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Abstract 

Motivated by recent academic inquiry into the distinction between relational 

collectivism and group collectivism that characterize different cultures, I empirically 

investigate the differential effects of relational and group collectivism on social 

motivation across cultures. The present research contextualizes motivation in social 

interactions and illustrates the influences of different types of interaction partners on 

social motivation through self-construal. To unpackage the psychological process in 

which social motivation is elicited, I develop a two-step theoretical model: In the first 

step, I examine how different types of interaction partners activate the individual, 

relational and collective aspects of the self construal. The second step of my model 

investigates how the activated self-construal shapes individuals’ social motivations 

toward their interaction partners. 

Empirical studies were conducted in an individualist culture (US) and a 

collective culture (Singapore). Results from the studies identified both culturally specific 

and culturally universal patterns in self-construal activation. Interacting with a friend 

elicits relational self across both cultures. When interacting with a stranger, members of 

individualist cultures activated their collective and relational selves whereas members of 

collectivist cultures activated their individual self. Another interesting finding is that 

interacting with an ingroup member evokes the relational aspect of the self-construal in 

collectivist cultures, but it elicits the collective aspect of the self-construal in 
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individualist cultures. An outgroup member evokes the collective aspect of the self-

construal across both cultures. The studies also examined the link between the activated 

self-construal and its motivational consequence, and established the mediating effect of 

self-construal between interaction partner and social motivation. Applying the two-step 

model to both individualist and collectivist cultures, I demonstrate that individualist 

and collectivist cultures vary in the self-construal activation process in response to 

different types of interaction partners, but once certain aspect of the self is activated, it is 

likely to lead to the same social motivations across the two cultures. 
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1. Introduction and Dissertation Overview 

Is the ingroup-outgroup distinction more prominent in collectivist cultures than 

in individualist cultures? Consequently, do people from collectivist cultures act more 

favorably toward ingroups and more discriminately against outgroups than people from 

individualist cultures? Combined predictions from social identity theory and cross-

cultural research seem to suggest so. According to social identity theory, group 

membership creates self-categorization and enhances self-esteem in ways that favor the 

ingroup at the expense of the outgroup (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Culture research on the 

individualism-collectivism dimension indicates that collectivist cultures value collective 

identity and interdependence, emphasize group harmony, and favor group goals over 

individuals’ goals (Hofstede, 1980; Triandis, 1989, Markus & Kitayama, 1991). To the 

extent that individuals are perceived as embedded in large collectives (Triandis, 1989), 

and that groups rather than individuals are regarded as the main agent causing social 

outcomes (Menon et al, 1999), it is reasonable to expect that people from collectivist 

cultures would draw sharper distinctions between ingroups and outgroups and behave 

more favorably toward ingroups than people from individualist cultures. Triandis once 

pointed out that ingroup favoritism can be observed in individualist cultures; he then 

commented, “but the difference between ingroup and outgroup is attenuated” (Triandis, 

1988, p. 325). 

Academic inquiry into the relative strength of intergroup differentiation across 

individualist and collectivist cultures, however, has only provided inconclusive and 
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oftentimes conflicting findings (for a full review, see Oyserman et al., 2002). Brewer and 

Chen observed that in most collectivism research ingroups were operationalized as 

relational others, not as collectives or large social groups as originally defined by social 

identity theory. They attributed this “anomaly” to the conceptual confusion of 

collectivism (Brewer & Chen, 2007, p. 137). They then proposed that the conglomerate of 

collectivism needs to be decomposed into relational and group collectivism, and 

suggested that this distinction may be crucial in resolving the theoretical confusion and 

in explaining the inconsistent findings in cultural research regarding intergroup 

differentiation. 

It is important to distinguish between relational and group collectivism, not only 

because of the existing conceptual and operational confusion, but also because these two 

types of collectivism may characterize different cultures with respect to the predominant 

way in which individuals relate themselves to the social world around them. Yuki (2003) 

suggested that the central theme of East Asian collectivism is personal connectedness 

and mutual cooperation within a group, whereas Western collectivism focuses on 

intergroup comparison as a primary source of social identification. More importantly, 

clarification of the nature of relational and group collectivism is essential in that the two 

levels of collectivism play different roles in influencing social motivation and, 

consequently, social behavior (Oyserman et al., 2002; Brewer & Chen, 2007). Despite its 

great potential to explain various psychological and organizational phenomena in cross-

cultural context, the theoretical power of the relational-group collectivism distinction 
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has not been met by vigorous empirical application, let alone its linkage to actual social 

behavior. My dissertation research is designed to close the gap by examining the 

differential effects of relational and group collectivism on social motivation across 

cultures.  

1.1 The Distinction between Relational and Group collectivism 

The defining distinction between the relational and group collectivism lies in the 

personalized nature of the former and the depersonalized nature of the latter (Brewer & 

Chen, 2007). Group collectivism is consistent with the theoretical tradition of social 

identity theory, in which individuals are defined in terms of prototypical properties 

shared among members belonging to the same group. The cognitive representation of 

the self and ingroup members are assimilated to the ingroup prototype and thus become 

“depersonalized” (Turner et al., 1987). Since the ingroup prototype is formed in 

comparison with relevant outgroups, intergroup differential is a critical concern in the 

collective self. By contrast, relational collectivism is defined in terms of personalized 

bonds with close others in dyadic relationships and in the network of interpersonal 

connections linked by these dyadic relationships (Cross et al., 2000; Yuki, 2003; Brewer & 

Chen, 2007). The relationship becomes an integral part of the self and maintaining and 

developing the relationship is the primary goal in relational collectivism (Cross et al., 

2000).  

1.2 The Self-construal Approach 
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The distinction between relational and group collectivism is rooted in the 

trichotomous model of self-construal formulated by Brewer and Gardner (1996). 

According to this model, self-construal consists of three distinct aspects—individual self, 

relational self, and collective self—each with different identity orientations, sources of 

self-worth, and social motivations. In this research I directly assess relational and group 

collectivism, along with individualism, at the individual level by measuring the three 

aspects of self-construal. This approach is consistent with the view that cultural 

variation is better understood through its influence on the core psychological processes 

of individuals living in the culture (Gardner Gabriel, & Lee, 1999). Thus, in terms of 

conceptualization and operationalization, individualsm, relational collectivism and 

group collectivism are used interchangeably with individual, relational, and collective 

self. 

Among cultural researchers there is a clear consensus that people in different 

cultures all have the three levels of the self. Although the stable and chronically 

accessible aspect of the self is culturally defined (Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Oyserman et 

al., 2000; Brewer & Chen, 2007), situational or contextual factors could cause shifts in 

self-construals (Gardner et al., 1999). The current research explores one specific 

situational factor—interaction partner. Individuals interact with various others on a 

continuous basis. Based on one’s existing social relationships and affiliations, these 

various others naturally fall into several general categories including stranger, friend, 

ingroup member and outgroup member. When faced with different types of interaction 
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partners, individuals are likely to exhibit different kinds of social motivations. An 

effective way to understand the dynamics of social motivation toward others is through 

self-construal, a concept which has long been theorized to originate from social 

interactions, with “other people’s thoughts, feelings, and behaviors providing important 

information about who we are” (Bartel & Dutton, 2006, pp. 115). Formed in relation to 

others, self-construal in turn shapes individuals’ social motivations and behaviors 

(Markus & Wurf, 1987; Cross & Madson, 1997). The notion that self-construal functions 

as the primary regulator of social motivations and behaviors is supported by abundant 

empirical evidence (Triandis, 1989). The linkage of interaction partner—self construal—

social motivations constitutes the main theoretical lens through which I examine the 

differential effects of relational and group collectivism on social motivation across 

cultures. 

1.3 Dissertation Overview 

To unpackage the psychological process in which certain social motivations are 

elicited in response to different types of interaction partners, I develop a two-step model: 

In the first step of the theoretical model, I examine how different types of interaction 

partners activate different aspects of the self-construal. The second step of my model 

investigates how the activated self-construal shapes individuals’ social motivations 

toward their interaction partners. Essentially, the two-step model posits that the 

activated aspect of the self-construal channels the effect of interaction partners on social 

motivation. Applying the two-step model to both individualist and collectivist cultures, 
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I propose that individualist and collectivist cultures may vary in the self-construal 

activation process in response to different types of interaction partners, but once a 

certain aspect of the self is activated, it is likely to lead to the same social motivations 

across the two cultures. By focusing on how the cognitive construct of the self mediates 

between cultural contexts and individual motivation, the two-step model aims to 

delineate the culturally specific and universal processes of social motivation. 

To better represent organizational contexts which can likely create shifts in 

individuals’ self-construal and thus social motivations, I consider two types of tasks—

negotiation task versus regular social task which involves minimal interaction. The 

former characterizes situations of conflicting interest and resource scarcity, which are 

pervasive in organizations. The latter represents the regular and routine interactions 

organizational members engage in. Furthermore, since men and women differ in the 

way they define themselves in relation to others (Cross & Madson, 1997), I also control 

for gender difference. 



