited resources. 

Minimal Group Paradigm. The random assignment of people 

into groups without any history of social conflict, known as 

the "minimal group paradigm", is enough to elicit this 

distinction L-c"tween ingroups ;~md outgroups (Taj fel, 1970; 

Turner, 1987). II. other words, it is not necessary for the 

outgroup to actually present a threat to the ingroup; 

however, the perception of a threat, or just "distinct 

social groups", is sufficient for a gr.oup of individuals to 

be perceived as an out group (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). 

Social Categorization Theory. A group's boundaries provide 

a perceptual barrier that leads to the perception of 
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similarity of ingroup members and perceptions of 

dissimilarity of outgroup members, causing ingroup biases. 

This is called self~categorization (Turner, 1987). Self

Categorization Theory (Turner, 1987) states that the 

differentiation of people into ingroups and outgroups is due 

to cognitive perceptions that lead to overestimates in 

judgments of similarity for ingroup members, and 

underestimates in judgments of similarity for outgroup 

members. 

Social Identity Theory. Tajfel and Turner (1986) use Social 

Identity Theory (SIT) to explain ingroup biases. According 

to SIT, an individual's self-esteem or personal identity is 

inextricably bound to the identity of his/her social group. 

When group membership is salient, members of the group are 

motivated to make comparisons between their own group and 

others. 

According to Tajfel (1970), people learn to favor 

members of the ingroup and to discriminate against outgroup 

members. Billig and Tajfel (1973) found that ingroup biases 

lead to differentials in resource allocation. subjects were 

randomly divided in'to two groups by a coin toss. The 

participants allocated more money in favor of the ingroup, 

even though group members were anonymous. There was also no 

interaction between the subjects, and no previous hostility 
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between the groups. Furthermore, in laboratory experiments, 

ingroup members were rated as more trusting, honest and 

cooperative than outgroup members (Brewer & silver, 1978). 

In negotiations, the membership of one's partner could, 

therefore, have a large impact on the behaviors used during 

the negotiation, and on the outco~es reached. 

The collectivism construct has been validated in many 

countries (Hui, 1988; Hui & Triandis, 1986). It has also 

been used as a measure of culture in many laboratory and 

field studies involving conflict resolution (Leung, 1987, 

1988), communication (Gudykundst & Nishida, 1983), social 

perception (Bond & Forgas, 1984), and equitable behavior 

(Leung & Bond, 1984; Leung & Iwawaki, 1988). 

For example, several studies have found that 

collectivists use equality, whereas individualists favor the 

equity norm when distributing resources. In a conflict 

r3solution scenario (Leung, 1988), collectivists (Chinese) 

were less likely to pursue a conflict (sue the other person) 

with an ingroup member (friend) and more likely to pursue a 

conflict with an outgroup member (stranger). Individualists 

(Americans) were equally likely to sue friends and 

strangers. Therefore, cultural collectivism should affect 

the negotiation process and outcome. 

As described above, the negotiations process includes 

both cognitions and behaviors (Bazerman & Carroll, 1987). 



49 

Two cognitions of interest in international negotiations are 

empathy towards, and trust in, one's partner. cognitions 

and behaviors are reviewed in more detail below. 

Cognitions 

Negotiator cognitions are "what goes on in the heads of 

negotiators" (Neale & Northcraft, 1990). In other words, 

cognitions are negotiators' beliefs and attitudes toward 

their negotiating partner. Beliefs affect attitudes which 

affect peoples' behaviors (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1971). 

Fishbein and Ajzen (1971) posit that the more favorable an 

attitude one has toward an object or person, the more he or 

she will intend to perform positive behaviors. 

Shapiro and Bonham (1973) suggest that cognitions, such 

as beliefs, of foreign policy decision-makers are central to 

the study of decision outcomes and account for more variance 

than any other single factor. In other words, the cultural 

differences in the cognitions of international negotiators 

has a large and important effect on their negotiating 

behavior and negotiated outcomes. 

Cognitions towards one's negotiating partners, such as 

empathic concern and trustworthiness, have been found to 

affect negotiating behaviors, and negotiated outcomes 

(Harnett & Cummings, 1980; Raiffa, 1982). 
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Empathic concern. Feelings of empathic concern are 

associated with altruistic behavior, directed toward the 

goal of increasing the other person's welfare or outcomes 

(Batson, Duncan, Ackerman, Buckley & Birch, 1981). Concern 

about one's own outcomes means placing importance on one's 

own interests, needs, and values. Concern about the other's 

outcome, or empathic concern, implies placing importance on 

the other's interests and needs, and feeling responsible for 

the quality of the other's outcomes. Empathy has been found 

to be positively related to concern for others' outcomes 

(Batson, et al., 1981), which in turn affects the 

negotiators' behaviors. 

Because of their collective orientation, where the "we" 

consciousness holds (Hofstede, 1984), the Japanese have high 

empathic concern for others in their ingroup and therefore, 

should have high empathic concern for their negotiation 

negotiating partners who are members of the ingroup (i.e., 

Japanese partners in this study) However, individualist 

individuals (i.e., Americans) and collectivist individuals 

without group members are only concerned with themselves. 

They should have low empathic concern for their negotiation 

partners. 

In addition to the motivation to be concerned for one's 

own and for the partner's outcomes, empathic concern, 

negotiating behaviors and integrative outcomes are also 
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affected by negotiators' trust in their partners (Harnett & 

Cummings, 1980; Kimmel, Pruitt, Magenau, Konar-Goldband & 

Carnevale, 1980). 

Trust. Trust is a construct described as a belief or 

feeling of the honesty and reliability of another person. 

Roberts and O'Reilly (1974) found that when subordinates 

lacked trust in their supervisors, the subordinates 

distorted the information they gave their supervisors. 

Trustworthiness of the receiver is associated with greater 

task communication, openness, and accuracy of information by 

the sender (Mellinger, 1956; O'Reilly & Roberts, 1974; 

Porter & Roberts, 1976; Roberts & O'Reilly, 1974). This is 

important, because open communications is a necessary 

condition for cooperative behaviors to occur. Under 

conditions of high trust, people exchanged relevant ideas 

more openly, and had greater influence on outcomes, than 

people in low trust situations. 

According to Pruitt (1981), trust in a negotiation 

situation is manifested as a perception that the other 

negotiator has a cooperative orientation, and/or is 

generally unselfish (Kimmel, et al., 1980). In 

negotiations, trust of both parties is necessary to reach 

integrative outcomes because it allows for communication and 

an exchange of information. 
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In terms of international behavior at the national 

level, trust is the perception that another nation will 

usually be helpful and avoid being harmful (Pruitt, 1981). 

Gulliver (1979) states that trust is a necessary condition 

for integrative outcomes to be reached. Specifically, 

Kimmel, et ale (1980) found that negotiators would only 

exhibit cooperating behaviors if they trusted their 

negotiating partner. If negotiators trust their partners, 

they are more likely to communicate their needs, positions, 

and the facts of the situation accurately and are therefore, 

more likely to behave cooperatively and reach integrative 

outcomes. Trusting negotiators behave more cooperatively 

than those less trusting (Rubin & Brown, 1975), thereby 

reaching integrative outcomes. When they do not trust each 

other, negotiators display competitive negotiating behaviors 

(Kimmel, et al., 1980), yield smaller joint outcomes and

reach distributive outcomes. 

In a scenario involving Japanese and American joint 

venture deals, Japanese managers had high levels of trust 

for other Japanese, but not for Americans (Sullivan, 

Peterson, Kameda & Shimada, 1981). For Japanese 

negotiations, the details of a specific contract are more 

likely to be achieved once an atmosphere of trust and good 

will is established (Hosoya, 1974; Sato, 1988). Harnett and 



Cummings (1980) found trust to be positively related to 

integrative outcomes in a negotiation experiment. 

Negotiating Behaviors 
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According to theories by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) and 

Triandis (1972), beliefs affect one's cognitions, which 

affect one's behavioral intentions and behaviors. Beliefs, 

cognitions, and behavioral intentions help us to understand, 

predict, and control human behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; 

Homer & Kahle, 1988; Triandis, 1972, 1980), including 

negotiating behavior. A model of negotiating behaviors, 

called the Dual Concern Model is presented below. 

The Dual Concern Model. The Dual Concern Model (Pruitt 

& Rubin, 1986) states that people use different negotiating 

strategies or behaviors depending on their scores on two 

independent dimensions (based on Blake & Mouton, 1964 and 

Thomas, 1976): concern about one's own outcomes and concern 

about the other's (negotiating partner's) outcomes. 

While negotiating, cooperating behaviors are encouraged 

when there is a strong motivation to be concerned about both 

one's own and the other's outcomes; competing is encouraged 

when there is a strong concern about one's own outcomes, but 

not the partner's outcomes; inaction is encouraged when 



concern about both parties' outcomes is weak; and yielding 

is encouraged by a strong concern about only the other's 

outcomes (Pruitt & Rubin, 1986; Thomas, 1976). A moderate 

level of concern for both oneself and others leads to a 

compromising behavior (Thomas, 1976). Figure 1 provides a 

useful diagram for understanding and comparing these five 

negotiating strategies. 
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Raiffa (1982) stated tha-c negotiators must use 

cooperating behaviors fo= integrative outcomes to be 

reached. cooperative behaviors include: setting 

superordinate goals, separating the people from the problem, 

asking one's negotiating partner about his/her ne2ds (Fisher 

& Brown, 1988; Fisher & Ury, 1981), collecting information 

about partners' needs and priorities (Kimmel, et al., 1980), 

and suggesting problems to the mutual benefit of both 

parties. As stated earlier, cooperative behaviors have been 

found to lead to integrative negotiation outcomes, and high 

joint benefits (Pruitt, 1981, 1893). 

This dissertation explores the determinants of 

integrative outcomes in cross-cultural negotiations between 

Americans and Japanese. The variables that are examined as 

determinants of integrative outcomes are culture 

(collectivism), cognitions (empathic concern and trust), and 

negotiation behaviors (cooperative vs. competitive). (The 

relat,ionship between these variables are displayed 
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graphically in Figure 2). As stated earlier, the purpose of 

this dissertation is to examine the following research 

questions: 

(1) What are the effects of cultural collectivism on 

the outcomes of intranational and international 

negotiations between the united states and Japan? 

