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Same Path, Different Experience:
Culture’s Influence on Attribution, Emotion, anddraction Goals in Negotiation
Abstract
This study examines cultural variations in negotisitattribution and emotion as a viable means
to understand culture’s multiplex influence on geatsuit when it interacts with situational
factors. 277 US Americans and 239 mainland Chinesgonded to a hypothetical employment
negotiation scenario in two experimental conditidriadings indicate that given the same set of
persuasive messages by a counterpart, Americagiparits judged the counterpart as more
personally responsible for perceived negative behafelt more anger and less compassion
toward the counterpart, and placed greater impogtam competitive goals than Chinese
participants. Although the paths whereby emotiotseaand influence interaction goals are
largely similar across cultures, mainland Chinesmahstrated a stronger tendency to compete
when they felt angry, whereas US Americans wereertikely to pursue cooperative goals
across both conditions. Theoretical and practicgliications of these seemingly contradictory

findings are discussed in this article.
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Same Path, Different Experience:

Culture’s Influence on Attribution, Emotion, anddraction Goals in Negotiation

Traditional economic theories tend to charactemizgotiation as a strategic, rational
decision-making process where two or more parties kold incompatible goals need to work
out a mutually acceptable solution (Raiffa, 1982)he past two decades, substantial evidence
has shown that negotiators often deviate from thdiptions of rational choice models due to
cognitive biases and emotions (e.g., Allred, Malpklatsui, & Raia, 1997; Thompson & Hastie,
1990). As a result, negotiation researchers hamdstrated a growing interest in a social
cognition approach to negotiation, which aims tdenmstand the psychological and emotional
processes that lead to different behaviors andows.

Although negotiation theory and research have faratied in the United States and
Northern Europe over the last several decades,areeladen with Western values and
assumptions (Brett & Gelfand, 2004). Cross-cultaegjotiation research has found considerable
differences in negotiators’ bargaining strategida(r et al., 2004), offer patterns (Adair,
Weingart, & Brett, 2007), and negotiation outcor(i®tt et al., 1998); however, these studies
are still largely shaped by rational choice modeisiited research has examined cultural
variations in negotiators’ cognitive biases and gomal responses, and how these factors in turn
predict their behavioral intentions.

This study, therefore, is intended to provide saclassessment. Recent research has
shown that the interaction goals that negotiatorsye prior to negotiating have a significant
influence on their and their counterparts’ bargagriactics, as well as the two parties’ individual
and joint gains (Liu & Wilson, in press). Drawingif an attributional theory of emotion and
motivation developed by Weiner (1995, 2006), thislg assesses culture’s main and moderating

effects on the process through which causal attdbs concerning an opponent’s behavior
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predict negotiators’ feelings of anger and commagsand consequently, their interaction goals.
The study takes a dynamic constructivist view dfuze (Morris & Fu, 2001). Cultural
differences are not traced to a single sourcegrathlture is defined as a “loose network of
domain-specific knowledge structures” (Hong, Mar@iu, & Benet-Martinez, 2000, p. 710)
that are activated in ways peculiar to the situefferiedman, Liu, Chen, & Chi, 2007). The
purpose of this study is twofold: First, it seet®etnpirically assess, rather than assume, the
extent to which the attributional theory of emotenmd motivation developed in a Western
culture is equally useful in an Eastern culturepsel, it seeks to generate new insights on the
multiplex influence of culture on negotiators’ irdetion goals, when it interacts with situational
variables, such as emotions. The following seateews relevant literature that informs key
hypotheses of the study. Next, the methods usedaluate the hypotheses are described,
followed by the research findings. Finally, thedhegical and practical implications of these
findings are discussed, along with the limitations.
Culture, Causal Attributions, and Emotions

In the past two decades, a growing body of resdaasrexamined the role of other-
directed, discrete emotions (as opposed to genwyad states) in negotiation. Anger has
received far more attention than other discretetems because it is more likely to be prevalent
in conflict and negotiation situations (Liu, 2008)psitive emotions, such as compassion, are
mainly examined as a contrast to anger. Allred.€1897) found that negotiators who felt high
anger and low compassion toward the counterparéaett smaller joint gains and had less
desire to work with each other in the future.

Cognitive theorists commonly assume that all enmstiare initiated by an individual's
appraisal of his or her circumstances in relatmthings that he or she cares about; appraisal,

therefore, is at the heart of every emotion (Lazat995). A variety of appraisal dimensions
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have been identified to explicate the attributioogess of emotion (e.g., Smith & Elliworth,
1985). Attribution of responsibility, an appraisi#inension identified by Weiner (1995), has
been widely used to explain the attribution prodeading to feelings of anger and compassion
in a variety of situations, such as conflict andatetion (Allred et al., 1997), help giving
(Schmidt & Weiner, 1988), and supportive communaa{MacGeorge, 2001).

According to Weiner (1995), people evaluate an ewethe environment based on
whether their goals or expectations have beerzeshbr violated; perceptions of the causes of
success or failure, such as ability, effort, arck)uead to inferences about personal
responsibility, which in turn generate emotionap@nses such as anger and compassion. The
assignment ofesponsibilityis guided by a distinction betweariernal (dispositional) versus
external(situational) causality. Internal causes, sucmatientive driving that caused a car
accident, often are perceivedatrollable an individual is judged personally responsible fo
such behavior because he or she could have doapwigk to prevent the negative event.
External causes, such as a physical injury thadezhpoor performance in a game, often are
perceived asincontrollable an individual is judged as having less respongyidir such
behavior because there was not much that could eee done to prevent the event.