 

7 

 

7 

2. Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses 

2.1 Activation of Multiple Aspects of Self-construal across Cultures 

The three aspects of the self-construal, namely, individual self, relational self, and 

collective self, correspond to the part of the self that differentiates the person from others 

as a unique person, the part of the self that is based on personalized bonds, and the part 

of the self that is derived from one’s membership in groups or affiliations with social 

categories. In experimental research, a method often used to prime individual, relational 

and collective selves is to pair participants with a stranger, a friend, or an ingroup 

member (e.g., Fry et al., 1983). Implicit in this approach is the assumption that there is a 

one-to-one correspondence between the type of the interaction partner and the aspect of 

the self-construal that is activated. Presumably, a stranger stimulates one’s individual 

self, a friend triggers one’s relational self, and an ingroup or outgroup member activates 

one’s collective self. One challenge to this assumed correspondence is its lack of 

empirical validation. If the self-construal is hypothesized to be the underlying 

mechanism that drives social behavior, then the activation process of self-construal in 

reference to different interaction partners should be validated before any definitive 

conclusion is drawn. 

Another and perhaps a more important challenge to the aforementioned 

correspondence is that the four categories of interaction partners, though theoretically 

distinct, are not completely mutually exclusive when it comes to individuals’ 
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interpretation. A stranger may be quickly categorized as an outgroup member, thus the 

collective aspect of the self will be evoked, leading to relevant social motivations. On the 

other hand, the label of an outgroup member could be easily overlooked and thus the 

outgroup member will be regarded as just a stranger, having minimal impact on one’s 

self-concept. As suggested by the cultural research in East Asian collectivism, an 

ingroup member may elicit relational rather than collective orientation. To unfold the 

activation process of multiple aspects of self-construal in response to different types of 

interaction partners across individualist and collectivist cultures, I directly assess all 

three levels of self-construal, and theoretically and empirically examine the following 

questions: 

1. Comparing the two cultures, which aspect of the self-construal is activated when 

interacting with a stranger? 

2. Comparing the two cultures, which aspect of the self-construal is activated when 

interacting with an ingroup member, the relational or the collective self? 

3. Comparing the two cultures, which aspect of the self-construal is activated when 

interacting with an outgroup member, the individual or the collective self? 

4. When interacting friends, is the activation process of the relational self universal 

across the two cultures? 

2.1.1 Different types of Interaction Partners 

When dealing with a stranger, one has little information to rely on as to what to 

expect and there is not yet common ground to relate to the stranger. On the one hand, 
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the temporary nature of the interaction, reinforced perhaps by the absence of mutual 

obligations, limits the influence of the interaction on one’s self-concept. As a result, the 

self remains the primary unit of consciousness, and the core concept of the self as a set of 

significant inner attributes stays stable. On the other hand, dealing with a stranger is a 

highly uncertain situation in that one is not so sure about what is expected of her and 

what is the proper way to behave. In an effort to fend off the uncertainty in her self-

concept, she may fall back to identities which can provide a more clearly defined self 

(Hogg, 2000; Hogg et al., 2006). Individualist cultures are generally high on uncertainty 

avoidance (Hofstede, 1980). In other words, individualist cultures are less tolerant of 

uncertainty. It is thus likely that, in social encounters with a stranger, people from 

individualist cultures would resort to the collective self or relational self in an effort to 

fend off the uncertainty in self-construal, whereas in the case of collectivist cultures the 

individual self is likely to arise and become the central focus of the self-construal. 

Hypothesis 1a: When interacting with a stranger, a person from an 

individualist culture will activate her relational self and collective self to a 

greater extent than her individual self. 

Hypothesis 1b: When interacting with a stranger, a person from a collectivist 

culture will activate her individual self to a greater extent than her relational 

self and collective self. 
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Hypothesis 1c: When interacting with a stranger, a person from an 

individualist culture will active her collective self and relational self to a 

greater extent than a person from a collective culture. 

Hypothesis 1d: When interaction with a stranger, a person from a collectivist 

culture will activate her individual self to a greater extent than a person from 

an individualist culture. 

Recent cross-cultural research has demonstrated that people in collectivist 

cultures tend to focus more on intragroup relationships and perceive their ingroups as 

complex networks of interconnected individuals. In comparison, people in individualist 

cultures tend to focus more on intergroup comparison and perceive their ingroups as 

collections of depersonalized entities (Yuki, 2003; Yuki et al, 2005; Brewer & Chen, 2007). 

The implication of this differential cognition of group is two folds. First, an ingroup 

member may evoke different aspect of the self-construal across both cultures. In 

individualist cultures one is likely to view both oneself and ingroup members as having 

characteristics that are representative of the group (Simon & Hamilton, 1994). The 

perceived similarity can facilitate the interaction and induce affective responses such as 

liking and attraction toward ingroup members (Hogg, 1992, 1993; Hogg & Hardie, 1991). 

The initial boundaries between oneself and ingroup members then give place to 

commonality, encouraging one to view herself mainly in terms of group membership. In 

collectivist cultures it is the concern for intragroup harmony rather than perceived 

similarity that facilitates interactions with ingroup members (Kwon, Bond, & Singelis, 
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1997). Consequently, a relational mode forms the basis of communication between 

oneself and ingroup members. Therefore I expect the following 

Hypothesis 2a: When interacting with an ingroup member, a person from an 

individualist culture will activate her collective self to a greater extent than 

her individual self and relational self. 

Hypothesis 2b: When interacting with an ingroup member, a person from a 

collectivist culture will activate her relational self to a greater extent than her 

collective self and individual self. 

Hypothesis 2c: When interacting with an ingroup member, a person from an 

individualist culture will activate her collective self to a greater extent than a 

person from a collectivist culture. 

Hypothesis 2d: When interacting with an ingroup member, a person from a 

collectivist culture will activate her relational self to a greater extent than a 

person from an individualist culture. 

Second, the ingroup-outgroup boundary is meaningful in both individualist and 

collectivist cultures, so an outgroup member will elicit the collective aspect of the self 

across both cultures. Since the categorical differentiation is more predominant in 

individualist cultures, it follows that interacting with an outgroup member will elicit 

one’s collective self more strongly in individualist cultures than in collectivist cultures. 
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Hypothesis 3a: Across both individualist and collectivist cultures, interacting with 

an outgroup member will activate one’s collective self to a greater extent than her 

individual self and relational self. 

Hypothesis 3b: When interacting with an outgroup member, a person from an 

individualist culture will activate her collective self to a greater extent than a 

person from a collectivist culture. 

There are multiple types of relational others (e.g., spouse, parents, friends, 

colleagues, and so on). I focus on dyadic friends as a starting point to examine the 

activation of the relational self. Among dyadic friends, there are behavioral routines, 

communication patterns, and affective responses that have been developed over time 

(Valley, Neale, & Mannix, 1995). They provide a framework through which dyadic 

friends access self-knowledge that is specific to the relationship (Fiske & Taylor, 1991; 

Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Interactions between friends usually result in some social 

activities such as movies or trips together, for which the dyads needs to and would 

naturally cooperate. In this process the dyad’s behaviors, thoughts, and emotions then 

become mutually and causally interconnected, nurturing the tendency of the dyad to 

view themselves as relational partners (Kelley et al., 1983) and include this part in their 

extended self-definitions. It is thus reasonable to expect that interacting with a friend 

will activate the relational aspect of the self-construal. 

A question that follows is whether the hypothesized activation process of 

relational self is culturally specific. A vast body of sociological and psychological 
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literature has established the universality of relationship phenomena. Although each 

discipline tends to address certain types of relationships, the cognitive processes that are 

common across different types of relationships have been identified to include 

representation of the self and others and relationship schemas (Berscheid, 1994). From a 

cross-cultural perspective, it has been theorized that individualist and collectivist 

cultures have all three aspects of the self-construal, the salience and priority of which, 

however, differ across cultures (Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Gardner et al., 1999; Brewer & 

Chen, 2007). Research indicating the predominant manifestation of interdependent self 

(encompassing relational and collective selves) in collectivist cultures is abundant. 

Meanwhile, negotiation research conducted in individualist cultures demonstrates that 

people indeed take into account the needs and interests of their relational others when 

negotiating (Fry et al., 1983; Valley, Neale, & Mannix, 1995; Tenbrunsel et al., 1999). 

These evidences suggest that the activation process of relational self in social encounters 

with relational others may be similar across cultures. 

Hypothesis 4a: Across both individualist and collectivist cultures, interacting 

with a friend will activate one’s relational self to a greater extent than her 

individual self and collective self. 

Hypothesis 4b: When interacting with a friend, the relational self will be 

activated to the same extent across both individualist and collectivist cultures. 

In summary, when interacting with friends, I expect people in both cultures to 

show similar activation patterns of the relational self.  However, when interacting with 
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strangers and in/outgroup members, I expect people from collectivist and individualist 

cultures to activate different aspects of the self. 