(2) How does cultural collectivism affect the behaviors 

of negotiators? and, 

(3) How does cultural collectivism affect individual 

n~gotiator cognitions, such as empathy towards and 

trust in one's negotiating partner? 

The hypotheses below were developed to explore these 

questions. 

Hypotheses 

Negotiated outcomes 

cultural collectivism has been found to have a direct 

effect on the outcome of international conflicts (Leung, 

1988; Lituchy, 1990), and should also have a direct effect 

on the integrativeness of the negotiated outcome. 



56 

Hypothesis 1. Japanese negotiators with ingroup 

partners will reach integrative outcomes, while 

Japanese negotiators with outgroup partners will reach 

distributive outcomes. American negotiators will reach 

distributive outcomes, regardless of their negotiating 

partner. In other words: 

1A: Two Japanese negotiating together will reach 

integrative outcomes. 

1B: A Japanese and an American negotiating together 

will reach distributive outcomes. 

1C: Two Americans negotiating together will reach 

distributive outcomes. 

Negotiator Behaviors 

Collectivism has also been found to affect people's 

behaviors (Hofstede, 1980, 1984; Triandis, 1972, 1989). 

Therefore, collectivism should affect negotiating behaviors 

in intranational and international negotiations. 
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Hypothesis 2. Japanese negotiating with ingroup 

partners will use cooperating behaviors, while 

collectivist negotiators with outgroup partners, will 

use competing behaviors. American negotiators will use 

competing behaviors, regardless of negotiating partner. 

Specifically, this can be operationalized as follows: 

2A: Two Japanese will use cooperating behaviors during 

the negotiation. 

2B: A Japanese and an American will use competing 

behaviors during the negotiation. 

2C: Two Americans will use competing behaviors during 

the negotiation. 

Negotiator Cognitions 

Culture has the ability to affect cognitions which are 

linked to certain behaviors (Homer & Kahle, 1988; Triandis, 

1980). Culture has been found to affect individuals' trust 

in, and empathic concern towards others. These 

characteristics affect the relationship between culture and 

negotiating behavior. 



Hypothesis 3. Japanese negotiators with ingroup 

partners will have high empathy towards and trust in 

their partners, while Japanese negotiators with 

outgroup partners, will have low empathy towards and 

little trust in their partners. Furthermore, American 

negotiators will also have low empathy towards and 

little trust in their negotiating partner, regardless 

of who the partner is. 

3A: Two Japanese will have high empathy towards and 

trust in each other during the negotiati0n. 

3B: A Japanese and an American will have low empathy 

towards and little trust in each other during the 

negotiation. 

3C: Two Americans will have low empathy towards and 

little trust in each other during the negotiation. 

58 

According to the negotiation literature, empathy 

toward, and trust in one's negotiating partner affects the 

negotiating behavior chosen by negotiators, which determines 

the outcome of the negotiation. These relationships can be 

shown graphically (see Figure 2). 
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In this chapter, the literature on negotiation was 

reviewed. When viewing negotiation as a decision making 

process, the cognitions and behaviors of the negotiators 

become important variables to study. The cognitive 

constructs of interest in this dissertation are empathic 

concern towards and trust in one's negotiating partner. 

competition and cooperation are the behavioral measures that 

affect the integrativeness of the outcome. In international 

negotiations, culture has an effect on the process, 

behaviors and outcomes of the negotiation. Based on the 

previous literature, a model of cross-cultural negotiations 

and hypotheses were developed. In the next chapter, a 

laboratory experiment was designed and conducted to test 

these hypotheses. 
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3. RESEARCH EXPERIMENT 

A laboratory experiment, based on the "Parkway Drug" 

exercise by Leonard Greenhalgh (1986), was designed to test 

the hypotheses presented above. In the experiment, subjects 

were asked to negotiate with their partner over the sale of 

farm land. The subjects negotiated in either same- or 

cross-cultural dyads. 

The key features of this research are: (1) 

operationalizing and measuring one dimension of culture -

collectivism; (2) using face-to-face international, as well 

as intranational, integrative negotiations; (3) examining 

variables that other scholars have found to be important 

based on theoretical and empirical research; and (4) 

eliminating role/status differences between participants. 

Previous research has found main effects for the role of the 

negotiator (buyer/seller) in the united states (Neale, Huber 

& Northcraft, 1987) and in Japan (Adler, et al., 1987; 

Graham, 1985). 
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Method 

Subjects 

Sixty American students (32 male and 28 female) 

attending a large university, in the southwestern united 

States volunteered for this experiment and were assigned to 

30 intranational (same-culture) dyads. All participants 

were junior and senior business students in an introduction 

to management course. 

Because of the difficulty in conducting cross-cultural 

research a convenience sample was drawn from a university in 

Nagoya, Japan. To help assure that differences between the 

Japanese and American subjects obtained were attributable to 

the hypothesized relations rather than to other sample

specific differences, the Japanese sample was matched with 

the American sample according to three criteria: sex of the 

student, enrollment in an introduction to management course, 

and junior or senior status in school. Sixty-six Japanese 

junior and senior business students (32 male and 14 female) 

enrolled in an introduction to management course at a four 

year university in Nagoya participated in 23 intranational 

dyads. Furthermore, because of the limited number of women 

attending four-year universities in Japan, 20 Japanese women 

enrolled in an introduction to management course at a 



junior-college also participated for this study, in 10 

intranational dyads. 
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Thirty-two American business students (15 male and 17 

female) and 32 Japanese business students (15 male and 17 

female) attending college in the united states participated 

in 32 international (cross-cultural) dyads. The 32 Japanese 

students attending college in the united states might not 

seem representative of the Japanese in Japan, because of 

their exposure to American culture. However, these students 

are of interest because they are likely to be "doing 

business" with Americans in the future. The effect size of 

the outcome between these Japanese students and the American 

students may be small because these Japanese in the united 

states may be more similar to one another than Japanese in 

Japan. Thus if differences are found, they may be even more 

significant for Japanese in Japan. 

Because previous research has found differences in 

same-sex and mixed-sex dyads (e.g., Kimmel, et al., 1980), 

in the present study, all dyads were same-sex. Summary 

statistics of the participants are presented in Table 2. 
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TABLE 2 

SUMMARY STATISTICS OF THE PARTICIPANTS 

AMERICAN JAPANESE TOTAL 

N l!, 
..2. N ! N l!, 

..2. 

TOTAL SAMPLE 93 48.9 97 51.1 190 100 

MALE 48 25.3 46 24.2 94 49.5 

FEMALE 45 24.0 51 27.0 96 50.5 

Intranational 60 31.6 66 34.7 126 66.3 

MALE 32 16.8 32 16.8 64 33.7 

FEMALE 28 14.7 34 17.9 62 32.6 

International 32 16.8 32 16.8 64 33.7 

MALE 15 7.9 15 7.9 30 15.8 

FEMALE 17 8.9 17 8.9 34 17.9 
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Experimental Task 

The task consists of a dyadic negotiation exercise. 

Each subject is randomly assigned the role of one of two 

farmers: Jones or Brown (in the English version). At the 

beginning of the exercise, each participant receives 

information about his/her farm land and farming expertise, 

as well as a map of the three plots of land (see Appendix 

A). The sudden availability of a third plot of land 

previously belonging to Green, causes competing claims from 

both Jones and Brown. Farmer Green has requested that Jones 

and Brown jointly recommend a course of action. The key to 

a successful outcome involves integrative negotiating 

between the two farmers. 

The instructions and experimental materials were 

administered in English to the American students. The. 

materials were translated into Japanese for the students 

using the back-translation method (Brislin, 1970) and 

decentering (Werner & Campbell, 1970). 

using the back-translation method the researchers wrote 

the questions in English. Two bilinguals were then 

employed, one translated from English to Japanese, the 

second translated back into English. The researcher then 

had two versions of the research materials in English, 

which, if identical, suggest that the version from the 
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middle of the process is equivalent to the source original 

English version, which it was. Any phrases or statements 

that were "culturally" specific were "decentered" - modified 

to give a better and more accurate translation (Werner & 

Campbell, 1970). 

As seen from the information in the appendix, Jones 

earns $4000/acre of hilly land and only $2000/acre of flat 

land. Brown's profitability is the opposite. He earns 

$4000/acre of flat land and $2000/acre of hilly land. 

Looking at the map (Appendix A), one possible outcome is to 

split the land belonging to Green along the river. Jones 

would receive 3.5 acres of flat land, and 3.5 acres of hilly 

land for a total profit of $61,000, and Brown would receive 

4 acres of flat land and 4 acres of hilly land, for a total 

profit of $64,000. This would enable the farmers to achieve 

a joint profit of $125,000, a distributive solution. 

However, if the negotiators exchange information about 

their needs (described in their role sheets, Appendix A) 

they would find that Jones is better at raising cattle and 

would benefit from additional hilly land, where the cattle 

can graze on the grass. Brown, however, is better at 

growing rice, and the flat land is more beneficial to him. 

This would lead the negotiators to split the land along the 

railroad tracks. Jones would receive 7.5 a~res of hilly land 

increasing his profitability to $68,000 and Brown would 
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receive 7.5 acres of flat land also increasing his profit to 

$68,000. This is a better outcome because it leads to a 

joint profit of $136,000. Although this outcome is better 

than the first one, it is not completely integrative. 

since Jones profits more from hilly land and Brown from 

flat land, they could include their own properties in the 

negotiations (i.e., expand the pie) and exchange the hilly 

and flat lands by splitting all three properties along the 

railroad tracks. Jones would have 17.2 acres of flat land 

and 3.8 acres of hilly land for a total profit of $68,800. 

Brown's total profit would be $68,800 from 3.8 acres of flat 

land and 17.2 acres of hilly land. This leads to a joint 

profit of $137,600, and is therefore a more integrative 

solution. 