The issue of internal (dispositional) versus exdé(situational) causality has been a
focal concern in numerous studies concerning thedadmental attribution error” or
“correspondence bias,” which refers to the tendéo@yver-assign causality to personality traits
and under-assign it to situational constraints.dx@mple, Jones and Harris (1967) asked
participants to read an essay allegedly writteagther student that was either for or against an
important social issue. Although participants wiedd that the essayist had been required to take
a pro or con stand by an instructor, a debate ¢aadm experimenter, when asked to estimate

the essayist’s actual opinion, participants stifided to ignore the situational constraints and



Same Path, Different Experience 6

judge the content of the essay as reflective oesayist’'s actual opinion. This correspondence
bias has been demonstrated so many times in awafieontexts that it has been considered “a
staple of modern social psychology” (Choi, Nisb&ttyorenzayan, 1999, p. 47).

Cross-cultural psychologists have noted that tlreespondence bias is not universal; it
was found to be weaker, and in some cases evexisterd, in East Asian cultures (e.g., Miller,
1984; Morris & Peng, 1994), except when the evemdpexplained is a group action (Menon,
Morris, Chui, & Hong, 1999; Friedman et al., 2008¢holars have attributed the absence or
weakness of correspondence bias in East Asianreslta a holistic thinking style that focuses
on the context of behavior, as compared to an @inalyhinking style that focuses on individual
attributes (Fiske, Kitayama, Markus, & Nisbett, 89Masuda & Nisbett, 2001). For example,
Masuda and Nisbett's studies examined whether &Asiahs attend to the context more than U.S.
Americans do. They asked Japanese and Americaon@spts to watch animated vignettes of
underwater scenes or photographs of wildlife angpmrt what they had seen. Their results
showed that the Japanese (a) made more staterbentscantextual information and (b)
recognized previously seen objects more accurateheir original settings than in novel
settings; U.S. Americans, on the other hand, paickrattention to specific details of individual
objects and made fewer mistakes when judging pusiycseen objects with novel settings.

These findings suggest that when making caus#batitvns, U.S. Americans are more
likely to locate responsibility for behavior withthe individual, whereas Chinese are more likely
to take situational constraints into considerafiGhoi et al., 1999). Given that attribution of
internal (dispositional) causality for a negatiwet necessitates assignment of responsibility
and consequently feelings of anger, whereas ativibof external (situational) causality
mitigates judgment of responsibility, causing fegé of compassion, we have reasons to expect

that U.S. Americans are more likely to experientges whereas East Asians, compassion.
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Research on culture and emotion has suggestefeeedif, but largely consistent, set of
explanations regarding culture’s effect on emotigkscording to Markus and Kitayama (1991),
people in East Asia and the United States hol#isgly divergent construals of the self in
relation to others. In the U.S., a primarily indiualistic society, the self is generally construed
as independent from the social context; individdatsis on their internal attributes — their
preferences, abilities, and traits — as key aspddtse self. In contrast, in East Asian societies,
which are primarily collectivistic, the self is geally construed as fundamentally connected to
the larger social context; individuals focus onuating their preferences, interests, and behaviors
to fit in and be accepted by others (Gelfand e28l02). On the other hand, anger has been
considered amgo-focuse@motion that derives from and promotes an indegetndew of the
self, whereas compassion (or sympathy) has beesidmed amther-focuse@motion that
results from being sensitive to another persoathar than one’s own, feelings and concerns and
in turn promotes interdependence (Markus & Kitayagi1). Based on this reasoning, U.S.
Americans are more likely to experience anger, efi®East Asians, compassion. This view has
received some empirical support. For example, Matta, Kudoh, Scherer, and Wallbott (1988)
found that American respondents reported expemgnego-focused emotions (e.g., anger)
longer and more intensely than Japanese respondégsarch has rarely examined cultural
differences in the experience of positive emotions.

The current study views culture as a network of diorspecific knowledge structures
activated by a particular situation. It focusegatterns of differences between Chinese and U.S.
Americans in their causal beliefs regarding a cenpart’'s behavior as a viable means to account
for cultural variations in emotional experiencesa®ing upon different, but consistent, streams
of research, the study predicts that given the safoemation about the counterpart’s behavior,

H1l: American negotiators will attribute greatergmeral responsibility to their
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counterpart for perceived negative behavior thdh@tinese negotiators.
H2:  American negotiators will report more anger & compassion toward their
counterpart than will Chinese negotiators.
Linking Attribution and Emotion with Interaction @ts in Negotiation

Cognitive theorists maintain that the causal belgef individual has concerning another’'s
behavior not only generate specific emotions, ad motivate behavioral reactions. According
to Weiner (2006), a judgment of responsibility lthea the perception that another person
performed poorly in a football game due to laclefibrt produces antisocial behavioral
intentions such as reprimand, condemnation, neglecetaliation. On the other hand, a
judgment of non-responsibility (e.g., poor perfono@due to a physical injury) results in
prosocial intentions such as withholding of repmimiahelp giving, and an absence of aggressive
retaliation. Emotion theorists contend that sudmalvéoral reactions allow people to cope
adaptively with emotion-arousing events, also kn@asrheaction tendenciesf emotions
(Burleson & Planalp, 2000). The innate action tergeof anger is todttackthe agent held to
be blameworthy for the offense” (Lazarus, 1991236). Anger was found to be associated with
more contentious behavior (Liu, 2009), less helfiagavior (Weiner, 1995), and less concern
about the consequences of one’s aggressive a¢Benksowitz, 1988). In contrast, compassion
entails empathy (a capacity to think and feel iathar person’s place) and is associated with a
readiness to help (Weiner, 1995; 2006). Anger amdpassion, therefore, can mediate the
influence of attribution of (non)responsibility dehavioral tendencies.