2.1.2 Conflict and Negotiation 

Many organizational activities, such as workload allocation, promotion, and 

hiring decisions, involve conflicting interests. Individuals, teams, and mangers very 

often need to negotiate and work toward solutions that are acceptable to all parties 

involved. Negotiation, broadly defined as a process whereby people attempt to settle 

what each shall perform and receive in a transaction between them (Rubin & Brown, 

1975; Thompson, 1990), may influence the activation of the self-construal. The cognitive 

tradition of negotiation research posits that negotiations elicit certain cognitive 

structures based on past experiences as well as concerns and interests in the present 

negotiation (Pinlkey, 1990). One such structure is the “fixed-pie” assumption, in which 

negotiators assume that their own preferences and those of the other party are 

diametrically opposed (Bazerman & Neale, 1983; Thompson & Hastie, 1990). This 

assumption involves two perceptions: negotiators assume that their interests are 

opposed to those of their counterparts; they also assume that the most crucial issue to 

one party is the most crucial to the other party as well (Pinkley, Griffith, & Northcraft, 

1995). Essentially, negotiation is perceived as a distributive game in which one’s gain is 

inevitably the other’s loss. Similarly, research in conflict frame reveals that negotiation is 

primarily interpreted in a compromise-versus-win frame (Pinkley, 1990). Negotiators on 

the compromise end regard that both parties are blameworthy and so both should 
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compromise; in contrast, negotiators on the win end view the conflict in win-lose terms 

and they are not willing to take the blame or give in to the other’s demands. In Pinkley’s 

study (Pinkley 1990, Study 2), a majority of the disputant descriptions of conflicts were 

perceived as having a win focus. The zero-sum perception of and the focus on winning 

in negotiation is likely to trigger a competitive orientation and to draw attention to one’s 

own welfare, as well as inter-personal comparison (Brickson, 2000). 

The fixed-pie assumption and win-focus in negotiation, however, are more 

prevalent in individualist cultures than in collectivist cultures. Gelfand and 

Christakopoulou (1999) theorized that, since collectivist cultures emphasize maintaining 

relatedness, fitting in with others, and promoting other’s goals, in these cultures 

negotiators’ cognitions are likely directed to the needs of others during negotiations, 

which would enhance an accurate understanding of their counterparts’ interests and 

reduce the fixed pie assumption. Their experimental studies confirmed this notion. 

Gelfand and her colleagues (Gelfand et al., 2001) also demonstrated that, although the 

compromise-win frame is universal across individualist and collectivist cultures, 

negotiators from these two cultures tend to focus on different ends of the frame. In their 

study, American participants interpreted the conflict episodes with a strong focus on 

winning whereas Japanese participants showed a strong focus on compromise. In 

addition, one dimension specific to Japanese participants was social duty violation, 

which ranges from failures to repay obligations to failure to protect one’s reputation and 

social face. This unique dimension in collectivist cultures reflects the cultural experience 
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of the self as embedded in social entities and interdependent of others in the social 

context. It effectively breaks down the self-conceptual boundaries between the 

negotiators and their counterparts. 

Taken together, research in cognitive representations of conflict and cross-culture 

negotiation suggests that negotiation may elicit different aspects of the self-construal. In 

individualist cultures negotiation likely primes a strong sense of personal agency and a 

clear boundary from others, thus evoking the individual aspect of the self-construal. 

This activation pattern, however, may not characterize collectivist cultures.  

Hypothesis 5a: In individualist cultures, one will activate her individual self to 

a greater extent when engaged in negotiation than when taking part in 

regular, non-competitive social activities.  

Hypothesis 5b: In collectivist cultures, the effect of negotiation on the 

activation of the individual self does not differ from that of regular, non-

competitive social activities. 

2.1.3 Gender Difference 

There is a great deal of evidence supporting the notion that women are more 

relational and men are more collective. Based on an extensive review of psychology 

research, Cross and Madson (1997) theorized that women tend to maintain an 

interdependent self-construal whereas men tend to develop an independent self-

construal. The interdependent self-construal cited in their review, however, primarily 

refers to the relational aspect of the self involving close relationships. More recent 
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research has delineated the differential styles in which men and women define 

themselves by distinguishing the relational and collective aspects of interdependence. 

The general theme of this line of research is that men’s interdependence tendency 

primarily resides in the collective aspect while women’s interdependence tendency is 

mainly reflected in the relational aspect. More specifically, men perceive themselves in 

terms of their group membership and collective identity. In contrast, women define 

themselves in terms of close and often dyadic relationships. For example, Baumeister 

and Sommer (1997) argued that both men and women strive for connectedness, but they 

fulfill the need in different ways such that men are oriented toward broader social 

sphere whereas women are oriented toward intimate relationships. Gabriel and Gardner 

(1999) provided empirical evidence which supported this proposition. Their 

experiments showed that women defined themselves more in relational manner, 

regarded the relational aspect as more important, reported more emotional experiences 

centered on close relationships, recalled more relational events, and were more inclined 

to help relational others. In comparison, men demonstrated collective orientation in all 

these domains. 

Drawing on the gender differences in relational and collective interdependence, I 

propose an interaction effect between gender and the type of interaction partner. More 

specifically, a relational interaction partner (e.g., a close friend) will likely elicit the 

relational self among women and an ingroup member will likely induce the collective 

self among men. Since men’s collective orientation is mostly directed toward their own 
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group, the collective self should manifest to a greater extent when they are interacting 

with an ingroup member than when they are interacting with an outgroup member. 

Hypothesis 6a: When interacting with a friend, women will show a higher 

degree of activation in relational self than men. 

Hypothesis 6b: When interacting with an ingroup member, men will show a 

higher degree of activation in collective self than women. 

Hypothesis 6c: Men will activate their collective self to a greater extent when 

interacting with an ingroup member than when interacting with an outgroup 

member. 

2.2 Social Motivation as a Consequence of Activated Self-construal 

Self-construal is a powerful regulator of many aspects of social behavior (Markus 

& Wurf, 1987; Cross & Madson, 1997). One important channel through which self-

construal directs behavior is the transformation of social motivation. How does the 

activated self-aspect shape social motivations toward outgroup members vis-à-vis 

strangers, and toward ingroup members vis-à-vis friends? I explore answers to this 

question by applying the behavioral choice point methodology. 

Behavioral decision making researchers have long established that social 

motivations and orientations can be inferred through behavioral choice point outcomes. 

By examining individual’s preferences for particular patterns of self—other outcome 

distributions (Messick & McClintock, 1968; McClintock & Messick, 1973), they have 



 

19 

 

19 

three cooperative preferences (altruism, equality, and group enhancement), two competitive 

outcome preferences (rivalry, and superiority), and one individualist outcome preference 

(individualism) (Kagan, 1977; Knight & Kagan, 1977; Knight, 1981). Their methodology is 

further improved and developed into the Multiple Alternative Matrices (MAMs) 

measurement system by researchers studying the minimal group paradigm (Bornstein et 

al., 1983a, 1983b; Insko & Schopler, 1987; Gaertner & Insko, 2001). The MAMs present 

simultaneously seven alternatives for distributing resources between ingroup and 

outgroup members. Each alternative corresponds to a distinct social motivation or 

allocation strategy. More specifically, Max Own represents a concern for maximizing the 

ingroup’s absolute gain (individualism). Max Rel Own represents a concern for 

maximizing the ingroup’s relative gain over the outgroup (superiority/rivalry). Max Joint 

Own represents a concern for maximizing the joint gain of both groups while benefiting 

the ingroup (group enhancement-self). Max Other (altruism), Max Rel Other (sacrifice), and 

Max Joint Other (group enhancement-other) are symmetrical to the three aforementioned 

motivations but with a preferable treatment toward the outgroup. Finally, Min Dif 

represents a concern for minimizing between-group difference (equality) (Gaertner & 

Insko, 2001). Among these seven motivations, the first three favor the ingroup, the next 

three favor the outgroup, and the last one emphasizes equal treatment towards both 

groups. To illustrate how the seven motivations are represented by the ingroup-versus-

outgroup outcome distribution values, I present one set of the MAMS as an example in 

Appendix A.  
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The unique advantage of the MAMs measure system is that, by simultaneously 

presenting an array of social motivations, it allows individuals to choose among all 

possible allocation strategies. The mathematical derivation of the matrices ensures that 

the social motivations are distinct and unconfounded (Bornstein et al., 1983a, 1983b; 

Insko & Schopler, 1987; Gaertner & Insko, 2001). Furthermore, it provides a direct means 

for measuring the degree to which individuals are willing to sacrifice their own interests 

in order to benefit others. Although originally developed to measure between-group 

orientation in the minimal group paradigm, the MAMs measure system can be 

generalized to settings in which variations in self-versus-other concern (Pruitt & Rubin, 

1986), or variations in competitive-versus-cooperation orientation are of primary 

research interest. The labels of the social motivations in the original choice point 

methodology are more intuitive and informative than the MAMs labels (e.g. 

individualism vs. Max Own), hence I use the original labels throughout my dissertation. 

They are also juxtaposed to the MAMs labels in the example in Appendix A. 