However, the most integrative outcome would be to 

include all three properties and split them along the 

railroad tracks plus the 1.3 acres on the opposite side of 

the tracks. Jones would now have a total of 18.5 acres of 

hilly land and only 2.5 acres of flat land for a total 

profit of $79,000, while Brown would have a total of 18.5 

acres of flat land and 2.5 acres of hilly land. His total 

profit would be $79,000. This leads a joint profit of 

$158,000, and therefore, the most beneficial for both 

parties, and most integrative outcome. 
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Design 

The subjects were assigned to negotiating dyads based 

on their nationality. This quasi-experiment examines both 

intranational (2 Japanese or 2 Americans) and international 

(1 Japanese and 1 American) dyads. It is a one-way Analysis 

of Variance (ANOVA) design. 

Procedure 

Upon entering the experimental site, each participant 

received an instruction packet (Appendix A) including 

information for the role of one of the two farmers (Jones or 

Brown). The experimenter read the instructions aloud, while 

the subjects read along. Participants, randomly assigned to 

the role of either Jones or Brown, were paired off and given 

30 minutes to arrive at a joint course of action regarding 

the available farm land. The subjects were instructed to be 

as creative as they wanted, given the following constraints: 

(1) The immediate agreement could only involve some or 

all of the farm land presently owned by Jones, Brown and 

Green; and 



(2) if Jones and Brown could not reach an agreement 

then Green would sell his farm land to a third interested 

party. 
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All intranational negotiations were conducted in the 

negotiators' native language, while international 

negotiations were conducted in English (the Japanese were 

given all materials in both English and Japanese). Since 

the Japanese students are attending a university in the 

united States, it was assumed that they were fluent in 

English (a minimum TOEFL score of 500 was required to be 

admitted to the university). Further, all Japanese 

participants (as well as Americans) were greeted by the 

researcher upon their arrival at the experiment location. 

Conversation during this greeting indicated that all of the 

Japanese students were proficient in spoken conversational 

English. 

Once an agreement was reached, the participants 

individually completed and turned in an agreement form to 

the researcher. They also completed a post-experimental 

questionnaire on their own (in their native language) 

assessing dependent and independent measures, manipulation 

checks, and demographic information. Upon completion of the 

questionnaire, the subjects were debriefed and thanked for 

participating in the experiment. 
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Independent Variable 

cultural Collectivism. Cultural collectivism is one 

measure of culture that has been found to affect cognitions 

and behaviors and therefore, is the construct measured in 

this study. Collectivism was measured using the 

Individualism-Collectivism (INDCOL) scale developed by Hui 

and Triandis (Hui,1988; Hui & Triandis, 1986). It consists 

of 62 items measuring communal versus individual orientation 

which are divided into six subscales: spouse, parent, kin, 

neighbor, friend, and co-worker. 

In the current study, one's collective orientation 

towards their family is not of interest. Therefore, only 

the 30 questions that make-up the neighbor, friend, and co

worker subscales were measured. Items are measured on a 

zero-to-five scale, where 5 = strongly agree/true and 0 = 

strongly disagree/false. An example from the co-worker 

subscale is "when I am among my colleagues/classmates, I do 

my own thing without minding about them" (see Appendix B for 

the complete neighbor, friend and co-worker subscales). 

Factor analyses were performed to try to replicate Hui 

and Triandis's scale for both the American and Japanese 

subjects, separately. As seen in Appendix C, the data 

presented here do not replicate the original subscales of 

the INDCOL scale (Hui, 1988) (Appendix B). For example, 
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the high loading variables of the first factor, for the 

American subjects, include three questions from the Neighbor 

subscale (N1 = -.577, N2 = -.716, N4 = .672), three 

questions from the Friend subscale (F4 = -.500, F7 = .507, 

FlO = -.658) and three questions from the Co-worker subscale 

(C2 = .586, C4 = .640, C10 = .553). Obviously, this factor 

does not represent anyone of the three original subscales. 

The questions that make up this factor have to do with doing 

things on ones own. In other words, it could be called 

"Individualism". This makes sense for a scale that measures 

individualism/collectivism since in a factor analysis, the 

first factor is usually a general factor that accounts for 

most of the variance. 

For the second factor, the high loading variables are: 

Neighbor (N7 = -.576, N8 = -.561, N9 = .733); Friend (F9 = 

.674) and Co-worker (C7 = .584, Cl1 = -.517). This factor 

had been named, "Personal Life Decisions" because the 

questions deal with whether or not one includes others in 

the decision one makes in his/her life. 

Finally, for factor three, the high factor loadings are: 

Neighbor (N5 = .684), Friend (F3 = .588, F8 = .614) and Co

worker (C9 = .562). All of these questions have to do with 

socializing with others, and has therefore been named, 

"Social". 
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Not only are these factors different than the subscales 

presented in Hui (1988), but they are also different than 

the factors that emerged from the factor analysis of the 

same questions answered by the Japanese subjects in this 

study. Although the first factor has to do with 

individualism/collectivism, as it did with the American 

sample, the questions that loaded on this factor are 

different. The questions with high factor loadings have to 

do with doing activities in a group and include two from the 

Friend subscale (F5 = .539, F6 = -.615) and one question 

from the Co-worker subscale (C9 = .562). It is the 

"Collectivism" factor. 

The second factor also relates to groups but in terms 

of living near/working closely with others and was therefore 

called, "Distance From Others". The high factor loadings 

are Friend (F3 = .503) and Co-worker (C2 = -.598). The 

third factor for the Japanese sample is called, 

"Conversation." It includes questions that have to do with 

speaking to others: one from the Neighbor subscale (N7 = -

.628) and one the Friend subscale (Fl = .494). 

To summarize, the three factors are not the same as the 

three subscales in the INDCOL scale for neither the American 

nor the Japanese SUbjects. And the factor are different for 

the American and Japanese samples in the current study. 

Furthermore, because the questions did not load clearly onto 



one factor, the three factor analysis is not a good fit of 

the data. It is more likely that questions are really one 

factor. 

72 

Therefore, a second set of factor analyses were 

performed. The data were forced into a single factor of 

collectivism (Appendix D). As seen in the appendix, the 

factor loadings are not the same for the American and 

Japanese subjects. The factors with the highest factor 

loadings for the Americans were: N1 (-.577), N3 (-.716), N4 

(.672), F4 (-(-.500), F7 (.507), FlO (-.658), C2 (.586) and 

C4 (.640). For the Japanese, F4 (.498), F5 (.540) and C6 

(.566) were the highest loadings. 

Although this scale has been tested in other languages 

and cultures, in this study, the Japanese and Americans must 

have interpreted the questions differently. This is a 

possible limitation to the INDCOL scale, and discussed in 

the concluding chapter. 

Finally, although not reported here, an oblique 

rotation was used in a factor analysis since the items are 

not orthogonal -- they all measure collectivism. The three 

subscales, neighbor, friend and co-worker, still could not 

be replicated with neither the Japanese nor American 

samples. 

Hui (1988) does not provide a factor analysis of the 

scale in his paper. The survey was originally written in 
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English and Chinese, and given to students in the united 

states and Hong Kong. The survey was validated by giving 

the same survey to the same participants at a later date, 

and to a different groups of students and researchers from 

several individualist and collective countries, including 

Japan, England and Greece. Therefore, the survey instrument 

should be appropriate for the sample in this study. 

Triandis and Hui, however, do not use each of the 

subscales separately. The subscales are combined together 

to form one measure of collectivism. In this study, the 

questions from the three subscales were also combined to 

form one measure of individualism/collectivism 

(COLLECTIVISM). As shown above, the factors did not not 

clearly into three factors suggesting that using the scale 

as a whole provides a better fit of the data. Although the 

factor analysis of the present data does not replicate the 

previous work on this scale, and not all of the questions 

loaded highly on the one factor, all items were retained to 

permit comparison of the results of this paper to other 

research using the INDCOL scale. 

Subjects' responses to the 30 questions were averaged 

to form one measure of collectivism (M = 2.5, S.D. = 0.4, 

Maximum = 5.0, Minimum = 0.0, Cronbach's alpha = 0.89). A 

low score on the scale indicates individualism, while a high 

score indicates collectivism. In this study, the Japanese 
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subjects were collectivist (range 2.53 - 3.60) and the 

American subjects were individualist (range 1.41 - 2.43) (~ 

= 7.214, ~ < .001). All of the Japanese were more 

collective than any of the Americans. 

Dependent Variables 

Empathic Concern. Using a seven point scale, where 1 = 

not at all descriptive of the attitude and 7 = completely 

descriptive of the attitude, subjects indicated how well 

each of the statements described themselves and their 

partner during the negotiation. Three separate items were 

used to measure empathic concern (From Neale, et al., 1989): 

(1) concern for the other's outcome only (EMPATHY

PARTNER) M = 2.2, S.D. = 1.5, Maximum = 7.0, Minimum = 

1.0; 

(2) concern for the joint outcome, that is the outcome 

of both negotiators (EMPATHY-JOINT) M = 6.2, S.D. = 

1.6, Maximum = 7.0, Minimum = 1.0; and 

(3) concern for own outcome only (EMPATHY-OWN) M = 2.0, 

S.D. = 1.4, Maximum = 7.0, Minimum = 1.0. 

Trust. Trust of the negotiator in his/her partner was 

measured by asking the subjects, "how trustworthy do you 
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perceive your negotiating partner to be?" (where 1= not at 

all descriptive, and 7 = completely descriptive) (TRUST IN 

PARTNER) M = 5.9, S.D. = 1.7, Maximum = 7.0, Minimum = 1.0. 