Negotiation research has identified two primaryrapphes to negotiation: an integrative
(cooperative) approach consisting of tactics tbatesto maximize the amount of resources
available for both parties (e.g., exchanging infation and formulating mutually beneficial

tradeoffs) and a distributive (competitive) appioaonsisting of tactics that serve to maximize
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one's own share of the available resources (eemadds, refusals, persuasion, threats) (Walton
& McKersie, 1965; Pruitt, 1981). Although Weinetteeory helps to predict general behavioral

orientations (e.g., to retaliate or to help), iedmot offer a mechanism to explain how emotions
can influence specific forms of behavior (e.g., $pecific tactics used for retaliating or helping).

Message production scholars have turned to theepomt interaction goals for extending
Weiner’'s model (Burleson & Planalp, 2000). Intei@ttgoals are desired futures states of affairs
that can only be achieved through communicationcamddination with others (Wilson, 2002).
Interaction goals have been found to predict comoation behavior in conflict management
(e.g., Canary, Cunningham, & Cody, 1988; Keck & $aa007), social influence (Olufowote,
Miller, & Wilson, 2005), and emotional support gitions (Burleson & Mortenson, 2003). Liu
and Wilson (in press) found that the relative int@nce negotiators placed on various interaction
goals prior to negotiating had a significant inflae on their use of bargaining tactics, as well as
individual and joint gains. MacGeorge (2001) fouhdt judgment of responsibility had an
indirect influence on social support providers’ [gahrough anger and compassion. These
studies provide reasons to believe that an exaromat the influence of causal attribution and
emotion on negotiators’ interaction goals can yigigortant insight into the dynamic process
whereby emotion influences negotiation tactics amgomes.

Wilson and Putnam (1990) recognized three typeastefaction goals that negotiators
typically pursueinstrumental(or task-oriented goals, e.g., obtaining moneyfarmation),
relational (e.g., gaining power or building trust), aideéntity goals (e.g., managing one’s own or
the other party’s face). Interaction goals refectegotiator’s social motives (i.e., a negotiator’s
preference for particular outcome distributionsa@sn him- or herself and the counterpart). The
mixed-motive nature of negotiation often placesatiedors in a position of pursuing multiple,

sometimes conflicting goals, such as wanting toimepe joint profit as well as avoid being
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taken advantage of. Given the contextual featufagab contract negotiation, this study
assesses six interaction goals that vary in typstr(imental, relational, and identity) and
motivation (competitive vs. cooperative). The stpdgdicts that:

H3:  Anger will mediate the influence of judgmeftresponsibility on competitively-

oriented goals.

H4: Compassion will mediate the influence of judgnef responsibility on

cooperatively-oriented goals.

According to Weiner (2006), few psychologists wemlimit the applicability of their
theories to particular cultures or ethnicities;réfere, the demographic or sociocultural
constraints of these theories are often ignoretispecified, or not anticipated. This has given
rise to an important question: Do theories of humigotion and motivation require basic
modification to incorporate diverse ethnicities audtures? Despite the substantial cultural
differences found in thinking styles (Peng & Nigb&099), attentional patterns (Nisbett &
Musada, 2001), self construals (Markus & Kitayadf291), and the types and degrees of causal
attribution bias (Choi & Nisbett, 1998), scholaeé maintained that although attribution
content (e.g., whether a situation is regardediesess or failure) may be culture specific, the
structure of the attribution theory is general aad transcend specific instances (Weiner, 2006).
Perhaps for this reason, research on emotion iatiaign has rarely been extended to non-
Western cultures. This study seeks to empiricalby, trather than assume, whether the mediation
models hypothesized above are culturally univeGalture may either moderate the influence
of the independent variable (attribution of resploifisy) on the mediator (anger or compassion)
or the dependent variables (interaction goalsinoderate the influence of the mediator on the
DVs. Thus, the study assesses the following questio

RQ1: Will culture moderate the effect of judgmehtesponsibility on emotions (anger
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and compassion) and its indirect effect on intéoacgoals?

RQ2: After controlling for judgment of responsityi] will culture moderate the effects

of anger and compassion on interaction goals?

Substantial research has compared how memberfferfedit cultures negotiate; however,
research that examines culture’s influence on naigos’ goal pursuit remains limited. Of the
few studies available, Cai (1998) found that U.&ehkican and Taiwanese negotiators differed
significantly in their long versus short-term foafsnteraction goals in their pre-negotiation
plans: U.S. Americans focused more on short tevoallgoals, whereas Taiwanese focused
more on long term, global goals. These findingscaresistent with broader culture and cognition
research that describes the Western cognitive as/inalytical and the Eastern cognitive style
as holistic (Masuda & Nisbett, 2001).

Nevertheless, scholars have noted that the U.Soagip to negotiation, relative to other
cultures (e.g., Chinese), is more interests-badddif et al., 2004, Liu, 2009). Several studies
with simulated business negotiations suggest that Aimericans are more inclined to apply
interest cognitive frames whereas East Asians, (@aganese), power frames (Brett & Okamura,
1998; Tinsley, 1998). In a similar vein, Liu andI®@in (in press) found that after completing a
distributive (zero-sum) negotiation task, Chineadipipants placed greater importance on
competitive goals for a subsequent negotiation tiehsame partner than did American
participants. In addition, although cross-cultuesearch suggests that collectivists (e.g., East
Asians) value relational harmony more than indiaidis (e.g., U.S. Americans; Brett &
Kopelman, 2004; Oetzel & Ting-Toomey, 2003), C&98) found that Taiwanese negotiators
gave as little attention to relational and idengbals as Americans, but focused primarily on
instrumental goals.