As Brewer and Gardner (1996) theorized, the individual self is associated with 

the concern for self-interest and comparison with other individuals. The sole concern for 

self-interest can be best captured by individualism and the interpersonal comparison can 

be best represented by superiority. The collective self is tied to collective welfare and 

intergroup comparison. When directed toward an ingroup member, it is likely to lead to 

cooperative allocation strategies with an emphasis on the collective gain (e.g., group 

enhancement-self), or to a strategy which stresses equivalent gains (equality). When the 
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collective self is directed toward an outgroup member, the intergroup difference 

becomes the main focus hence competitive allocation strategy such as superiority is likely 

to be used. At the level of relational self, individuals are motivated to promote the 

relational other’s benefit and they evaluate themselves based on their role fulfillment in 

the dyadic relationship. Relational and group selves may give rise to different dynamics 

in social motivation when individuals decide how to balance personal preferences and 

the needs of others. Though both would induce certain level of cooperation, relational 

self focuses more on mutual concern and interests, thus is more likely to lead to altruistic 

motivation (Baston, 1994; Brewer & Gardner, 1996). Individuals may even choose to 

sacrifice their own benefit in order to make the relational other better off (sacrifice). The 

sacrifice motivation is, however, more rare since it characterizes a narrow range of 

relations such as those between parent and child. Individuals may also focus on 

maximizing the gain for both while favoring the relational other (group enhancement-

other). Taken together, I make the following predictions with regard to the motivational 

consequences of the activated self-construal: 

Hypothesis 7a: When the individual self is activated, individuals will be 

primarily concerned about their own outcome and interpersonal comparison, 

exhibiting individualism and superiority motivations. 

Hypothesis 7b: When the collective self is activated, individuals will be 

primarily concerned about the joint outcome, as well as equivalent gains, 
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exhibiting group enhancement-self motivation, followed by equality motivation 

toward ingroup members. 

Hypothesis 7c: When the collective self is activated, individuals will be 

primarily concerned about intergroup comparison, exhibiting superiority 

motivation toward outgroup members. 

Hypothesis 7d: When the relational self is activated, individuals will be 

concerned about the outcome for the relational others, exhibiting altruism 

motivation, followed by group enhancement-other motivation. 

2.3 The Mediating Effect of Self-construal across Cultures 

Central to the self-construal approach is the notion that self-construal functions 

as one major psychological process through which contextual effects (e.g., with whom 

one interacts) are channeled.  In the previous sections I have examined the influence of 

interaction partners in two steps: first, how the multiple aspects of the self-construal are 

activated in response to different types of interaction partners, and, second, how the 

activated aspect of the self then shapes social motivations toward the interaction 

partners. These two steps illustrate the mediating effect of self-construal between the 

contextual factor, i.e., interaction partners, and social motivations. 

Put together, the hypotheses developed in above sections may enable us to make 

inferences on the predominant social motivations individuals are likely to exhibit when 

faced with certain types of interaction partners. For instance, a stranger is likely to evoke 
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the individual self among people in collectivist culture. Since the individual self is 

associated with individualism and superiority motivations, it is then natural to expect that 

people in collectivist cultures would exhibit individualism and superiority motivations 

toward strangers. On the contrary, interacting with a stranger is likely to activate the 

collective and relational selves among people from individualist cultures, thus leading 

to group enhancement-self and equality motivations. Similarly, the following predictions 

can be made: 

Hypothesis 8a: When interacting with a stranger, people from individualist 

cultures will exhibit group enhancement-self and equality motivations whereas 

people from collectivist cultures will exhibit individualism and superiority 

motivations. 

Hypothesis 8b: When interacting with an ingroup member, people from 

individualist cultures will exhibit group enhancement-self and equality motivations 

whereas people from collectivist cultures will exhibit altruism and group 

enhancement-other motivations. 

Hypothesis 8c: When interacting with an outgroup member, people will exhibit 

superiority motivation across both individualist and collectivist cultures. 

Hypothesis 8d: When interacting with a friend, people will exhibit altruism and 

group enhancement-other motivations across both individualist and collectivist 

cultures. 

The overall theoretical model and the hypotheses are summarized in Figure 1. 
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Individualist Culture

• Stranger

• Out-group member

• In-group member

• Friend

• Individual Self

• Collective Self

Collectivist Culture

• Stranger

• Out-group member

• In-group member

• Friend

H1a, 1c

H4a, 4b
H4a, 4b

H1b, 1d

H2a, 2c

H3a
H3a, 3b

Social Motivations

Individual self Individualism, Superiority

Collective self In-group: Group enhancement, Equality

Out-group: Superiority

Relational self Altruism, Group enhancement-Altruism

Negotiation Gender

Interaction Partner

00000

Self-Construal

H6a, 6b, 6cH5a, H5b

Interaction Partner

H7a 

• Relational Self

H7d

H7c 

H7b 

H2b, 2d

H8a-H8d
H8a-H8d

 

Figure 1: Theoretical Model--Activation of Self-Construal & Its Motivational Consequences
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3. The Experimental Studies 

3.1 Overall Experimental Design 

The overall study is a 2 by 2 by 4 factorial design (culture x task x partner). The 

first factor, culture, has two levels: individualist culture and collectivist culture. The 

second factor, task, has two levels: social task and negotiation task. The social task is a 

“neutral” task which involves minimal social interaction. The negotiation task is an 

integrative negotiation case, involving multiple issues on which the negotiators have 

differing preferences and priorities. The third factor, partner, has four levels: stranger, 

friend, ingroup member, and outgroup member. 

3.2 Experimental Studies in Two Cultures 

3.2.1 Participants 

I first conducted an experimental study in an individualist culture—the US. Two 

hundred forty nine students (105 men, 144 women) from Duke University participated 

in the study. Among them, 218 were undergraduate students and 31 were graduate 

students. 

Another experimental study was conducted in a collectivist culture—Singapore. 

Two hundred ninety seven undergraduate students (145 men, 152 women) from the 

National University of Singapore (NUS) participated in the study. 
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3.2.2 Procedures 

Participants signed up for the study either by themselves (125 students at Duke 

and 237 students at NUS, I call them “Solos”) or with their good friends (124 students at 

Duke and at 60 students at NUS, I call them “Dyads”). In the Duke study, the Solos were 

randomly assigned to either the ingroup or the outgroup condition. The Dyads were 

randomly paired either with the friend they signed up with, or with a stranger. In the 

NUS study, the Solos were randomly assigned to the stranger, the ingroup, or the 

outgroup condition. The Dyads were paired with the friend they signed up with. All 

participants were randomly given either the social task or the negotiation task. 

3.2.2.1 RIC measure, Round one 

Upon arrival, participants were informed that they would fill out two sets of 

questionnaires. In the first set, the purpose of which was to “understand how people 

think about themselves”, they were asked to read 21 statements and indicate on a 1-7 

Likert scale how much each statement was true/not true of themselves. The 21 

statements (presented in Appendix B) were adapted from Kashima & Hardie’s relational, 

individual, and collective self-aspect (RIC) scale (Kashima & Hardie, 2000). The RIC 

scale has 10 sets of statements (e.g., “I regard myself as…”), each followed by three 

response items corresponding to individual, relational, and collective selves (e.g., 

“someone with his or her own will,” “a good partner and friend,” and “a good member 



 

27 

 

27 

of my group”). A pilot study was conducted and three sets of statements were deleted 

due to potential confounding effect of context or phrasing ambiguity1. 

3.2.2.2 Partner pairing 

At the end of the RIC measure questionnaire, participants were told that they 

needed to go to the instructor and draw from the participant pool to find out whom they 

would be paired with. In actuality, the pairing cards in the Duke study for the Solos 

contained ingroup and outgroup pairing instructions, and those for the Dyads contained 

friend and stranger pairing instructions. In the NUS study, the stranger, ingroup and 

outgroup pairing cards were presented to the Solos and the friend pairing cards were 

presented to the Dyads.  

In the stranger condition, participants were told that they would be paired with 

someone whom they “don’t know.” Both the participant and his/her stranger 

counterpart were given subject ID numbers. In the friend condition, participants were 

paired with the friends with whom they have signed up together for the study. In the 

group condition, participants were told that the same study was conducted on the 

campuses of both Duke and University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (UNC)/NUS 

and Singapore Management University (SMU). They were then told that they would be 

                                                      
1 The following items were deleted: (1) “When faced with an important personal decision to make, 

I ask myself what I really want to do most/I talk with my partner or best friend/I talk to my 

family and relatives.” (2) “When I attend a musical concert, I feel that enjoying music is a very 

personal experience/I feel enjoyment if my company (partner, friend, guest) also enjoys it.” (3) “I 

am most concerned about my relationship with myself/my relationship with a specific person/my 

relationship with my group.” The first two were deleted due to possible confounding effects of 

the context and the last one was deleted due to phrasing ambiguity. 
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paired with another Duke/NUS student (ingroup condition), or with another UNC/SMU 

student (outgroup condition) who has signed up for the study. Both the participant and 

his/her ingroup/outgroup partner were given subject ID numbers, as well as the 

partner’s university email address with the affiliations (DUKE or UNC, NUS or SMU) 

made explicit (e.g., the ingroup member’s email address given to Duke participants ends 

with @duke.edu). 