Negotiated Outcome. The outcome of the dyadic 

negotiation was measured as follows (from Neale, et al., 

1989). The integrativeness of the negotiated outcomes was 

obtained on agreement forms completed by the subjects at the 

end of the negotiation session (OUTCOME). This information 

was then coded by the researcher as follows (M = 3.6, S.D. = 

0.9, Maximum = 5.0, Minimum = 2.0): 

(1) either the negotiator or his/her partner received 

all of Green's farm (very distributive); 

(2) Green's farm was split along the river, and each 

farmer received half (distributive); 

(3) Green's farm was split along the railroad tracks, 

Brown received the flat land, and Jones received the 

hilly land (somewhat distributive) ; 

(4) all three farms were split along the railroad 

tracks, Brown received the flat land and Jones received 

the hilly land (integrative); and 

(5) all three farms where split along the railroad 

tracks plus the 1.3 acres on the opposite side of the 

railroad tracks, Brown received the flat land and Jones 

received the hilly land (very integrative). 
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Negotiator Behavior. One measure of negotiating 

behavior (STRATEGY) was obtained by having the subject check 

which one of the following negotiation strategies most 

closely described how he/she approached the negotiation 

(Neale, et al., 1989) (M = 3.2, S.D. = 0.8, Maximum = 4.0, 

Minimum = 2.0): 

(1) I tried to maximize my own outcomes regardless of 

my partner's outcomes; 

(2) I tried to maximize my own outcome relative to my 

partner's outcome; 

(3) I tried to maximize my partner's outcome, 

regardless of my own outcome; or 

(4) I tried to maximize our joint outcome, that is, the 

sum of my own and my partner's outcome. 

Two additional measures of behavior, competitive 

(COMPETITIVE) and cooperative (COOPERATIVE), were obtained. 

Using a seven point scale (where 1 = not at all descriptive 

of the behavior, and 7 = completely descriptive of the 

behavior) the participants were asked to indicate how each 

statement competitive (M = 2.3, S.D. = 1.7, Maximum = 

7.0, Minimum = 1.0) and cooperative (M = 5.9, S.D. = 1.7, 

Maximum = 7.0, Minimum = 1.0) -- described his or her 

behavior during the negotiation (Neale, et al., 1989). 
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Analyses 

To check the role manipulation, subjects were asked: 

"what was your role during the negotiation?" Jones or Brown. 

Subjects were also asked to indicate their gender. 

Cross-tabulations and chi-squares were the analyses 

used to test the hypotheses presented above. One-way ANOVAs 

were also performed to test the hypotheses. Omega squared 

was used to determine the magnitude of the effect. A priori 

contrasts (Bobko, 1986) were used to test whether the 

American/American and Japanese/American dyads do not 

significantly differ from each other (#.£11 = #.£12) and the 

Japanese/Japanese dyads significantly differ from the other 

two (#.£22 ¢ #.£11' #.£12). According to Bobko, the hypothesized 

effect is supported if the first contrast is not significant 

and the second contrast is 'significant. 

The cultural make-up of the negotiating dyad (an 

American negotiating with an American partner; American with 

a Japanese partner; or a Japanese with a Japanese partner) 

was the independent variable used in these analyses. The 

outcome of the negotiating was analyzed at the dyadic level 

(N = 95), while the other dependent variables -- STRATEGY, 

EMPATHY-JOINT, EMPATHY-OWN, EMPATHY-PARTNER and TRUST IN 

PARTNER -- were analyzed at the individual negotiator level 

(N = 190). 
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4. RESULTS 

Means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum scores 

and correlations for all dependent and independent variables 

are presented in Table 3. 

Preliminary Analyses 

Role. In the post-experimental questionnaire, 

participants were asked to check what role they had played 

in the negotiation exercise, Jones or Brown (for the English 

version). All subjects correctly recalled their role. 



TABLE 3 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND CORRELATIONS 

FOR ALL DEPENDENT AND INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
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- --

N = 190 M SO MAX MIN 1 2 

1 OUTCOME 3.6 0.9 5.0 2.0 

2 COUNTRY OF NEGOTIATOR 1.5 0.5 2.0 1.0 .56 

3 COUNTRY OF PARTNER 1.5 0.5 2.0 1.0 .53 .32 

3 STRATEGY 3.2 0.8 4.0 2.0 -.26 -.60 

4 COMPETITIVE 2.3 1.7 7.0 1.0 -.23 -.26 

5 COOPERATIVE 5.9 1.7 7.0 1.0 -.28 -.33 

6 EMPATHY-PARTNER 2.2 1.5 7.0 1.0 .16 .27 

7 EMPATHY-JOINT 6.2 1.6 7.0 1.0 .20 -.14 

8 EMPATHY-O\IN 2.0 1.4 7.0 1.0 .03 .04 

9 TRUST IN PARTNER 5.9 1.7 7.0 1.0 .08 - .12 

10 COLLECTIVISM 2.5 0.4 5.0 0.0 .36 .46 

~-- -- - - -

3 4 5 

-.22 

-.26 -.08 

-.22 .30 .11 

-.05 -.06 .10 

.09 .17 -.14 

-.05 -.19 .32 

.03 .12 - .16 

.25 - .19 - .21 

- -~ 

6 7 

.02 

.19 -.11 

.06 .43 

.18 -.10 

- .21 .13 

8 

-.21 

.35 

-.12 

9 

-.09 

-.05 

10 

-.06 

00 
o 
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Gender. There have been mixed results on gender 

differences in the outcomes of negotiations in the united 

states (Kimmel, et al., 1980). Therefore, in this 

dissertation, all negotiating dyads were same-sex. Analyses 

reveal that there were no sex differences in the 

integrativeness of the outcome (X2 (12, N = 190) = 4.21, 

n.s.). Therefore, male and female subjects were combined 

for all further analyses. 

Test of Hypotheses 

Results of cross-tabulations, chi-square analyses and 

one-way ANOVAs examining the make-up of the dyads' (country 

of the negotiator and country of the partner) affects on the 

cognitions, behaviors and outcomes of dyadic negotiations 

are presented below. 

Hypothesis One 

It was hypothesized that Japanese negotiators with 

ingroup partners would reach integrative outcomes while 

Japanese negotiators with outgroup partners, and American 

negotiators with any partner, would reach distributive 

outcomes. Results of the cross-tabulations, and ANOVA (~ 

(2, 187) = 212.32, R < .001, ~2 = .83) provide support for 
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the hypothesis (Tables 4 and 5). As seen in Table 4, 100% 

of the Japanese/Japanese dyads reached integrative outcomes 

(OUTCOME = 5, 63% and OUTCOME = 4, 37%, Mean = 4.63). Most 

of the American/American dyads and Japanese/American dyads 

reached distributive outcomes (OUTCOME = 4, 4% and 8%; 

OUTCOME = 3, 73% and 75%; and OUTCOME = 2, 1% and 4%, 

Mean = 3.20 and 3.00 respectively) (X2 (6, N = 95) = 145.2, 

R < .001). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 is supported. 

Furthermore, results of the contrasts show that the 

American/American dyads and the American/Japanese dyads 

differ significantly from the Japanese/Japanese dyads 

(~= -20.41, R < .001). All of the Japanese/Japanese 

reached integrative agreements (OUTCOME = 5 or 4), while 

none of the other dyads reached the most integrative outcome 

(OUTCOME = 5). The American/American and Japanese/American 

dyads reached distributive outcomes, as shown above and in 

Tables 4 and 5. 



TABLE 4 

CROSS-TABULATIONS TO TEST HYPOTHESIS 1: 
THE INTERACTION EFFECTS OF COUNTRY OF NEGOTIATOR AND 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP OF NEGOTIATING PARTNER ON 
INTEGRATIVENESS OF OUTCOME 

NUMBER OF DYADS 

JAP/JAP AM/AM JAP/AM OUTCOME 
TOTALS 

OUTCOME N % 

5 21 0 0 21 22.1 

4 13 7 4 24 24.7 

3 0 21 24 45 47.9 

2 0 1 4 5 5.3 

DYAD N 44 29 32 95 
TOTALS 

% 35.3 31.0 33.7 100 
MEAN 4.63 3.20 3.00 

S.D. .49 .48 .50 

MAX 5.0 4.0 4.0 

MIN 4.0 2.0 2.0 
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TABLE 5 

ANOVA TO TEST HYPOTHESIS 1: 
THE INTERACTION EFFECTS OF COUNTRY OF NEGOTIATOR AND 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP OF NEGOTIATING PARTNER ON 
INTEGRATIVENESS OF OUTCOME 

SOURCE DF SS .E t>2 

DYADS (BETWEEN GROUPS) 2 102.71 212.32*** .83 

RESIDUALS (WITHIN GROUPS) 92 45.23 

TOTAL 94 147.94 

CONTRASTS DF VALUES T 

(1) AM/AM with (2) AM/JAP 92 0.20 2.29* 

84 

(1) and (2) with (3) JAP/JAP 92 -1.53 -20.41 *** 

* *i' < .05 
P < .01 

*** P < .001 
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Hypothesis Two 

Hypothesis Two stated that Japanese negotiating with 

other Japanese will use collaborative behaviors. Japanese 

with Americans (outgroup partners), and American dyads will 

use competing behaviors. Hypothesis Two was partially 

supported. 

The Japanese negotiating with other Japanese stated 

that they behaved either to maximize their partner's outcome 

(G7%) or the joint outcome (33%), none of the negotiators in 
-

Japanese/Japanese dyads reported maximizing their own 

outcome (Table G). Most of the negotiators in the 

American/American dyads and Japanese/American dyads reported 

maximizing their own outcomes (85% and 47% respectively). 