These findings suggest that negotiation is a pddarcontext that necessitates specific
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desires and goals that may override general clifataes. It would be interesting, therefore, to
examine how these domain-specific knowledge strastaombat situational influences that
dictate contradictory tendencies. For example,rgihe above hypothesized cultural differences
in causal attribution and emotion, it is reasonablpredict that Chinese participants, who
attribute less responsibility to, and feel lessearajnd more compassion toward, the counterpart,
are likely to place less importance on competiyivaliented goals than Americans, whereas
given a culturally programmed power frame of neajain, it is also reasonable to predict that
Chinese patrticipants are likely to place less irtggare on cooperative goals than U.S.
Americans. Although these tendencies seem contomgjdhe Chinese have long held a
reputation for practicing thieliddle Way(also known as th€onfucian Doctrine of the Mean

see Cheung et al., 2003), which entails findingpropriate point of balance among extremes.
Therefore, with regard to culture’s main effectioteraction goals, the study predicts:

H5: Culture will have a significant influence oarpeived importance of interaction
goals, such that Chinese negotiators will placs ilegportance both on
competitively-oriented goals (5a) and on coopeedyioriented goals (5b) as they
plan a subsequent negotiation with their countérpar

Method
Participants
The study recruited 277 American college studediisnien and 180 women) from a
major Eastern university in the U.S. through arina-participant pool. They were 19.62 years
in age on average and were allowed to receive # amaunt of extra credit from their course
instructors for participating in this study. Thedy also recruited 239 Chinese college students
(125 men and 114 women) from a major universitgautheast China through in-class

announcements and campus flyers. They were 19482 yeage on average and were paid 20
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yuan(equivalent of 3 U.S. dollars) upon completiorttad study.
Survey Procedures and Hypothetical Scenarios

Participants were randomly assigned to one of domditions that varied by
manipulation condition (high vs. low responsibijignd bargaining role (employer vs.
employee). They read a negotiation scenario where they toothe role of either an HR
manager of a large-consulting firm or a prospectivgloyee to negotiate over an employment
contract. After reading the first task, which isiagle-issue, zero-sum game concerning the type
of laptop computer the employee would receive ftbencompany, participants were told how
the counterpart behaved (i.e., they were givestafipositional statements and persuasive
arguments made by the other party that preventad fhom achieving their desired option).
They then completed a questionnaire assessingda)perception of the other’s behavior, (b)
the extent to which the other party was respongdrlsuch behavior, and (c) the emotions they
felt toward the other party. Participants were thestructed to prepare for a subsequent
negotiation with the same partner on core employnssnes. After reading the instructions, they
were asked to complete a questionnaire assessnmportance they would place on a list of
interaction goals for this subsequent negotiafidrey were not asked to do the simulation.

Prior studies showed that the hypothetical scenaai® perceived realistic by members of
both American and Chinese cultures (e.g., Allredlet1997; Liu, 2009). Participants were told
that their objective was to get as good a deaheg ¢ould for their company or for themselves,
measured by the total number of points they coatd &om the two negotiation tasks. The first
task, which is distributive in nature, concernedatind of laptop computer the employee
would receive from the company. Three options vesalable for discussion, the basic,
advanced, and elite options, which varied in pneeight, and accessories, and were respectively

worth 0, 20, and 100 points for the employee arf@l 20, and 0 points for the manager.
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Instructions for this task and responses from ttier party” were intended to elicit contrasting
expectations. For example, “employees” were todd the laptop computer was an important
symbol of status and respect at the firm and agorepursuit of the elite option was typically
perceived as an indicator of their requisite cagfice to succeed at the firm; however, in the
negotiation, the “manager” argued that the consglifirm frowned upon ostentatious fringe
benefits, and most new recruits had been happyanlitasic option computer.

The laptop negotiation was thus designed to gdeiteptions in both parties that the
other party was competitive and stood in their Waayachieving desired goals. The experimental
manipulation then focused on altering participaper’ceptions of how responsible the other was
for that negatively perceived behavior. In the l@sponsibility condition, additional
explanations for the other party’s behavior wervpted in the scenario that aimed to divert
participants’ attention to external, uncontrollab#ises (i.e., situational constraints). In the
employee version, the participant had learned tiinaufriend that the employer representative
had little choice in the laptop computer he or stvald offer because the partners in the firm had
previously made that decision. The employer versiated that the prospective employee was
from a graduate program that stressed the impatahonew technologies and state-of-art
computer equipment, and the program also instrustigdents to demand cutting-edge computers
in order to gain the tools and respect needed subeessful. In the high responsibility condition,
these additional explanations were not presented.

After participants completed the questionnaire sssg their attribution of responsibility
and emotions, they were told that the other pargntually agreed upon the advanced option
laptop computer (i.e., a compromise). They were tsked to prepare for a subsequent
negotiation with the other party concerning theederms of employment, including salary,

medical coverage, vacation time, and start datgayoff schedule that described five options for
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each issue was presented to them; the prioritilsese issues were different from one another,
indicated by the point values associated with tht@as. For example, in the employee version,
getting the highest salary leads to 660 pointsgetting the best medical coverage only leads to
100 points; the values of the two issues were sagefor managers. Participants were told that
for an offer to be acceptable, they should trygbagminimum of 900 points but a straight
compromise for all issues only leads to 620 poinhkss task, which contained integrative
potential (i.e., both parties could “win” by tradinff issues of differential importance; see Pruitt
1981), can motivate participants to form a varigtynteraction goals that are both
competitively-oriented and cooperatively-orientearder to meet the 900 point minimum
requirement, despite the distributive nature ofgfevious interaction. Participants were then
asked to respond to an interaction goals questimnager reading this hypothetical negotiation
task. To ensure that Chinese participants fullyemsithod the material, all scenarios and
guestionnaires were translated into Chinese amdlibek-translated into English by Chinese
graduate students who were experienced in bilinggaaklation.
Measures