After they read the pairing card, participants were asked to write down certain 

information about the persons they were paired with, such as subject ID, name and 

email address if applicable, and to provide brief description of the person if applicable 

(e.g., in the friend condition). This process is aimed to make sure that participants fully 

comprehended the pairing card and at the same time effortfully process the information 

about their partners in the category of a stranger, a friend, an ingroup member, or an 

outgroup member. Also, the information that participants wrote down serves as a 

manipulation check. 

3.2.2.3 The social task versus the negotiation task 

The social task in this study is one which involves minimal social interaction. It is 

about reading a story, evaluating the degree to which the participant considers the story 

as humorous, and re-telling the story to the interaction partner in an email. The story is 

an excerpt from John Berendt’s recent book, The City of Falling Angels, featuring an 

Italian man sharing his secret of success selling rat poison worldwide. 
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The negotiation task utilizes the New Recruit simulation, an employment 

contract negotiation between a recruiter and a job candidate (Neale, 2000). It involves 8 

issues on which the recruiter and the candidate have differing priorities and preferences, 

making value-generation possible. After viewing the role description, participants 

answered the negotiation preparation questionnaire in which they indicated their 

perceptions of the preferences of the counterpart, their first offers, aspiration levels, and 

expected final results. I also gave participants the choice to continue with or opt out of 

the actual negotiation. Those who chose to engage in the follow-up negotiation were 

prompted to give us their email addresses and three 30-minute time slots that suited 

their schedules. Those who decided to opt out were directed to proceed to the next 

section. 

3.2.2.4 RIC measure, Round 2 

After participants completed the social task/negotiation preparation, they 

answered the second set of RIC measure questionnaire. The 21 statements were identical 

to those in Round 1, but the order in which they were presented was randomized. 

3.2.2.5 The resource allocation task 

The resource allocation task was phrased as a bonus earning assignment. Within 

each pair, each participant was told that she/he was selected to allocate the extra 

payment between herself/himself and the interaction partner, and that they would be 

given the equivalent amount of cash in cents according to her/his allocation decision. In 
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actuality, each participant received the total points she/he allocated to herself/himself2. 

The social motivation manifested in the allocation strategy was the purpose of this task. 

Five sets of options were selected from the MAMs. Each set consisted of 7 options that 

represent the seven distinct social motivations (individualism, superiority/rivalry, altruism, 

sacrifice, group enhancement-self, group enhancement-other, and equality). The sum and the 

difference of the allocated points between the self and the other were made explicit so as 

to facilitate participant’s information processing. For each set, participants were asked to 

examine all 7 options and then circle one box that represented their preference. They 

performed the resource allocation task five times. 

Finally, some demographic information, including gender, was collected. 

Participants were debriefed, paid, thanked, and dismissed. 

3.3 Data and Measures 

3.3.1 Manipulation Check 

Through the information participants provided about their interaction partners 

(name, subject ID, email address, brief description), I was able to check whether the 

manipulations of partner pairing were successful. In the friend condition, eleven Duke 

participants who were paired with strangers mistakenly regarded the interaction partner 

as the friend with whom they signed up for the study. Two Duke participants, one in the 

ingroup condition and one in the outgroup condition, provided no information, 

                                                      
2 The total points allocated to the interaction partner did not really affect the partner’s final gain. 

This was debriefed at the end of the study.  
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indicating possible failure to recognize the type of partner they were paired with. These 

thirteen participants were excluded from the sample, leaving 236 effective responses for 

the data analysis. The number of participants assigned to each condition is presented in 

Table 1. 

3.3.2 RIC Measures 

To ensure that the RIC measures, adapted from Kashima and Hardie’s RIC scale 

Kashima & Hardie, 2000), sufficiently capture the relational, individual, and collective 

aspects of the self-construal in my sample, I conducted a series of confirmatory factor 

analyses (CFA) using structural equation modeling (SEM) approach. The purpose of 

these analyses is to validate the items and to establish measurement invariance between 

the Solos and the Dyads groups. 

3.3.2.1 Indicator validation 

In Kashima and Hardie’s 3-factor model, all 30 items showed significant factor 

loadings, but the model fit was not satisfactory. The low fit is likely caused by not 

allowing error term correlations among items originating from the same sentence stems 

(e.g., three statements starting with “I regard myself as” and completed respectively 

with “someone with his or her own will,” “a good partner and friend,” and “a good 

member of my group”). It is reasonable, however, to assume that an individual’s 

responses to the RIC statements starting with the same sentence stem are related. This 

also explains why, after randomly combining three or four items and creating nine 

indices for the three self-aspects, Kashima and Hardie achieved excellent model fit. 
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In the CFA analyses of the Duke data, I allowed error terms of the indicators 

starting with the same stem sentence to correlate. Furthermore, I identified indicators 

that had evidence of high cross-loading and correlated measurement errors in all four 

scales (i.e., Solos Round 1, Solos Round 2, Dyads Round 1, Dyads Round 2). I deleted all 

these indicators from all four scales until the remaining set of indicators showed 

adequate psychometric properties, which were evaluated on the basis of root means 

square error of approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFI), and incremental fit 

index (IFI)3. In the Duke data, the RMSEA, IFI, and CFI of the RIC scale for Solos Round 

1 are .053, .97, and .97 respectively. Those of the RIC scale for Solos Round 2 are .055, .98, 

and .98. For Dyads Round 1, the values are .055, .92, .92, and for Dyads Round 

2, .046, .98, .98. The improvement in the responses in both groups between the two 

rounds RIC measures suggests a possible learning effect. Participants seemed to be more 

differential among the three dimensions when they filled out the RIC questionnaire the 

second time. The above procedure yielded five indicators for the collective self, three 

indicators for the individual self, and five indicators for the relational self. The 

parameter estimates and factor loadings are reported in Table 2. 

3.3.2.2 Measurement invariance test 

Participants signed up either by themselves (Solos) or with their friends (Dyads). 

It is possible that the initial RIC responses may differ between Solos and Dyads because 

                                                      
3 The normal standard for the goodness of model fit is as follows: a RMSEA value of .05 or lower 

indicates a close fit and a value of .08 or lower indicates a reasonable fit; a value of .90 or higher 

for the CFI or IFI indicates an adequate model fit. 



 

33 

 

33 

there were high degree of interdependence and a history of relationship between Dyads. 

To address this concern, I first conducted measurement invariance tests for both rounds 

of the RIC measures in the Duke data. I followed the procedure outlined by Vandenberg 

and his colleague (Vandenberg, 2002; Vanderberg & Lance, 2000). I first established the 

baseline models in which all factor variance-covariance (structural) parameters, error 

term variance-covariance parameters, and factor loading (i.e., measurement) parameters 

were freely estimated. I then constrained in an additive fashion the three sets of 

parameters to be equal across the two groups. Finally, I conducted a series of Chi-square 

difference tests to determine whether the invariance constraints hold. The test results 

(presented in Table 3) established the structural invariance and measurement invariance, 

but not the error term variance-covariance parameters. In other words, the factor 

loading and the variance-covariance matrices of the RIC factors were equal across the 

two groups, but the error term matrices of the indicators were not. The structural 

invariance and measurement invariance were sufficient to justify pooling together the 

two samples, I therefore combined the Solos and Dyads responses into one data set. 

The CFA procedure on the NUS data yielded the same set of indicators for the 

RIC factors.4. The measurement invariance test between the Solos and Friends showed 

similar results, that is, the factor loading and the variance-covariance matrices of the RIC 

                                                      
4 I followed the same CFA procedure as in Study 1. As compared to the set of validated indicators 

in Study 1, this procedure yielded one extra indicator for the collective self. I compared the two 

CFA models with and without the indicator, and the model fit does not differ significantly. 

Therefore I chose the CFA model which has the same set of indicators as in Study 1 so as to keep 

the two data sets comparable.   
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factors were equal across the two groups. The Solos and Dyads responses were then 

combined into one data set. The RMSEA, IFI and CFI of the overall model (Solos and 

Friends combined) are .063, .96, and .96 for Round 1, and .053, .99, and .99 for Round 2, 

indicating adequate model fit (see Table 4 for parameter estimates and factor loadings). 

3.3.2.3 RIC composite scores 

For simplicity reasons, I computed composite scores for the RIC self-aspects by 

averaging across their indicators and used the composite scores in the subsequent 

hypothesis testing. Most reliability coefficients among the indicators for each RIC factors 

are fairly high (αI1=.61, αI2=.77, αR1=.70, αR2=.78, αC1=.73, αC2=.86 in the Duke data, and 

αI1=.76, αI2=.64, αR1=.65, αR2=.85, αC1=.79, αC2=.72 in the NUS data). Note that in both data 

sets, the reliability coefficients of the Round 2 RIC factors are higher than those of the 

Round 1 RIC factors, indicating similar learning effect found in Study 1. Table 5 displays 

the descriptive statistics for the RIC scores and Table 6 presents the RIC scores by 

culture, interaction partner type, and task. 