For STRATEGY, X2 (4, N=190) = 10G.5, R < .001 (Table G) and 

F (2, 187) = 32.77, R < .001, &2 = .51 (Table 7). The 

contrasts show that the Japanese/Japanese dyads were 

significantly different from the Japanese/American and 

American/American dyads (~= 7.01, R < .001). These 

findings are in support of Hypothesis Two. 
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TABLE 6 

CROSS-TABULATIONS TO TEST HYPOTHESIS 2: 
THE INTERACTION EFFECTS OF COUNTRY OF NEGOTIATOR AND 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP OF NEGOTIATING PARTNER ON 
THE BEHAVIORS OF THE NEGOTIATORS - STRATEGY 

NUMBER OF NEGOTIATORS 

JAP/JAP AM/AM JAP/AM OUTCOME 
TOTALS 

STRATEGY N % 

MAXIMIZE JOINT 0 50 30 80 42.1 
OUTCOME 

MAXIMIZE 45 0 14 59 31.1 
PARTNER'S OUTCOME 

MAXIMIZE OWN 22 9 20 51 26.8 
OUTCOME 

NEGOTIATOR N 67 59 64 190 
TOTALS 

% 35.3 31. 0 33.7 100 

MEAN 2.67 3.69 3.16 

S.D. .47 .73 .88 

MAX 3.0 4.0 4.0 

MIN 2.0 2.0 2.0 



TABLE 7 

ANOVA TO TEST HYPOTHESIS 2: 
THE INTERACTION EFFECTS OF COUNTRY OF NEGOTIATOR AND 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP OF NEGOTIATING PARTNER ON 
THE BEHAVIORS OF THE NEGOTIATORS - STRATEGY 

SOURCE DF SS F 
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(\)2 

NEGOTIATORS (BETWEEN GROUPS) 2 32.85 32.77*** .51 

RESIDUALS (WITHIN GROUPS) 187 93.72 

TOTAL 189 126.57 

CONTRASTS DF VALUES T 

(1) AM/AM with (2) AM/JAP 187 0.54 4.22*** 

(1) and (2) with (3) JAP/JAP 187 0.75 7.01 *** 

* *]? < .05 
P < .01 

*** P < .001 
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Most of negotiators, regardless of the make-up of the 

dyads reported they did NOT use competitive behaviors. This 

was not anticipated for the American/American and 

Japanese/American dyads. The Japanese/Japanese dyads, 

however, were least likely to use competitive behaviors 

(X2 (12, H = 189) = 32.8, ~ < .001), as hypothesized (Table 

8). As seen from the ANOVA (Table 9), make-up of the dyads 

did have a significant effect on competitive behaviors 

(E (2, 186) = 9.09, ~ < .001, &2 = .30). Furthermore, the 

contrasts show that the Japanese/Japanese dyads were 

significantly different in their behaviors from the 

negotiators in the other dyads (T = 3.93, ~ < .001). 

Most of the negotiators in all of the groups stated 

they used cooperative behavior (COOPERATIVE = 7, 56%, 

COOPERATIVE = 6, 16%) (Table 10), however, more 

American/American dyads stated that they used less 

uncooperative behaviors (X2 (12, H = 189) = 29.7, 

~ < .01) (E (2, 187) = 10.29, ~ < .001, ~2 = .32) than 

negotiators in Japanese/Japanese or American/Japanese dyads 

(T = 4.33, ~ < .001) (Tables 10 and 11). These findings 

provide partial support for Hypothesis Two. 



TABLE 8 

CROSS-TABULATIONS TO TEST HYPOTHESIS 2: 
THE INTERACTION EFFECTS OF COUNTRY OF NEGOTIATOR AND 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP OF NEGOTIATING PARTNER ON 
THE BEHAVIORS OF THE NEGOTIATORS - COMPETITIVE 

NUMBER OF NEGOTIATORS 

JAP/JAP AM/AM JAP/AM OUTCOME 
TOTALS 

COMPETITIVE N % 

7 2 3 2 7 3.7 

6 0 2 2 4 2.1 

5 2 4 6 12 6.4 

4 5 15 6 26 13.7 

3 4 7 8 19 10.1 

2 3 9 10 22 11. 6 

1 51 18 30 99 52.4 

NEGOTIATOR N 67 58 64 1898 

TOTALS 
% 35.4 30.7 33.9 100 

MEAN 1.69 2.93 2.41 

S.D. 1.43 1. 77 1. 72 

MAX 7.0 7.0 7.0 

MIN 1.0 1.0 1.0 
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8 One male American subject in an American/American dyad did 
not complete one page of the post-experimental 
questionnaire, causing N = 189. The researcher did not 
notice this until after the subjects left the laboratory. 
Since the survey was anonymous, there was no way to locate 
or contact that subject. All further analysis with N = 189 
is do to missing data from this same subject. 



TABLE 9 

ANOVA TO TEST HYPOTHESIS 2: 
THE INTERACTION EFFECTS OF COUNTRY OF NEGOTIATOR AND 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP OF NEGOTIATING PARTNER ON 
THE BEHAVIORS OF THE NEGOTIATORS - COMPETITIVE 

SOURCE DF SS F 
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&>2 

NEGOTIATORS (BETWEEN GROUPS) 2 49.00 9.09*** .30 

RESIDUALS (WITHIN GROUPS) 186 501. 58 

TOTAL 188 550.58 

CONTRASTS DF VALUES T 

(1) AM/AM with (2) AM/JAP 187 0.54 4.22*** 

(1) and (2) with (3) JAP/JAP 187 0.75 7.01 *** 

* *P < .05 
P < .01 

*** P < .001 
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TABLE 10 

CROSS-TABULATIONS TO TEST HYPOTHESIS 2: 
THE INTERACTION EFFECTS OF COUNTRY OF NEGOTIATOR AND 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP OF NEGOTIATING PARTNER ON 
THE BEHAVIORS OF THE NEGOTIATORS - COOPERATIVE 

NUMBER OF NEGOTIATORS 

JAP/JAP AM/AM JAP/AM OUTCOME 
TOTALS 

COOPERATIVE N % 

7 30 42 34 106 56.1 

6 8 9 14 31 16.4 

5 8 3 8 19 10.1 

4 6 4 2 12 6.4 

3 3 0 4 7 3.7 

2 4 0 2 6 3.2 

1 8 0 0 8 4.2 

NEGOTIATOR N 67 58 64 189 
TOTALS 

% 35.4 30.7 33.9 100 

MEAN 5.18 6.46 6.03 

S.D. 2.16 1. 06 1.37 

MAX 7.0 7.0 7.0 

MIN 1.0 2.0 2.0 



TABLE 11 

ANOVA TO TEST HYPOTHESIS 2: 
THE INTERACTION EFFECTS OF COUNTRY OF NEGOTIATOR AND 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP OF NEGOTIATING PARTNER ON 
THE BEHAVIORS OF THE NEGOTIATORS - COOPERATIVE 

SOURCE DF SS F 
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t>2 

NEGOTIATORS (BETWEEN GROUPS) 2 54.00 10.26*** .32 

RESIDUALS (WITHIN GROUPS) 

TOTAL 

CONTRASTS 

(1) AM/AM with (2) AM/JAP 

(1) and (2) with (3) JAP/JAP 

*n < .05 
*#'-

P < .01 
***p < .001 

187 490.43 

189 544.43 

DF VALUES .'r 

187 0.43 1.46 

187 1.07 4.33*** 



Hypothesis Three 

Japanese/Japanese dyads were hypothesized to have 

higher empathy towards and trust in their partners than 

Japanese/American and American/American dyads. Results of 

the analyses provide partial support for Hypothesis Three. 
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As seen in Tables 12 and 13, most negotiators stated 

that they trusted their negotiating partner, regardless of 

the cultural background of their partner (~ (2, 187) = 1.25, 

n.s., ~2 = .12). Although some of the Japanese/American 

dyads reported they did not trust their partners 

(X2 (12, N = 189) = 21.7, R < .05), the results of the 

contrasts were not significant (% = -0.14, n.s.). 

The negotiators stated that they did not have a high 

empathic concern for their partner's outcome (EMPATHY

PARTNER) (~ (2, 187) = 2.48, R = .10) (Table 15), while more 

of the American/American dyads were the least concerned and 

the Japanese/Japanese dyads most concerned for their 

partners (X2 (12, N = 189) = 23.9, R < .05) (Table 14). 

Furthermore, the participants also stated that they 

were not concerned for their own outcomes only. 

X2 (12, N = 189) = 10.7, n.s.; ~ (1, 186) = 1.90, n.s.; 

~2 = .10 (Tables 16 and 17, respectively). As seen in Tables 

18 and 19, most of participants in all groups stated that 

they had high empathic concern for the joint outcome 
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(x2 (12, N = 189) = 15.5, n.s.) although several of the 

negotiators in the Japanese/American dyads did not have high 

empathic concern for the joint outcome (~ (1, 186) = 9.3, 

R < .01, &2 = .20). 
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TABLE 12 

CROSS-TABULATIONS TO TEST HYPOTHESIS 3: 
THE INTERACTION EFFECTS OF COUNTRY OF NEGOTIATOR AND 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP OF NEGOTIATING PARTNER ON 
THE COGNITIONS OF THE NEGOTIATORS - TRUST IN PARTNER 

NUMBER OF NEGOTIATORS 

JAP/JAP MilAM JAP/AM OUTCOME 
TOTALS 

TRUST IN N % 
PARTNER 

7 35 36 30 101 53.4 

6 13 9 16 38 20.1 

5 3 7 0 10 5.3 

4 12 2 8 22 11. 6 

3 1 1 4 6 3.17 

2 1 1 2 4 2.1 

1 2 2 4 8 4.2 

NEGOTIATOR N 67 58 64 189 
TOTALS 

% 35.4 30.7 33.9 100 
MEAN 5.87 6.07 5.59 

S.D. 1.56 1.56 1.87 

MAX 7.0 7.0 7.0 

MIN 1.0 1.0 1.0 



TABLE 13 

ANOVA TO TEST HYPOTHESIS 3: 
THE INTERACTION EFFECTS OF COUNTRY OF NEGOTIATOR AND 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP OF NEGOTIATING PARTNER ON 
THE COGNITIONS OF THE NEGOTIATORS - 'rRUST IN PARTNER 

SOURCE DF SS F 
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l!>2 

NEGOTIATORS (BETWEEN GROUPS) 2 6.99 1.25 .12 

RESIDUALS (WITHIN GROUPS) 187 520.96 

TOTAL 189 527.95 

CONTRASTS DF VALUES T 

(1) AM/AM with (2) AM/JAP 187 0.47 1.57 

(1) and (2) with (3) JAP/JAP 187 -0.03 -0.14 
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TABLE 14 

CROSS-TABULATIONS TO TEST HYPOTHESIS 3: 
THE INTERACTION EFFECTS OF COUNTRY OF NEGOTIATOR AND 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP OF NEGOTIATING PARTNER ON 
THE COGNITIONS OF THE NEGOTIATORS - EMPATHIC CONCERN 