Judgment of responsibility for perceived negatigbadyior.This construct consists of
two components: (a) judgment of how negative tineioparty’s behavior was, and (b) judgment
of how responsible the other party was for suchabign (Allred et al., 1997)Six items on 7-
point Likert scales (1 not at all 7 =very much assessed negativity (e.g., “To what extent do
you perceive Mr. Johnson’s behavior as negativéEght 7-point items assessed judgment of
responsibility, with four items focusing on intetcausality (e.g., “To what extent do you
believe Mr. Hale is personally responsible fortehavior?”) and four items focusing on
external causality (e.g., “To what extent do yolidwe Mr. Hale’s behavior is due to something

in the environment”). These measures demonstratkdity in pilot tests. Cronbachapha
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was .68 for negativity and .72 for responsibildyeiner (1995) suggests that the negativity and
responsibility elements have a multiplicative rattiian an additive effect on anger and
compassion. Thus, we followed Allred et al.’s (1p&thod and multiplied the composite
negativity and responsibility scores for each pgyéint to compute a measure of “judgment of
responsibility for perceived negative behavior.”

Anger and compassioRour items on 7-point Likert scales (Inet at all 7 =very much
were included to measure anger, which assesseadipants’ feelings of anger, annoyance,
madness, and irritation; for compassion, four it@ssessed participants’ feelings of sympathy,
compassion, empathy, and understanding (MacGe2@§d,). The internal consistency of the
two scales was deemed satisfactory: Cronbaapisawas .89 for anger and .77 for compassion.

Interaction goals in negotiatiod.wenty-four7-point Likert-style items (1 strongly
disagree,7 =strongly agregassessed six interaction goals. Sample itemadedk (a) to get a
better deal (“I want to get a better deal than Nale”), (b) to maximize both parties’ profit (“I
want to find a solution that meets both parties'dseand concerns”), (c) to attack the other’s face
(“I want to tell Mr. Hale that he makes poor argumsethat do not hold water”), (d) to enhance
the other’s face (“I want to tell Mr. Hale that &ppears friendly and polite”), (e) to gain power
(“I want to convince Mr. Hale that he needs me nthem | need him”§,and (f) to promote
relationship (“I want to tell Mr. Hale that | caadout our relationship”). These measures
demonstrated validity in pilot tests. Cronbachlishawas .74 for “to get a better deal,” .76 for
“to maximize both parties’ profit,” .71 for “to @tk the other’s face,” .84 for “to enhance the
other’s face,” .70 for “to gain power,” and .75 foo promote relationship.”

Results
Manipulation Check

The inducement of anger and compassion by maripglparticipants’ judgment of
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responsibility was successful. Participants intigh responsibility condition = 20.29,SD =
6.67) attributed greater responsibility to the degpart for perceived negative behavior than
those in the low responsibility conditioM (= 17.42,SD=5.43),t(515) = 5.37p < .001,d = .47.
A 2 x 2 (culture x manipulation) ANOVA test shows @on-significant interaction: The
manipulation effect was slightly stronger for Anoam participantg(270) = 4.54p < .001,d
= .55, than for Chinese participant&30) = 2.95p < .01,d = .37. Judgment of responsibility
for perceived negative behavior was positively asged with anger, = .38,p < .001, and
negatively associated with compassios,-.30,p < .001.
Culture’s Main Effects on Judgment of Responsyhifinger, and Compassion

Hypotheses 1 and 2 predicted that given the sagusreentative messages from the
counterpart, American participants would (a) atttébgreater responsibility to the counterpart
for such behavior and (b) report more anger argldempassion toward the counterpart than
Chinese patrticipants. Independent sanydests were performed to evaluate these hypotheses;
results are summarized in Table 1. Results shohatdttembers of the two cultures differed
significantly in their attribution of responsibiliend emotions: American participants held the
counterpart more responsible for perceived neg&tevior and reported more anger and less
compassion toward the counterpart than Chineseipanits. H1 and H2 were both supported.
The Mediated Effects of Judgment of Responsibitit¢oals through Anger and Compassion

Hypothesis 3 predicted that anger would mediaterttheence of responsibility judgment
on competitively-oriented goals and Hypothesisedmted that compassion would mediate the
influence of responsibility judgment on cooperaiveriented goals. According to Baron and
Kenny (1986), anediatedeffect is present when (X)significantly predictdv, (b) M
significantly predictsy after controlling forX, (c) X significantly predictsy, and (d) whem is

controlled, the effect ak onY decreases (partial mediation), with the strondestonstration of



Same Path, Different Experience 18

mediation occurring when the effect becomes nonisigint (full mediation). Although these
procedures are by far the most commonly used methsaolcial sciences to guide mediation
analysis, recent scholarship has identified sesrattcomings in this method (MacKinnon,
Lockwood, & Williams, 2004; Preacher & Hayes, 2Q0Mese scholars argue that mediation
exists whenever a significamdirect effect (i.e., the influence o€ onY through an intervening
variable orM) is found, regardless of whethé¢ihas a total effect o¥i. The bootstrapping
procedures developed by Preacher and Hayes (2@0é)deen advocated to be a well-suited
method to assess indirect effects. Bootstrappisghmaadvantage of making no assumptions
about the shape of the sampling distribution ofiticirect effect or its underlying paths; rather,
it is accomplished by empirically estimating thessributions through resampling procedures
and deriving a confidence interval with them.

This study used Preach and Hayes’ procedures toaeaH3 and H4. Results of the
bootstrapping tests (5,000 resamphs; 498) are summarized in Table 2. Tbtal effectrefers
to the zero-order correlation between judgmenesponsibility K) and interaction goal%y; the
direct effectrefers to the effect of onY after controlling foM (anger); thendirect effecis
defined as the product of tike> M path and thé1 - Y path, which is equivalent to the
difference between the total effect and the diedfeict. As Table 2 shows, the indirect effects of
judgment of responsibility on the three competiivariented interaction goals (“to get a better
deal,” “to attack the other’s face,” and “to gawmger”) through anger were all significamt (
<.01). H3 was supported. In addition, compassiediated the influence of judgment of
responsibility on one of the three cooperativelignied goals (“to enhance the other party’s
face”) (p < .01). H4 was partially supported.