The initial level of the individual self of Duke participants was higher than that 

of NUS participants (t = 3.38, p < .02). This positive difference is aligned line with the 

common sense view that people in individualist cultures have a higher baseline in terms 

of the individual self as compared to people with collectivist cultural background. 

Similarly, the initial level of the collective self among NUS participants was moderately 

higher than that of the Duke participants (t = 1.46, p = .07), an observation confirmatory 

of the common view that people in collectivist cultures may have a higher baseline with 
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respect of the collective self. It is interesting though to observe that the initial level of the 

relational self of Duke participants was significantly higher than that of the NUS 

participants (t = 4.43, p < .01). 

3.4 Results and Discussion 

3.4.1 Statistical Models 

The three dependent variables in my analysis are the Round 2 RIC scores, with 

the effects of the Round 1 RIC scores controlled for. This procedure is preferred over 

difference scores because it overcomes some of the methodological problems associated 

with difference scores (Edwards, 1993, 2001). The three dependent variables need to be 

estimated simultaneously and their errors are likely correlated. To meet these 

requirements, I used seemingly unrelated regression (SUREG). SUREG models provide 

joint estimates from several regression models, each with its own error term. The 

“seemingly unrelated” errors associated with the dependent variables are actually 

correlated in the model. 

Several factors were hypothesized to affect the activation of the individual, 

relational, and collective aspects of the self-construal, including culture, different types 

of interaction partners, task, gender, as well as the interaction terms between them. A 

series of dummy variables were coded to represent these categorical variables. One 

dummy variable was generated for each dichotomous variable (culture, task, and 

gender). Three dummy variables were generated to for the stranger, friend, and ingroup 
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conditions, thus leaving the outgroup condition as the baseline category. Together with 

the Round 1 RIC scores, these dummy variables, as well as the interaction terms 

between them, serve as independent variables in the SUREG models. In order to better 

interpret the main effects and the interaction effects of the independent variables, two 

sets of SUREG models were conducted in a hierarchical manner: the first set of SUREG 

models included only the dummy variables of the main factors (Model 1). The second 

set of SUREG models then included the dummy variables of the main factors as well as 

interaction terms between them (Model 2). 

Predictions pertaining to the cross-cultural comparisons of self-construal 

activation (H1c, H1d, H2c, H2d, and H3b) and pan-cultural activation pattern (H3a, H4a, 

H4b, H6a, H6b, and H6c) are tested in the overall model. The testing of the intra-cultural 

comparisons (H1a, H1b, H2a, H2b, H5a, H5b) is conducted in SUREG models which are 

estimated within the respective cultures. Relatedly, the SUREG models on the Duke and 

NUS data exclude the cultural dummy variable and the interaction terms that contain 

the cultural dummy variable. It is necessary to construct the models separately for the 

Duke and NUS data because the comparisons are made between different aspects of the 

self-construal within each culture5. 

                                                      
5
 In SUREG models, comparisons of a specific dependent variable between experimental 

conditions within a culture can be achieved in the overall model by testing the equality of the 

coefficients that differentiate the experimental conditions. However, if the comparison is made 

between multiple dependent variables (e.g., the three “seemingly unrelated” self-aspects) within 

an experimental condition in one culture, the model needs to be estimated based on the data that 

came from that culture. This is to ensure that the coefficient equality test gets at the effect of the 
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Estimates from the Duke, NUS, and the overall SUREG models are presented in 

Tables 7 to 9. All the hypotheses are examined through coefficient equality test based on 

the SUREG model estimates. 

3.4.2 Activation of Self-construal in Response to Different Types of 

Interaction Partners 

Hypothesis 1a states that, in individualist cultures, when faced with a stranger, 

the relational and collective selves would be activated to a greater extent than the 

individual self. In the coefficient equality test within the Duke data, the stranger dummy 

variable reached statistical significance (χ 2= 7.22, p < .05) and it had less of an effect on 

the individual self than on the relational self (β = -.47, p < .01) and the collective self (β = -

.40, p < .1). The pattern I observed is consistent with the prediction from the uncertainty 

reduction theory developed by Hogg and his colleagues (Hogg, 2000; Hogg et al., 2006). 

A stranger may bring strong sense of uncertainty to individuals’ self definition. In an 

effort to reduce the uncertainty, individuals turn to their relational or collective identity. 

I further tested whether the effects of stranger on relational self and collective self were 

equal and the result (β = .07, p = .64) showed that Duke participants were equally likely 

to resort to their relational or collective identity to fend off the self-conceptual 

uncertainty. Thus Hypothesis 1a is supported. 

Individuals from collectivist cultures are expected to activate the individual self 

to a greater extent than the relational and collective selves when interacting with a 

                                                                                                                                                              
independent variable(s) on the different dependent variables, not the effect of the independent 

variables across different cultures. 
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stranger. The coefficient equality test in within the NUS data however did not confirm 

this prediction either. The stranger dummy variable did not reach statistical significance 

(χ 2= 0.57, p < .75), thus Hypothesis 1b was not supported. 

Hypotheses 1c and 1d compare the activation of the self-construal aspects in the 

stranger condition across cultures. They are tested in the overall SUREG model. Results 

from the coefficient equivalence tests showed that, although Duke participants activated 

their collective and relational selves more than their individual self (H1a), the levels of 

these two self-aspects did not differ from those of the NUS participants (β = -0.12, p = .38 

for C; β = .07, p = .43 for R). The NUS participants did activate the individual self more 

than the relational and collective selves, but the final level of their individual self did not 

differ from that of the Duke participants. Hypotheses 1c and 1d were not supported.  

Hypotheses 2a postulate that, in individualist cultures, one would activate her 

collective self to a greater extent than her individual and relational selves when 

interacting with an ingroup member. This prediction received partial support. The 

equality test of coefficients showed that Duke participants did activate the collective self 

to a higher degree than the individual self (β = .24, p < .1), but no significant difference 

was found between the effects of ingroup member on the activation of the collective and 

relational selves (β = -.17, p =.27). Hypothesis 2a was partially supported. When 

interacting with an ingroup member, NUS participants activated the relational self to a 

greater extent than their collective self (β = .33, p = .04), but no significant difference was 
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found between the effects of ingroup member on the activation of the relational self and 

the individual self (β = .32, p =.15). Hypothesis 2b received partial support. 

The activation of the relational self in response to an ingroup member proved to 

be stronger in the collectivist culture than in the individualist culture. In the coefficient 

equality test, the combined coefficients of the duke dummy variable and its interaction 

with the ingroup dummy variables were negative and statistically significant (β = -.18, p 

=.03), indicating a lower level of activation of the relational self among Duke participants 

than among the NUS participants. The same procedure was applied to the collective self 

and the results showed that activation of the collective self in response to an ingroup 

was moderately stronger in the individualist culture than in the collective self (β = .20, p 

=.07). Both Hypotheses 2c and 2d were supported.  

Hypothesis 3a states that, across individualist and collectivist cultures, 

interacting with an outgroup member will activate one’s collective self to a greater 

extent than her individual and relational selves. To test the effect of outgroup members 

on the activation of the collective self, I re-estimated the overall SUREG model to include 

the outgroup dummy variable and its interactions with other major independent 

variables6. Results from the coefficient equality test showed that participants did activate 

the collective self to a higher degree than the relational self (β = .62, p < .01), but no 

significant difference was found between the effects of outgroup member on the 

                                                      
6 The ingroup dummy variable and its interactions with other independent variables were 

dropped. The two SUREG models respectively estimated with ingroup and outgroup dummy 

variables are theoretically equivalent. 
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activation of the collective and individual selves (β = .10, p =.60). Hypothesis 3a received 

partial support. Hypothesis 3b compares the activation strength of outgroup member on 

the collective self across individualist and collectivist cultures. The effect, hypothesized 

to be stronger in the individualist culture than in the collectivist culture, was not 

confirmed by the data (β = .05, p =.66). 

Taken together, results from the ingroup and outgroup hypothesis testing 

suggest that participants from the two cultures differ in the way they respond to the 

ingroup-outgroup division. An ingroup member triggered a collective-self mode among 

Duke participants but a relational mode among NUS participants. This finding provides 

novel support to the view that in collectivist cultures ingroups are perceived as webs of 

interconnected individuals whereas in individualist cultures ingroups are regarded as 

depersonalized entities (Yuki et al., 2005). Furthermore, interacting with an outgroup 

member evoked the collective aspect of the self more than the relational self across both 

cultures, though the level of collective self did not differ from that of the individual self. 

I applied the same coefficient equality test procedure to Hypothesis 4a regarding 

the activation of the relational self in response to friends. Interacting with a friend had a 

stronger positive effect on the activation of the relational self than on the individual self 

(β = .38, p =.03) and collective self (β = .30, p = .04). Furthermore, the strength of the 

activation did not differ between individualist and collectivist cultures (β = .01, p = .89). 

Both Hypotheses 4a and 4b were supported. Confirmation of these two hypotheses 

signals clearly that interacting with a friend elicits a strong relational mode in 
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individuals’ self-representation and the relational mode toward friends characterizes 

both individualist and collectivist cultures. 