FOR PARTNER'S OUTCOME 

NUMBER OF NEGOTIATORS 

JAP/JAP AM/AM JAP/AM OUTCOME 
TOTALS 

EMPATHY - N % 
PARTNER 

7 1 0 2 3 1.6 

6 3 0 2 5 2.7 

5 0 2 0 2 1.1 

4 16 7 14 37 19.6 

3 7 4 12 23 12.2 

2 8 14 4 26 13.8 

1 32 31 30 93 49.2 

NEGOTIATOR N 67 58 64 189 
TOTALS 

% 35.4 30.7 33.9 100 

MEAN 2.36 1.88 2.44 

S.D. 1.59 1.17 1.63 

MAX 7.0 5.0 7.0 

MIN 1.0 1.0 1.0 



TABLE 15 

ANOVA TO TEST HYPOTHESIS 3: 
THE INTERACTION EFFECTS OF COUNTRY OF NEGOTIATOR AND 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP OF NEGOTIATING PARTNER ON 
THE COGNITIONS OF THE NEGOTIATORS - EMPATHIC CONCERN 

FOR PARTNER'S OUTCOME 

SOURCE DF SS F 
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~2 

NEGOTIATORS (BETWEEN GROUPS) 2 11.02 2.48 .16 

RESIDUALS (WITHIN GROUPS) 187 415.32 

TOTAL 189 426.34 

CONTRASTS DF VALUES ~ 

(1) AM/AM with (2) AM/JAP 187 -0.56 -2.07* 

(1) i3.nd (2) with (3) JAP/JAP 187 -0.20 -0.88 

* *P < .05 
P < .01 

*** P < .001 
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TABLE 16 

CROSS-TABULATIONS TO TEST HYPOTHESIS 3: 
THE INTERACTION EFFECTS OF COUNTRY OF NEGOTIATOR AND 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP OF NEGOTIATING PARTNER ON 
THE COGNITIONS OF THE NEGOTIATORS - EMPATHIC CONCERN 

FOR ONE'S OWN OUTCOME 

NUMBER OF NEGOTIATORS 

JAP/JAP AM/AM JAP/AM OUTCOME 
TOTALS 

EMPATHY -OWN N % 

7 0 0 2 2 1.1 

6 0 1 0 1 0.5 

5 4 2 4 10 5.3 

4 8 9 8 25 13.2 

3 4 2 6 12 6.4 

2 10 8 12 30 15.9 

1 41 36 32 109 57.7 

NEGOTIATOR N 67 58 64 189 
TOTALS 

% 35.4 30.7 33.9 100 
MEAN 1.87 1.93 2.19 

S.D. 1. 30 1.39 1.56 

MAX 5.0 6.0 7.0 

MIN 1.0 1.0 1.0 



TABLE 17 

ANOVA TO TEST HYPOTHESIS 3: 
THE INTERACTION EFFECTS OF COUNTRY OF NEGOTIATOR AND 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP OF NEGOTIATING PARTNER ON 
THE COGNITIONS OF THE NEGOTIATORS - EMPATHIC CONCERN 

FOR ONE'S OWN OUTCOME 

SOURCE DF SS F 

100 

&>2 

NEGOTIATORS (BETWEEN GROUPS) 2 3.73 0.92 .10 

RESIDUALS (WITHIN GROUPS) 187 377.27 

TOTAL 189 381. 00 

CONTRASTS DF VALUES T 

(1) AM/AM with (2) AM/JAP 187 -0.26 -1.90 

(1) and (2) with (3) JAP/JAP 187 0.19 0.90 
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TABLE 18 

CROSS-TABULATIONS TO TEST HYPOTHESIS 3: 
THE INTERACTION EFFECTS OF COUNTRY OF NEGOTIATOR AND 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP OF NEGOTIATING PARTNER ON 
THE COGNITIONS OF THE NEGOTIATORS - EMPATHIC CONCERN 

FOR THE JOINT OUTCOME 

NUMBER OF NEGOTIATORS 

JAP/JAP AM/AM JAP/AM OUTCOME 
TOTALS 

EMPATHY - N % 
JOINT 

7 49 46 36 131 69.3 

6 8 6 10 24 12.7 

5 1 2 4 7 3.7 

4 6 2 4 12 6.4 

3 0 0 2 2 1.1 

2 2 0 2 4 2.1 

1 1 2 6 9 4.8 

NEGOTIATOR N 67 58 64 189 
TOTALS 

9.:, 
0 35.4 30.7 33.9 100 

MEAN 6.34 6.44 5.69 

S.D. 1.36 1.38 1.99 

MAX 7.0 7.0 7.0 

MIN 1.0 1.0 1.0 



TABLE 19 

ANOVA TO TEST HYPOTHESIS 3: 
THE INTERACTION EFFECTS OF COUNTRY OF NEGOTIATOR AND 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP OF NEGOTIATING PARTNER ON 
THE COGNITIONS OF THE NEGOTIATORS - EMPATHIC CONCERN 

FOR THE JOINT OUTCOME 

-
SOURCE DF SS F 
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&l2 

NEGOTIATORS (BETWEEN GROUPS) 2 21.18 4.10·· .20 

RESIDUALS (WITHIN GROUPS) 187 483.40 

TOTAL 189 504.57 

CONTRASTS DF VALUES T 

(1) AM/AM with (2) AM/JAP 187 0.75 2.60·· 

(1) and (2) with (3) JAP/JAP 187 -0.28 -1.14 

• • I' < .05 
P < .01 ••• P < .001 
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Discussion 

Hypothesis One 

One hundred percent of the Japanese/Japanese dyads 

(collectivist negotiators with ingroup partners) reached 

integrative outcomes (OUTCOME = 5 or 4). None of the 

collectivist negotiators with outgroup partners 

(Japanese/American) nor any of the individualist negotiators 

(American/American) reached the most integrative outcome 

(OUTCOME = 5). Most of these negotiators reached a somewhat 

distributive outcome (OUTCOME = 3). These results provide 

support for Hypothesis One, and are consistent with previous 

research. 

Pruitt (1983) stated that there has been extensive 

experimental work showing that American subjects do not 

behave in ways which allow them to reach integrative 

outcomes. In fact negotiators do not seem to improve with 

feedback, experience (Ball, et al., 1991) or goal setting 

(Neale & Bazerman, 1985). In a recent laboratory study, 

(Neale, et al., 1989), neither goal setting nor learning (a 

lecture on negotiations) increased the integrativeness of 

the outcomes. 
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Hypothesis Two 

As hypothesized, the behaviors used by the negotiators 

were also affected by the make-up of the dyad. Collectivist 

subjects with ingroup partners (Japanese/Japanese) reported 

that their behaviors maximized their partners' outcome or 

the joint outcome, that they were cooperative, and were not 

competitive. Forty-seven percent of the negotiators in the 

Japanese/Japanese dyads reported using a strategy that 

maximized the joint outcome while 67% reported maximizing 

only their partners' outcome. This may be the socially 

desirable response for individuals from collectivist 

cultures. Suppressing one's own values and goals for that 

of the group is an important virtue in collectivist cultures 

(Triandis, 1989). Therefore, the collectivist negotiators 

may have felt the need to respond in this manner, even 

though they actually maximized the joint outcome which led 

to the most integrative outcomes. 

A few American subjects (N = 9), negotiating with other 

Americans reported maximizing their own outcome; however, 

most Americans (N = 50) reported maximizing the joint 

outcome. It was observed, on the post-experimental 

questionnaire, that some of these individualist subjects 

originally checked that they maximized their own outcome 

regardless of their partners' outcome, but then changed 
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their answer to the more socially desirable response of 

maximizing the joint outcome, thereby explaining their 

response to these questions. Although they reported that 

they maximized the joint outcome, from the actual outcomes 

they reached, it is obvious that they did not use this 

strategy. 

Futhermore, the American negotiators reported that 

their behaviors were both competitive and cooperative, again 

this may be a socially desirable response. In fact, on the 

seven point scales (where 7 = completely descriptive, and 1 

= not at all descriptive), several American subjects 

responded that they used competing behaviors (N = 24) and 

cooperating behaviors (N = 54) during the negotiation. They 

may have responded this way because it was the socially 

desirable answer to say they cooperated, or because they 

both competed and cooperated at various times during the 

negotiation exercise. These results provide mixed support 

for Hypothesis ~NO. 

Hypothesis Three 

Two types of cognitions were measured in this 
.. 

experiment, trust and empathic concern. Japanese 

negotiators with other Japanese were expected to have more 

trust in their partners, and higher empathic concern for 



their partners than negotiators in Japanese/American or 

American/American dyads. 

The make-up of the dyad was not related to self

reported measures of trust in one's partner, empathic 

concern for one's own outcome or one's partner's outcome. 

Although most negotiators responded that they had a high 

empathic concern for the joint outcome, the American/ 

American and Japanese/American dyads were slightly less 

concerned than the Japanese/Japanese dyads. Therefore, 

Hypothesis Three was partially supported. 

Limitations 

106 

The goal of this study was to develop and test a model 

of culture's effect on cognitions, behaviors in and outcomes 

of international and intranational negotiations between 

Japanese and Americans. Although some researchers say that 

the field versus lab argument is a straw issue (Campbell, 

1986), this study, as with any laboratory study, has its 

limitations. Though efforts were made to simulate a "real" 

negotiation, the subjects were students, working in a 

contrived laboratory setting. Although the negotiation 

exercise provided a task where subjects responded with real 
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motivations and behaviors, it is somewhat more simplified 

than real negotiations. The findings of this study, 

however, are not an artifact of a laboratory experiment or 

of having student as subjects. 

"Real" negotiators in both government and business fail 

to joint optimize and reach integrative outcomes in 

intranational and international negotiations. status 

differences and politics affect the behaviors in a long

term, on-going relationship. This makes reaching 

integrative outcomes even more difficult. For example, 

American and Japanese negotiators have failed to reach 

integrative agreements on automobile sales, rice imports, 

and compact disk rentals. This may be due to cultural 

differences in collectivism as well as to some of the 

"politics" that take place between the governments of each 

country. Replication with actual negotiators in on-going 

negotiations might provide more realism though it would be 

lacking in the control obtained in an experimental setting. 