Culture’s Moderating Effects on the Links betweénil?ution, Emotion, and Goals

Research Question 1 asked whether culture woulceratelthe effect of judgment of
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responsibility on emotions (anger and compassienyeall as its indirect effect on interaction
goals; Research Question 2 asked whether cultusécdvmoderate the effects of anger and
compassion on interaction goals after controllimgrésponsibility. Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes
(2007) recently developed bootstrapping procediarésst the significance and strength of
moderated mediation in a variety of situations. R@Qblves testing moderated mediation when
thea path ¥ > M) is moderated by a moderatdt(culture). Results of the bootstrapping tests
(5000 resampledy = 498) following Preacher et al.’s proceduressaramarized in Table 3.

As the table shows, culture’s moderating effecth@nassociation between attribution of
responsibility and anger approached, but did rathreconventional levels of statistical
significance j < .10). The strength of the association was s&ofy Chineseb = .43,1(228) =
7.24,p <.001, than for U.S. Americans~ .29,t (270) = 5.02p < .001. Culture’s moderating
effect on the direct link between judgment of respbility and the goal of gaining power over
the other also approached significance (p < .1@grA&ontrolling for anger, the strength of
association was also stronger for Chinése,14,t(224) = 1.90p = .06, than for U.S.
Americansp = .07,t(268) = 1.04p = .30. Finally, culture has significantly modechtbe effect
of judgment of responsibility on the goal of maxamg both parties’ profit. After controlling for
compassion, judgment of responsibility was posiyivssociated with perceived importance of
maximizing both parties’ profit for U.S. Americarss .15,t(269) = 2.33p < .05, but not for
Chinesep = -.04,1(227) = -.63p = .53.

RQ2 involves testing moderated mediation wherbthath M -2 Y) is moderated by a
moderatolV (culture). Results of the bootstrapping tests (B@ampled\ = 498) are
summarized in Table 4. As the table shows, culhaea significant moderating effect on the

association between anger and the goal of attackmgther’s face: After controlling for
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judgment of responsibility, the association betwaeger and this competitive goal is stronger
for Chinesep = .40,t(222) = 5.99p < .001, than for U.S. AmericansF .21,t(269) = 3.42p
<.001. In addition, culture has a marginally sligiaint moderating effect on the association
between anger and “to gain power over the othefterAcontrolling for judgment of
responsibility, the association between anger hrsdcompetitive goal is stronger for Chinelse,
=.20,1(224) = 2.86p < .01, than for U.S. Americans~= .13,t(268) = 2.03p < .05.
Culture’s Main Effects on Interaction Goals in N&gton

Hypothesis 5 predicted that the Chinese wouldeplass importance on both
competitively-oriented goals (5a) and cooperativaignted goals (5b) than U.S. Americans
when planning a subsequent negotiation. Indepersdenplet-tests found main effects for
culture on four out of the six interaction goakssults are summarized in Table 1. American
participants placed greater importance on two efabmpetitively-oriented goals than Chinese
participants, “to get a better deal” and “to gaower over the other.” American participants also
placed greater importance on two cooperativelyrbei@, intangible goals: “to enhance the other
party’s face” and “to promote a positive relatiopshThus, both H5a and H5b received support.

Discussion

This study examines cultural variations in the psscthrough which the causal
attribution negotiators make about the counterpd®havior influence their feelings of anger
and compassion toward the counterpart, which im irnftuence their perceived importance of
various interaction goals for subsequent negotiafldis section reviews major findings of the
study, along with a discussion of its theoreticad g@ractical implications, as well as limitations
and directions for future research.

Culture’s Main Effects on Causal Attribution and &mn
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The study found substantial cultural differencepanticipants’ attribution of
responsibility and subsequent emotional respoWgeen given the same information
concerning the counterpart’'s negotiation behavAonerican participants judged the counterpart
more personally responsible for perceived negdterevior, and subsequently felt more anger
and less compassion toward the counterpart thameShiparticipants. Nevertheless, when
additional information was provided concerning aitonal factors that caused the counterpart’s
competitive behavior, both American and Chineséi@pants attributed less responsibility to
the counterpart and felt less anger and more casigpgshe manipulation effect was more
pronounced for U.S. Americans than for Chinese.

At a theoretical level, these findings supportaieertion that although cultures may vary
in the type or strength of causal beliefs peopl&enthe mechanisms through which causal
attributions give rise to emotions are universale tultural differences found in the attribution
process are consistent with research in crossralilbsychology demonstrating that East Asians
and U.S. Americans differ in attentional patternd thinking styles (e.g., Masuda & Nisbett,
2001): Whereas U.S. Americans tend to think anadiif and see behaviors as products of
dispositional factors, East Asians tend to thinkdtigally and situate individuals’ behaviors
within a larger context. The findings are also estent with Markus and Kitayama’s (1991)
classical work concerning culture and emotion: Véasranger, an ego-focused emotion that
derives from and promotes an independent view lgfisanore likely to be experienced by
people in individualist societies, compassion, tieefocused emotion that promotes
perspective-taking and interdependence, is moedylito be experienced by people in
collectivistic societies. Thus, the study suppartb/namic constructivist view of culture as a

network of domain-specific knowledge structuresvated by a given situation: In the case of
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emotional experience, causal beliefs regardingther party’s behavior play an equally
important role as general cultural values in shgyain individual’'s emotions.