3.4.3 Activation of Self-construal in Response to Different Tasks 

In the SUREG model estimated in the Duke data, I analyzed the effect of 

negotiation on the activation of the individual self. Consistent with the prediction in 

Hypothesis 5a, the coefficient of the negotiation dummy variable was moderately 

significant (β = .28, p < .1). Furthermore, the strength of the activation of the individual 

self was the strongest when participant negotiated with a stranger (β = .25, p < .1). 

Negotiation seems to have triggered the individual aspect of the self more than regular, 

non-competitive social task among Duke participants.  Hypothesis 5b predicts that, in 

collectivist cultures, there will be no difference in the effects of negotiation and regular 

social activities on the activation of the individual self. The coefficient of the negotiation 

dummy variable was not significant (β = .07, p = .72) in the NUS SUREG model, lending 

full support to Hypothesis 5b. 

3.4.4 Gender Difference in Self-construal Activation 

Hypotheses 6a, 6b, and 6c predicted the gender effect on the activation of the RIC 

aspects of the self-construal. A series of linear combination of coefficients were tested 

and the predicted patterns were partially confirmed. First, when interacting with a 

friend, female participants activated their relational self to a higher degree than male 

participants (β = -.16, p =.04). Thus Hypothesis 6a was supported. Further analysis 

revealed that this significant result was mainly driven by the NUS data. In the NUS 
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SUREG model, female participants showed higher degree of activation in their relational 

self than male participants when interacting with a friend (β = -0.25, p = .04). This 

activation pattern however did not characterize the Duke data (β = .02, p =.83). Second, 

when interacting with an ingroup member, male participants differed from female 

participants in the activation of the collective self (β = -.21, p =.048). The negative sign of 

the coefficient indicated that the collective self was activated to a higher degree among 

female participants than male participants in the interaction with ingroup members. 

Hypothesis 6b was not supported. Third, male participants showed a higher degree of 

activation in the collective self when interacting with an ingroup member than with an 

outgroup member (β = .29, p =.04). Hypothesis 6c received full support. Does this 

predicted pattern also apply to female participants? I conducted a post-hoc analysis. The 

coefficient equivalence test result showed that the activation of the collective self among 

female participants did not differ when they respond to ingroup and outgroup members 

(β = -.19, p =.19).  

Taken together, these results suggest that women are more relational than men 

when interacting with their friends, though this pattern is more characteristic of the 

collectivist culture. This finding is consistent with the general notion that women are 

more relational. Contrary to the conventional view, women are also more collective than 

men when interacting with ingroup members. This collective tendency in women is also 

reflected in the activation pattern of the collective self in the interaction with ingroup 

members versus outgroup members. Women activate their collective self to the same 



 

43 

 

43 

degree in response to ingroup and outgroup members whereas men are more collective 

toward ingroup members than outgroup members. 

3.4.5 Predominant Social Motivations in Response to Different Types of 

Interaction Partners 

At the end of the study, participants were asked to choose among seven resource 

allocation strategies, which represented seven distinct social motivations. They made the 

decisions five times, so in the data there were 5 observations associated with each 

participant. I aggregated the allocation strategies over the 5 rounds so that each 

participant has a profile displaying the number of times they chose each allocation 

strategy. The statistical description of the aggregated allocation strategies are presented 

in Table 10.  

To identify the predominant social motivations among participants in response 

to the four types of interaction partners, I conducted a series of simple mean comparison 

tests between the predicted social motivations and the remaining social motivations. In 

the stranger condition, the NUS participants scored higher on individualism (.89) and 

superiority (.91) motivations than all other motivations7, and their scores on these two 

motivations did not differ significantly from each other (t = -.38, p = .70). The Duke 

participants scored higher on equality (1.15) and altruism (1.00) motivations than all other 

motivations and their scores did not differ on these two motivations (t = .63, p = .53). This 

pattern is largely consistent with predictions in Hypothesis 8a. Participants from the 

                                                      
7
 Results from the pair-wise mean comparison tests are not presented here for simplicity reasons. 
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collectivist culture acted more competitively toward strangers—they tended to either 

focus purely on their own benefits, or strived to maximize the relative advantage over 

the strangers. On the contrary, participants from the individualist culture treated 

strangers in a fair manner—they distributed gains equally between themselves and the 

stranger; they even compromised their own gain to make the stranger better off.  

In the ingroup condition, both Duke and NUS participants scored higher on 

altruism (.84 and .82 respectively), superiority (.98 and 1 respectively), and equality (.86 

and .77 respectively) motivations than other motivations. The combination of altruism 

and superiority motivations is a surprising pattern, but it is a reasonable one in that it 

indicates possible compensation effects. In other words, participants may alternate the 

beneficiary of the allocated points between themselves and  ingroup members. Duke 

participants showed an additional dominant social motivation—individualism (.92), a 

score moderately higher than that of the NUS participants (t = -1.1, p = .1). Although 

Hypothesis 9b was not supported, the comparison between Duke and NUS participants 

revealed an interesting pattern—both behaved in a fair manner toward ingroup 

members by following the equality norm or by alternating the receiver of the greater 

benefits so as to balance the gains over time. Participants in the individualist culture 

differentiated themselves from participants in the collectivist culture by showing higher 

individualistic orientation toward ingroup members, and focusing on their own gain 

without much consideration of the ingroup members’ welfare. 
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In the outgroup condition, the highest score was on superiority motivation among 

both Duke and NUS participants (.97 and 1.04 respectively), lending full support to 

Hypothesis 8c. In addition, both scored high on individualism (.9 and .84 respectively, t = 

-.25, p = .8). Across both cultures, participants behaved competitively toward the 

outgroup members. 

Hypothesis 8d predicts altruism to be the predominant social motivation in the 

interaction with friends across both cultures. This prediction, although empirically 

validated, only depicts one of the several major social motivations participants exhibited 

toward their friends.  In the friend condition, both Duke and NUS participants scored 

higher on individualism (both 1.22), equality (.87 and .97 respectively), and altruism (.86 

and .88 respectively) motivations than other motivations. Participants behaved fairly 

cooperatively toward their friends. They chose to distribute equal share of the available 

resources to their friends or to give the most benefit to their friends even though that 

meant they had to take a loss. While extending the benefits to friends is the prevalent 

motivation, participants also maintained certain level of individualism. 

An alternative way to examine the social motivations toward different 

interaction partners is through the total points participants allocated to themselves and 

their interaction partners. Recall that the resource allocation task was phrased as a bonus 

earning assignment in which participants made allocation decisions and eventually 

earned in cents the total points they allocated to themselves across five rounds. Their 

interaction partners presumably earned in cents the total points allocated to them by the 
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participants. Each participant thus has a profile of points earned and points allocated to 

their interaction partners aggregated across 5 rounds, from which the total points and 

the difference in points could be derived. These four dimensions of point allocation (self, 

other, sum, difference) reflect the general tendency of participants’ concern for 

themselves versus for others. As compared to the seven social motivation categories, 

they provide a cursive but more direct (thus complementary) way to infer social 

motivations. 

Table 11 displays the means of points allocated to the self and the interaction 

partner, as well as the means of the total points and the difference in points across the 

two cultures. When interacting with a stranger, Duke participants are likely to activate 

their relational and collective selves which are associated with concern for others, 

whereas NUS participants are likely to activate their individual self which are associated 

with concern for the self. The differential patterns of self-construal activation then would 

lead Duke participants to focus on giving more to the stranger they are paired with and 

NUS participants to focus on benefiting themselves only or even maximizing the relative 

difference in the gain between their own and that of the stranger they are paired with. 

Results from the t-tests showed that Duke participants allocated more points to the 

stranger than NUS participants (t = -2.69, p =.004). They also minimized the difference 

between their own outcome and the stranger’s outcome to a greater extent than NUS 

participants (t = 1.72, p < .04 ). 
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When interacting with a friend, participants from both cultures are expected to 

activate the relational self, which is associated with concern for joint outcome and the 

relational other, therefore the points allocated to the interaction partner (friend) should 

be greater than all other conditions (stranger, ingroup member, and outgroup member). 

Moreover, there should be no significant difference in the points allocated to the friend 

across the two cultures. Results from the t-tests confirmed the predictions. Participants 

in the friend condition allocated more points to their interaction partners than 

participants in other conditions (t = -9.8, p < .001), and the two cultures didn’t differ on 

any of the four dimensions. 

When interacting with an ingroup member, Duke participants are expected to 

activate the collective self whereas NUS participants are expected to activate the 

relational self. As a result, Duke participants are more likely to achieve greater joint gain 

than NUS participants whereas NUS participants would allocate more points to the 

ingroup member than Duke participants. These predictions, however, were not 

supported by the t-tests (t = -0.38, p = .35; t = -1.28, p = .64). 

 Interacting with an outgroup member is hypothesized to activate the collective 

self across both cultures. Since collective self is associated with intergroup differentiation, 

it is then reasonable to expect that participants in the outgroup condition will maximize 

the relative difference between their own outcomes and those of the outgroup member’s 

than participants in other conditions. Moreover, the two cultures do no differ on the four 

point allocation dimensions when interacting with an outgroup member. Results from 
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the t-tests demonstrated that participants paired with an outgroup member maximized 

the outcome difference to a greater extent than participants paired with other types of 

interaction partners (t = =-4.36, p < .001). 