In addition, since neither nationality nor culture of 

the subjects can be manipulated, this study was a quasi

experiment, which caused some threats to internal validity 

(Ary, et al., 1979; Campbell & Stanley, 1966). However, as 

with much psychological and educational research, where the 

independent variable cannot be manipulated, this is the only 

way to do experimental cross-cultural research. And it is a 
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"useful method that can supply much information of value in 

educational decision making" (Ary, et al., 1979, p.12) as 

well as political and business decision making, including 

cross-cultural negotiations. 

Measures on cognitions of the negotiators, such as 

trust in one's partner, were measured after the negotiation 

exercise. Although some may feel that the subjects are 

responding according to the behaviors of the partners rather 

than according to the subjects' beliefs, it is customary, in 

laboratory studies, to collect attitudinal information with 

post-experimental questionnaires to avoiding biasing the 

results of the task itself. A pre-test, on the other hand, 

is a threat to internal validity (Campbell & Stanley, 1966). 

Counterbalancing could have used to see if the attitudinal 

questions had an effect on the task, or if the behaviors had 

an effect on the answers to the questionnaire (Ary, et al., 

1979). Twice as many subjects would have been necessary, 

however, and due to the limited number of subjects, it was 

not used. Furthermore, questions regarding ambiguity about 

direction of casual influence are salient in most laboratory 

studies, however it is only a problem in simple correlation 

studies (Cook & Campbell, 1979). 

The INDCOL scale develop by Triandis and Hui (see Hui, 

1988) was used to measured cultural collectivism. A 

possible limitation of this study and of the INDCOL scale is 
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that the dimensions of the subscales as described by Hui and 

Triandis could not be replicated. The factors were not the 

same for the American and Japanese subjects. The Japanese 

may interpret the questions differently than the Americans 

because of cultural differences, perhaps in the meaning of 

the relationships with friends, neighbors and co-workers or 

in their interactions with these people. Second, the factor 

loadings are not clear cut for the three factors, suggesting 

that a one factor solution is more appropriate. Further 

research needs to be done to validate these subscales and 

the instrument as a whole. As shown above, however, when 

analyzing the scale as a whole, all of the Japanese in this 

study were collectivist and all of the Americans were 

individualist. 

Results of all research are subjected to alternative 

explanations. In this study, it is possible that the 

Japanese students in Japan knew each other better than the 

students in the American/American dyads. Although prior 

relations with one's negotiating partner was not measured, 

both the Japanese and American subjects in the intranational 

dyads were enrolled in one of two large (approximately 79 

students) sections of an introduction to management class. 

The experiment took place about half way into the semester, 

and subjects were randomly assigned to dyads. Therefore, 

both the American and Japanese students were equally likely 



110 

to know their partner. The participants in the 

American/Japanese dyads did not know each other before the 

experiment. 

A possible limitation in the American/Japanese dyads is 

a language problem for the Japanese sUbjects. As stated 

earlier, these students are fluent enough in English to 

attend an American university (with a minimum TOEFL score of 

500). Furthermore, the researcher walked around the room to 

check on any problems during the experiment. The Japanese 

subjects did not seem to be having any problems, and none of 

the negotiators complained about any language problems in 

their dyads. 

Finally, another alternative explanation may be that 

the profit payoff calculations were a problem for the 

American subjects. The media in the united states 

frequently reports that American students may not be as 

competent in history, geography and math as Japanese 

students. However, lack of math skills does not seem to be 

a problem for the participants of this study. Although none 

of the negotiators in the American/American or American/ 

Japanese dyads reached the most profitable joint outcome 

(OUTCOME = 5), 11 dyads did reach a fairly integrative 

agreement (OUTCOME = 4) and 21 American/American dyads and 

25 American/Japanese dyads did reach a middle level outcome 

(OUTCOME = 3). Although splitting Green Farm along the 
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railroad tracks (OUTCOME = 3) is not very integrative, it is 

more profitable than splitting the land along the river. In 

order to figure out that this solution is more profitable 

the negotiators must have done some calculations. 

Therefore, lack of math skills does not seem to be a 

problem. Finally, the subjects were also told which type of 

land (flat or hilly) was more profitable to them. 

Therefore, those subjects in the role of Jones should 

purchase hilly land, while Brown should purchase flat land. 

In this chapter, results of a laboratory study on 

cross-cultural negotiations between American and Japanese 

were presented. Implications of this research, and 

suggestions for future research are provided in the 

concluding chapter. 
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5. CONCLUSIONS 

The study presented here examined cultural 

collectivism, negotiation behaviors, empathic concern and 

trust, and negotiated outcomes in American and Japanese 

negotiations. The constructs tested are intended to improve 

our understanding of how cultural differences influence the 

behaviors and outcomes of integrative negotiations. The 

findings are summarized here. 

The results of the study found significant interaction 

effects for the make-up of the dyad (country of the 

negotiator and country of the partner) on the 

integrativeness of the negotiation outcome, and the 

behaviors used by the negotiators. Japanese negotiating 

with ingroup partners (two Japanese) used cooperative 

behaviors, and reached integrative outcomes. This was not 

the case when negotiating with an outgroup partner (i.e., an 

American partner in this study). Japanese and American 

partners reached distributive outcomes. Negotiators in 

American/American dyads also reached distributive outcomes. 

Negotiators in the Japanese/Japanese dyads were more likely 

to report that they (1) used a strategy which maximized the 

other's outcomes, (2) behaved more cooperatively, and (3) 

behaved less competitively than negotiators in the 

American/American and Japanese/American dyads. 
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Implications 

A better understanding of cross-cultural negotiations 

is important to people in business and government, as well 

as researchers in organizational behavior, political 

science, psychology, marketing and other relevant 

disciplines. Each audience will be addressed separately 

below. 

Several "how-to" books and articles (Fisher, 1980; 

Graham & Sano, 1989; March, 1989; Van Zandt, 1970; Weiss & 

Stripp, 1989) are available for negotiators in business and 

government. They were written to help Americans negotiate 

with people from other cultures, such as the French, 

Chinese, Mexicans, and Japanese. Several articles describe 

what to do or what not to do when negotiating with the 

Japanese. For example, in "How to Negotiate in Japan," Van 

Zandt (1970) lists 13 features of behavior of the Japanese, 

and several steps on the "art of negotiating;" while March's 

(1989) article describes the "No-No's" in negotiating with 

the Japanese. 

Americans, however, are still relatively inept at 

negotiating with people from other cultures, especially the 

Japanese. As stated in this dissertation, cultural 

collectivism may explain some of the differences in 

negotiation behaviors and outcomes of international 
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negotiations. Understanding that culture differences 

contribute to the reasons why people from different cultures 

negotiate differently provides the first step towards better 

understanding of the negotiation process, and may lead to 

more integrative cross-cultural negotiations in the future. 

This might be accomplished by (1) training the 

negotiators, (2) framing the negotiation, or (3) 

manipulating the group membership of the partners. There 

has been some research on the effects of training and 

framing on improving negotiated outcomes. However, the 

success of using these techniques to reach integrative 

outcomes has been limited. The manipulation of group 

membership is discussed in more detail below in the section 

on further research. 

When doing business with partners who are overseas, it 

is now possible, through information technology, to 

negotiate electronically using such tools as a Negotiation 

Decision Support System (NDSS) (Unger,1991; Wilson, 1991). 

The effects of using such systems for negotiation outcomes 

between Americans and Japanese or two Japanese have not been 

studied. 

Recently, there has been a large number of studies on 

group decision support system (GDSS) in the United states. 

These studies have examined the effects of GDSS on efficient 

and effective group problem-solving and decision making. 
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There are a number of factors that influence the behavior of 

the participants in these groups such as size of the group, 

response time, proximity, and anonymity. One study found 

anonymous teams to be more effective than identified groups. 

They generated more questions, comments and clarifications. 

In an idea generation study by Jessup and Tansik (1991), 

student groups who worked anonymously and apart generated 

more ideas than groups that were in close proximity and 

identified. 

GOSS and NOSS are helpful for Americans solving 

problems or making decisions, including negotiation 

decisions. How these systems would work in another country 

is unknown. In collective cultures, such as Japan, where 

long-term relationships are necessary to build trust and 

harmony with ingroup members, anonymity and lack of 

proximity may prove to be too disturbing to them. On the 

other hand, the lack of identity may make it easier for 

collective negotiators to negotiate with an outgroup 

partner. However, empirical research needs to be done in 

this area before any costs or benefits to using GOSS and 

NOSS across cultures can be stated. 

For researchers, this dissertation provides a model of 

cross-cultural negotiations, a negotiation exercise that can 

be used in international research, and several suggestions 

for future research. Although not without its limitations, 
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this study was one of the first negotiation laboratory 

studies between American and Japanese negotiators to measure 

culture and to combine research literature from several 

disciplines including: political science, psychology, 

decision making, marketing, and organizational behavior. 

According to Boyacigiller and Adler (1992), before 

organizational behavior can become an international 

discipline, researchers need to define and measure culture, 

as well as look at the broader picture of the organization 

found in these other disciplines. This dissertation 

measured culture using the INDCOL scale (Hui, 1988). 

Although the original subscales could not be replicated, the 

scale as a whole seems to measure collectivism. other ways 

of measuring culture that might affect cross-cultural 

negotiations should also be developed and tested. 

Suggestions for further research are described below. 

Future Research 

In addition to replication in other collective and 

individualist countries, such as Mexico and Canada, other 

variables that might affect the negotiation process and 

outcomes should be studied. International negotiation 

theory should be expanded to include cross-cultural 

differences in cognitions, motivations, and personality. 
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This will increase the understanding of, and facilitate the 

interaction between, negotiators of different cultures. 

Furthermore, since it is possible in collectivist 

cultures for individuals from the same culture to be 

considered a member of an outgroup, a study on the effects 

of group membership on the integrativeness of the 

negotiation outcome could be conducted within one culture. 

For example, in a collectivist culture such as Japan, group 

membership of others depends on the situation. When 

considering the country, as in this study, individuals of 

one's own country are considered ingroup members whereas 

individuals from other countries are outgroup members. When 

considering organizations, however, all Japanese would not 

be part of one ingroup. If an individual worked for Toyota, 

then other Toyota employees would be ingroup members, and 

employees of Honda and Mazda, for example, would be outgroup 

members. Conducting the study in one collectivist culture 

will allow for a pure experimental design with high internal 

validity. It will also allow for confirmation that 

collectivist individuals negotiating with any outgroup 

partner, even one from the same country, behave 

competitively and reach distributive outcomes. 