At a practical level, these findings suggest thatdorrespondence bias that American
participants are more likely to subscribe, as aslthe subsequent feelings of anger, can be
reduced by contextual information. Research hawshbat anger is associated with more
distributive and fewer integrative bargaining testia smaller joint profit, and less desire to work
with each other in the future (Allred et al., 1991y, 2009). In a bargaining situation that
involves integrative potential and a long-term tielaship, it is desirable to manage one’s angry
feelings by engaging in motivated information sbabout the external, uncontrollable factors
that may potentially account for the counterpaapparent negative behavior.

The Indirect Effects of Causal Attribution on Irgetion Goals though Emotions

Another major finding from this study is that tthegree to which negotiators judged the
counterpart personally responsible for perceiveghtiee behavior had a significant indirect
impact on all three competitive goals due to arfgefings, such as “to get a better deal”
(instrumental), “to attack the other’s face” (id&y)t and “to gain power over the other party”
(relational). In addition, judgment of (non)respiiigy also had a significant indirect effect on
a cooperative goal, “to enhance the other’s fakngity), due to feelings of compassion. These
findings provide support to Weiner's (2006) atttibnal theory of motivation and emotion, with
evidence from conflict and negotiation situatiom$wo cultures.

More importantly, these findings yield insight intee psychological process whereby
cognitive biases and emotions influence negotigtieriormance. Research shows that a primary
cause of suboptimal outcomes is negotiators’ megpaion of the bargaining situation as a
mystical “fixed pie,” which is often formed duririge first few minutes of the negotiation (e.g.,

Thompson & Hastie, 1991). The current study shdwas the distributive mind-set (e.g., focusing
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on “getting a better deal than the other” rathantfmaximizing both parties’ profit”) may result
from misperception about the counterpart’s persattabutes, as well as the negative emotions
that accompany such perception. Unless negotiptaxdice perspective-taking and can re(orient)
themselves toward a cooperative direction, suclisparception is likely to drive them to place
greater importance on contentious behaviors (eogitional statements, face attacks, power
tactics) directed at gaining an upper hand at ¢is¢ af a positive relationship. This may further
explain why intercultural negotiation involving mbers of different cultures tends to yield
poorer outcomes than intracultural negotiation (lokw Saunders, & Barry, 2006). Negotiators
from contrastive cultural communities rely on difat assumptions about social interaction and
have different preferred communication styles. dgleegotiators are fully aware of culture’s
influence on the counterpart’s behavioral diffesianisjudgment of the counterpart’s
intentions and motives is very likely, which witlavitably generate negative emotions and
reduce negotiators’ desire to identify mutuallyifatctory solutions.
Culture’s Moderating Effects on the Links betweénilAution, Emotion, and Goals

The study’s assessment of culture’s moderatingesffen the meditated links largely
supports Weiner’s (2006) attribution theory of naation and emotion as a pan-cultural
mechanism. Although this theory has been developed primarily tested, within Western
cultures, findings from this study showed consib&rgupport from a non-Western culture
(China). Most of the associations between theaktiomponents of the model were not
moderated by culture; when culture’s moderatingaf were observed, in most cases, the
associations were even stronger for Chinese paatits than for their American counterparts.
For example, the positive association between juagraf responsibility and anger was stronger
for Chinese than for U.S. Americans, so were thatiye associations between anger and two

competitive goals, “to attack the other’s face” dtdgain power over the other.” This is
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consistent with prior research showing that angex self-focused emotion can drive
collectivists to assert their autonomy over otheress mitigating circumstances can “pull” them
back from such a tendency (e.g., when relationahbay with the counterpart outweighs
personal interests) (Liu, 2009). The current stedtails no such mitigating circumstance.

This study, however, also generated counter-inifindings. After controlling for
compassion, judgment of responsibility had a dipaditive effect on the goal of maximizing
both parties’ profit for American participants;steffect was not found for Chinese. In addition,
although American participants placed more impartaon two of the competitively-oriented
goals, “to get a better deal” and “to gain poweerabhe other,” they also placed more
importance on two cooperatively-oriented intangtpbals, “to enhance the other’s face” and “to
promote a positive relationship.” These findingsrdo contradict existing research that
characterizes American negotiators as more cordtiomal and less concerned about other face
(Oetzel & Ting-Toomey, 2003). Nevertheless, sclolave also argued that the U.S. approach
to negotiation, relative to other cultures, is mioterests-based or integrative (Adair et al., 2004
as an egalitarian culture, U.S. Americans are r@galarly encouraged to share feelings with
others and value emotional support (Burleson & Elosbn, 2003). These findings, therefore,
can be interpreted as evidence showing that althéungerican negotiators are more subject to
correspondence bias, this does not necessariljugeethem from pursuing cooperatively-
oriented goals; from another angle, American nafmts may perceive greater agency in both
the counterpart and themselves in taking actiowsutd a mutually satisfying outcome. This
study supports the assumption that due to the mxetive nature of negotiation, negotiators
often pursue contradicting goals concomitantly @il & Putnam, 1990).