With the increasing amount of international 

negotiations in the business arena, it is important to find 

ways to reach integrative outcomes across cultures. One way 
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to do this would be to have the partners think that they are 

ingroup members. Group membership has been manipulated with 

subjects from the united states and Britain (individualist 

cultures) using the minimal intergroup paradigm (Tajfel, 

1970; Turner, 1987). Further research needs to examine if 

social identity theory or the minimal group paradigm can be 

used to manipulate group membership in a negotiation setting 

and with individuals from collectivist cultures. 

In collectivist cultures, ingroup biases develop over a 

long time period. This time period is necessary for ingroup 

norms, values, and harmony to develop. In Japan, for 

example, developing friendships takes a long time, and is 

necessary before any business transactions occur. Weiss 

(1989) states that there are three parts to negotiations: 

pre-negotiation, negotiation, and post-negotiation. The 

Japanese develop trust in and empathic concern for their 

partner while developing friendship and harmony in the pre

negotiation stage. It is possible to test whether out group 

members, such as the Americans in this study, can become 

ingroup members over time in the pre-negotiation stage. If 

this is possible, then negotiations between Japanese and 

Americans, or other individualist and collectivist 

countries, may lead to integrative outcomes. 

The improvement of negotiations between countries 

requires detailed study by academicians, as well as training 
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for multi-cultural managers and international delegates. 

Some researchers have found that individualist negotiators 

can reach more integrative outcomes with proper training 

(Neale, et al., 1989). Other researchers, however, have 

found that training does not help negotiators to become more 

integrative. More research is needed in this area before we 

can find the best way to teach Americans, "how to 

successfully negotiate with the Japanese," or with people 

from other countries. 
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NOTES 

1. Previous research on business negotiations in the 

united states has been limited to college students and 

businessmen. References to "Americans" in this 

dissertation refers to this literature, and does not 

include individuals from other American subcultures, 

who may have different negotiation styles. 
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APPENDIX A 

EXPERIMENTAL TASK 

AND INSTRUCTIONS PACKET 

GREENFIELD FARMS 

The village of Greenfield is made up of small, family
owned farms. On May 1, 1989, Farmer Green suffered a severe 
accident and became permanently disabled. He, therefore, 
decided to sell his 15 acres of farm land because he found 
raising cattle and growing rice too difficult for his wife 
and two children to handle. Farmer Jones and Farmer Brown, 
the owners of the farms on either side of Mr. Green's farm, 
are interested in purchasing the farm land. Farmer Green 
does not know if he should sell his farm to farmer Brown or 
farmer Jones, who are both from the village of Greenfield. 
He likes both of his neighbors and does not want to choose 
between them. He has offered to let Jones and Brown jointly 
recommend a course of action. Farmer Green invited them to 
be as creative as they want. However, if Jones and Brown 
cannot reach an agreement, rather than choose between them, 
Farmer Green will sell the land to a third interested party, 
Farmer Pierce. 

History of Farmer Brown 

You and your family have been growing rice for 
centuries. An old family tradition has made you the most 
productive growers of rice in your village, Greenfield. You 
can make about $4000/acre per year growing rice. Most of 
you land however is hilly so you raise cattle in these areas 
of your farm (7 of the 13 1/2 acres). Unfortunately, you 
have not been very successful raising cattle. Because of 
the recent availability of the Mr. Green's farm, you have 
decided to expand your rice production. The purchase of 
this additional land will add 7 1/2 acres of fine flat land 
to your farm for growing rice and 7 1/2 acres of hilly land 
for raising cattle. It also has a river running through the 
property which will be beneficial to you for irrigating the 
rice fields. 
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Role Instructions for Farmer Brown 

Your productivity for cattle raising is only about 
$2000/acre per year on the hilly land. However, your income 
from growing rice is $4000/acre per year. You are, however, 
hitting the limits of your cultivatable land. $4000/acre of 
rice is the highest profit of any farm in your village, due 
to all your hard work and effort. Si.nce you put this amount 
of effort into growing rice, you would like to increase your 
acreage of flat land available for growing rice. The 
particular appeal of Green's Farm is the 7 1/2 acres of flat 
land you can add to the 6 1/2 acres on your present farm and 
the river. There is very little cost to taking over the 
additional land. Now all you have to do is convince your 
friend, farmer Jones, to agree to allowing you to purchase 
the Green's farm. 

History of the Jones Ranch 

The Jones family has been in the cattle business for 
five generations. You take pride in raising the best cattle 
in the village of Greenfield. Your income is $4000/acre 
each year. Quite a bit of your land, however, is not 
suitable for cattle grazing because it doesn't provide any 
shade, and there is nothing for the cattle to feed on. Only 
6 1/2 acres of your 13 1/2 acre farm is really good cattle 
land. You have tried growing rice on the flat land, but 
have not been very successful. The purchase of the Green's 
farm would add 7 1/2 acres of fine grazing land to the 
Jones' ranch, as well as 7 1/2 acres of flat land, and a 
river which can be used to water the cattle. 

Role Instructions for Farmer Jones 

You and your family have the most productive cattle 
ranch in the village of Greenfield. However, most of your 
land is flat land which is not suitable for cattle grazing. 
Your income from the sale of cattle is $4000/acre per year, 
while you only make $2000/acre each year growing rice. The 
availability of Mr. Green's farm is very appealing to your 
family because of the 7 1/2 acres of hilly grazing land you 
can use to raise more cattle, and a river running through 
the middle that can be used as drinking water for the 
cattle. Your calculations show that there is very little 
cost to taking over the additional land. Now all you have 
to do is convince your friend, farmer Brown that you should 
be the one to purchase the Green's farm. 
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not been filmed at the request of the author. 
They are available for consultation, however, 

in the author's university library. 
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APPENDIX C 

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE INDCOL SCALE 
INTO THREE FACTORS FOR AMERICAN AND JAPANESE NEGOTIATORS 
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I I American Negotiators Japanese Negotiators 

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR3 

chat/pol iti cs N1 a -.577 - .202 .087 .107 -.274 .001 

influence/mood N2 -.025 .376 .179 .405 - .156 .185 
" 

know/like N3 -.716 .085 -.409 -.397 .395 -.312 

say/marriage N4 .672 .049 - .252 .145 -.448 .347 

meet/talk/day N5 .330 .146 .684 .425 .331 -.094 

never borrow N6 .308 -.039 .322 .229 -.023 -.344 

cautious/nosy N7 .262 -.576 .115 -.056 -.099 -.628 

don't/befriend N8 .324 -.561 .261 .179 .033 -.391 

uneasy/no greet N9 .132 .733 .016 .371 .017 .305 

problem/self F1 .487 .067 .119 -.041 -.029 .494 

co-own/car F2 -.119 -.029 -.377 .030 .313 -.349 

live close F3 -.204 .129 .588 .339 .503 .168 

agree/shop F4 - .500 - .016 .407 .498 .418 -.056 

no attn/work F5 .439 .240 - .323 .539 -.388 .117 

trip/less free F6 -.229 .139 - .17''; - .615 - .011 .027 

worship money F7 .507 .238 -.186 .314 -.249 .376 

sharing F8 -.059 .475 .614 .401 .052 -.228 

family earns F9 .003 .674 -.237 - .123 .456 .392 

ideal # kids F10 -.658 .098 -.203 -.081 .477 .326 

sup/personal C1 .402 .467 - .103 .414 .359 -.246 

do own thing C2 .586 .062 -.050 .369 -.598 - .073 

return favor C3 .138 .131 -.425 - .031 .160 .249 

loan camera C4 .640 .326 -.007 .162 .295 - .118 

independence C5 .392 .127 -.066 .016 .041 -.260 

go to eat C6 .209 -.260 .165 .566 - .109 -.106 

group study C7 - .106 .584 .067 .148 .465 .263 

asst/good grade C8 -.266 .499 .169 .244 - .270 -.099 

help need $$ C9 .084 -.023 .562 .485 .187 -.033 

coop/lo abiLity C10 .553 - .222 - .016 .124 .367 .149 

too many cooks C11 .249 -.517 -.199 -.328 - .238 .010 

I EIGENVALUES II 1 4.76 1 3.581 2.85 1 3.171 2.88 1 2.21 I 
QuestIons from: N = Nel ghbor, F = FrIend, C = Co-worker Subscales 
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APPENDIX D 

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE INDCOL SCALE 
INTO ONE FACTOR FOR AMERICAN AND JAPANESE NEGOTIATORS 



130 

I II I A.erican I Ja~anese I 
COLLECTIVISM COLLECTIVISM 

chat/politics Nl - .577 .107 

influence/.ood N2 · .025 .405 

know/like N3 -.716 · .397 

say/urriage N4 .672 .145 

.eet/talk/day N5 .330 .425 

never borrow N6 .308 .229 

cautious/nosy N7 .262 · .056 

don't/befriend N8 .324 .179 

uneasy/no greet N9 .132 .371 

problell/self Fl .487 · .041 

co· own/car F2 · .119 .030 

live close F3 - .204 .339 

~gree/shop F4 · .500 .498 

no attn/work F5 .439 .540 

trip/less free F6 - .229 • .615 

worship !!Ioney F7 .507 .314 

oharing F8 - .060 .401 

faMily ear'ns F9 .003 - .123 

ideal /I kids FlO - .658 · .081 

sup/personal Cl .403 .414 

do own thing C2 .586 .369 

return favor C3 .139 · .031 

loan callera C4 .640 .162 

independence C5 .392 .016 

go to eat C6 .209 .566 

group study C7 .. 106 .148 

aoot/good grade C8 ·.266 .244 

help need $$ C9 .084 .485 

coop/lo ability Cl0 .553 .124 

too lIany cooks Cll .249 · .328 

• Questions from: N 
I EIGENVALUES II I 4.76 I 3.23 I 
= flelgnllor f = frlenll SUllscale v = vo·worKer :;UIJ6Ca.1eS 
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FIGURE 2 

A Model of Cross-Cultural Negotiations 
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