These findings also suggest that culture’s inflgemis goal pursuit is multiplex. On one

hand, negotiation as a particular context may atgidomain-specific knowledge structures that
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are different across cultures (e.g., interest gsugy frame); on the other hand, situational factors
(e.g., anger vs. compassion) may dictate compéghavioral tendencies. Consistent with the
view of Chinese culture as favoring thiéddle Wayto competing influences (Cheung et al.,
2003), the study found Chinese participants toglass importance on both competitively and
cooperatively-oriented goals. However, given thatihfluence of anger on competitive goals
was even stronger for Chinese than for U.S. Amascauch a middle way approach should not
be interpreted as avoidance or non-action, buffan ¢o achieve balance between competition
and cooperation. Recent research shows that ttrébdis/e tactics used by Chinese negotiators
did not lead to smaller joint profit as those ubgdAmerican negotiators did (Liu & Wilson, in
press). Understanding the competition-cooperatialectic, therefore, may better equip U.S.
negotiators to negotiate more effectively with @nese.
Limitations

Like any research, this study has several linutetithat constrain the generalizability of
its findings. First, although manipulation of judgm of responsibility was successful, the study
accomplished this goal by providing participantiwgtandard responses given by a hypothetical
counterpart rather than an actual person througgrtiaface interaction. It may be important for
future research to triangulate the current findiwgh interaction-based negotiation simulations.
Second, we measured participants’ interaction gbatsigh self reports for an imagined
subsequent negotiation. Although these one-timertgrovide insights into participants’
motivational tendencies in response to an emotidiging event, such tendencies may deviate
in a less controlled environment where counterpaaty in their personal attributes. In addition,
to capture the dynamic nature of interaction g@#tsre research should measure interaction
goals using alternative methods, such as stimulatedlls after face-to-face interactions, (see

Keck & Samp, 2007).
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Despite these limitations, the study contributetheoliterature by being among the first
to examine patterns of differences between ChiagddJ.S. Americans in the process whereby
social cognition, such as causal beliefs regarthegounterpart’s behavior, influence
negotiators’ emotions, and consequently, theirauion goals. The study provides empirical
support to existing theories and research butgds@rates new insights with regard to how

culture influences the attributional process of Bamand motivation in negotiation.
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Footnotes

Participants’ responses in the two bargaining ratesequally distributed within each
culture and each manipulation condition. Althougingaining role has a significant effect on
participants’ causal attribution, emotion, as veallgoals, these role-specific effects are equally
distributed across cultural and manipulation caodg. To maintain a clear focus of the study on
culture’s main and moderating effects, bargainolg was excluded from this investigation.

?In this measure, gaining power refers to estaliiphi favorable interdependent
relationship by asserting one’s own BATNA (i.e.sbalternatives to a negotiated agreement)
and attacking the other's BATNA. Although the bangag roles (employee vs. manager) entail
differential legitimate power, the scenario wasigiesd to leverage the two parties’ relational

power in that both parties were told to have BATNAs
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Means and Standard Deviations for Judgment of Resbiity, Emotions, and Interaction

Goals
Dependent Variables Americans Chinese
(N=277) N =237) Independent Sampltests
M SD M  SD t p d
Judgment of Responsibility 19.76 6.80 17.68 5.33 3.76 .00 34
Anger 3.52 1.39 243 115 958.00 .85
Compassion 2.89 1.03 3.32 120 -4.41 .00 .38
To get a better deal than other party 5.04 1.10 471 1.11 3.31 .00 .30
To attack the other’s face 3.35 1.20 351 110 -1.52 .13 14
To gain power over the other party 5.01 1.08 477 1.19 2.48 .01 21
To maximize both parties’ profit 573 1.05 589 1.00 -1.71 .09 15
To enhance the other’s face 476 1.07 447 1.11 3.04 .00 .38
To promote a positive relationship  5.71 .84 5.45 .95 3.22 .00 .29

Note.” .20 <d <.50, small effect size:.50 <d <.80, medium effect size: d > .80, large effect

size
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Table 2

The Mediated Effects of Judgment of Responsibititinteraction Goals through Anger and CompassiomfBootstrapping Tests

Dependent Variables

Independent Wei@nanipulated)

Judgment of Responsibility

Mediating Variables

Anger Compassion

Competitively-oriented Interaction Goals  Total Effe Direct Effect

To get a better deal than other party .02 .01
To attack the other’s face 04 .03
To gain power over the other party .03 .02

Cooperatively-oriented Interaction Goals

To maximize both parties’ profit .01 .01
To enhance the other’s face <02 -.02
To promote a positive relationship -.01 -.0i

Indirect Effect

Direct Effe Direct Effect

157
18"
157

All entries in this table are unstandardized regjmescoefficientsN = 498.

* p< .05, **p< .01, ** p<.001.
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Table 3

Culture’s Moderating Effects on tleePath (X>M) of the Mediation ModglX->M->Y)

Direct Effects Cotiainal Indirect

Judgment of Culture Culture x Effects K>M->Y)

Reapibility (X) W) Responsibility  Am. Ch.

Mediator M)
Anger .06 -1.60° 04"
Dependent Variablesr)
To get a better deal .00 2-5 .02 01 of
To attack the other’s face ".03 .36 .01 of” 02"
To gain power over the other .01 -.68 .03 of of
Mediator M)
Compassior)) -0 81 -.03

Dependent Variables

To maximize both profit 02 77 -.03 -.00 -.00
To enhance the other's face 102 -.37 -.00 01 -.01
To promote a positive relation -.01 .07 -.02 -.00 -.00

All entries in this table are unstandardized regjmescoefficientsN = 498.

*p<.10, p<.05" " p<.01,” p<.001.
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Table 4

Culture’s Moderating Effects on thePath (M-2Y) of the Mediation ModéX—>M->Y)

Direct Effects Cotiainal Indirect

Dependent Variables Responsibility Emmtio Culture Culture x EffectX©M->Y)

v XX ()] (W) Emotion Am. Ch.

Mediator(M) = Anger

To get a better deal 00 .11 -28 .03 01 01
To attack the other’s face 703 197 .01 16 .02 03"
To gain power over the other .02 .09 -.53 15 .01 .07

Mediator M ) = Compassion

To maximize both profit .01 .01 -.06 .04 -.00 -.00
To enhance the other's face  -~02 .19  -31 -.03 01 -.01
To promote relationship -02 .02 -.23 -.02 -.00 -.00

All entries in this table are unstandardized regjmescoefficientsN = 498.

*p<.10, p<.05" p<.01,” p<.001.