3.4.6 Social Motivation as a Consequence of the Activated Self-construal 

In the previous section I studied the predominant social motivations by 

examining the means of the number of times the seven social motivations were chosen. 

Mean comparison is an intuitive and easily perceivable approach, but it does not take 

into consideration that choosing one allocation strategy automatically reduces the 

probability of choosing the other six strategies. A more sophisticated but less 

straightforward way to examine social motivations is through multinomial logit model. 

In the study participants performed the resource allocation tasks five times, so in 

the data there were 5 observations for each participant. I transformed the data into the 

long format, treating each participant as 5 observations but clustered together the 

responses from the same participant. I then constructed a multinomial logic model to 

examine how the activated self-construal may influence the choices participants made. 

The three aspects of the self-construal were entered into the model. As participants 

repeated the resource allocation procedure, they might understand it better as they 

proceed; they might also try to compensate for the prior decisions they made, or to add 

diversity in their strategies. Therefore, I included the choice order variable to control for 

the potential learning or compensation effect. 
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There are in total 7 categories in the dependent variable, i.e., social motivation. 

Each category could serve as the base for comparison. The qualitative conclusions that 

can be drawn from the model estimates fortunately do not change as a function of which 

category is the base category. I chose to present (for no particular reasons) the estimates 

from the model in which Min Dif was treated as the base category. The model estimates 

are displayed in Table 11. The same model was estimated with the ingroup dummy 

variable replaced by the outgroup dummy variable so as to examine the effect of 

activated collective self on social motivations toward outgroup members.  

The interpretation of multinomial logit model is usually difficult due to the large 

number of possible comparisons. Furthermore, any significant coefficient needs to be 

interpreted in light of the comparison between the focal category and the base category8. 

An effective way to present the effects of the independent variables on the multiple 

outcomes is to graph the predicted probabilities for each outcome (Long & Freese, 2003) 

with respect to the independent variable of interest. I constructed four graphs in which I 

in turn varied the individual, relational and collective selves while setting the choice 

order variable at 3 across all graphs). 

Figure 2 displays the effect of the individual self on the predicted probabilities of 

the seven social motivations. The probabilities of choosing individualism and superiority 

are consistently high and steadily increase along the level of individual self. Individuals 

                                                      
8
 To fully test the effects of the independent variables on the dependent variable, one will need to write 

down all possible comparisons, and also interpret each of them for each of the independent variables. In 

order not to overwhelm our readers by the many comparisons and not to lose sight of what we set out to test, 

we chose to present graphs which show how each aspect of the self-construal affects the probability of each 

social motivation.  
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seem to primarily focus on their own benefits and interpersonal comparisons when the 

individual self is activated. This is consistent with the prediction in Hypothesis 7a. In 

addition, the probabilities of choosing the more cooperative motivations, including 

equality, altruism and sacrifice, decrease as the level of individual self increases. The 

likelihood of choosing group enhancement motivations stay at a low level over the range 

of the individual self, indicating that concern for joint gain is not a characteristic 

manifestation of the individual self. 
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Figure 2: Effect of the Individual Self on the Predicted Probabilities of Social 

Motivations 

The effect of the collective self on social motivations toward ingroup members is 

presented in Figure 3. Contrary to the prediction in Hypothesis 8b, the likelihood of 

choosing equality motivation decreases sharply as the level of the collective self increases. 

Individual Self 
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The probability of choosing individualism starts at a relatively high level and maintains a 

positive slope throughout the range of the collective self. The predicted probabilities of 

two opposite social motivations—altruism and superiority—stay parallel at a relatively 

high level, indicating possible compensating allocation strategies. Focus on group 

enhancement, however, does not characterize the collective self. The predicted 

probabilities of group enhancement motivations, favoring either the self or the ingroup 

members, both stay at a low level. When directed toward ingroup members, the 

collective self leads to a mixture of cooperative and competitive motivation. Concern for 

joint benefits between oneself and an ingroup member surprisingly is not a main feature 

of the collective self. 
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Figure 3: Effect of the Collective Self on the Predicted Probabilities of Social 

Motivations toward Ingroup Members 

Collective Self 
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The collective self shows similar effect on the predicted probabilities of social 

motivations toward outgroup members. In Figure 4, the steep and negative slope of the 

probability line for equality indicates a decreasing concern for fairness as the level of the 

collective self increases. Individualism remains the most likely social motivation to be 

chosen when interacting with outgroup members. The nearly overlapping probability 

lines of altruism and superiority indicate that individuals may try to be fair by applying 

the compensating allocation strategy. Group enhancement, as indicated by its low position, 

is only of peripheral concern. 
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Figure 4: Effect of the Collective Self on the Predicted Probabilities of Social 

Motivations toward Outgroup Members 

Figure 5 presents the effect of the relational self on the predicted probabilities of 

the seven social motivations. The likelihoods of choosing altruism and equality are 

Collective Self 
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relatively high, and they increase steadily as the level of the relational self increases. 

Interestingly, individualism also stays at a similarly high level and its increase along the 

relational self is steeper than those of altruism and equality. The relational self shows a 

strong negative effect on superiority—the probability of choosing superiority drops 

sharply as the level of relational self increases. Group enhancement-other, though 

predicted to be one of the main social motivations when the collective self is activated, 

stays at a very low level. Hypothesis 7d is thus only partially supported. When the 

relational self is activated, individuals care a great deal about the welfare of their friends 

and they behave in both fair and altruistic manners toward their friends. Parallel to the 

altruistic and equality orientations, individuals also maintain certain level of concern for 

their own benefits.  
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Figure 5: Effect of the Relational Self on the Predicted Probabilities of Social 

Motivations

Relational Self 
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4. Conclusion 

4.1 Summary and General Discussion 

4.1.1 Summary 

This dissertation is motivated by recent academic inquiry into the distinction 

between relational collectivism and group collectivism that characterize different 

cultures. To test the validity of this theoretical distinction, I focus on the motivational 

consequences of the relational collectivism and group collectivism, and investigate the 

psychological mechanism through which the two types of collectivism exert their 

impacts. 

Relational collectivism and group collectivism, along with individualism, 

correspond to three basic aspects of the self-construal, i.e., relational self, collective self, 

and individual self.  Existing research usually primes relational self with friends, 

collective self with ingroup members, and individual self with strangers. I therefore 

choose to contextualize the motivational consequences of the self-construal by focusing 

on various types of interaction partners and illustrating their influences through the lens 

of self-construal. In this process, I also challenge the one-to-one correspondence between 

interaction partner and the aspect of the self-construal that is activated.  

The psychological process in which motivations are elicited in social interactions 

was examined in both individualist and collectivist cultures. In particular, I investigated 
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how the individual, relational, and collective selves are activated in response to different 

types of interaction partners, i.e., stranger, friend, ingroup and outgroup member. 

Results from cross-cultural experimental studies identified a culturally universal aspect. 

Across both individualist and collectivist cultures, interacting with a friend activates 

one’s relational self to a higher degree than her individual or collective self. However, 

interacting with a stranger evokes different self-aspects across cultures. In individualist 

cultures, a stranger evokes the relational and collective selves to a greater extent than the 

individual self, likely due to the consideration of reducing uncertainty in self-construal 

(Hogg, 2000; Hogg et al., 2007). In contrast, in collectivist cultures the activation effect of 

a stranger on the individual self does not differ from those on the relational or collective 

self. Another interesting finding is that, experimental results also showed that members 

of individualist and collectivist cultures differ in the way they respond to the ingroup-

outgroup division. In the individualist culture, an ingroup member induces the 

collective self to a greater extent than the individual self. Interestingly, in the collectivist 

culture, interacting with an ingroup member activates one’s relational self to a higher 

degree than her collective self. This differential response in self-construal toward 

ingroup members is consistent with the emerging view in cross-cultural research that 

collectivists perceive ingroups as networks of interconnected individuals whereas 

individualists regard ingroups as depersonalized entities (Yuki et al., 2005). Furthermore, 

an outgroup member evokes the collective aspect of the self in both cultures, and the 

strength of the activation does not differ across cultures. 
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4.1.2 Contribution 

The complex activation patterns demonstrated by the current study suggest that 

the commonly held assumption of the one-to-one correspondence between the type of 

interaction partner and the activated self-construal may need reconsideration. 

Experiments which prime the individual, relational, and collective selves by pairing 

participants respectively with stranger, friend and ingroup member should directly 

measure the activated self-construal. More importantly, my findings draw attention to 

the dynamics among the multiple aspects of the self-construal. The same stimuli could 

evoke one or more aspects of the self; within a given context, one or two self-aspects 

could be operative simultaneously, perhaps with differing relative strength. Therefore, 

consideration of the full-range of self-aspects is helpful and necessary in understanding 

how social contexts shape self-construal. 

To my best knowledge, the current study is one of the few empirical studies that 

established the distinction between relational collectivism and group collectivism. More 

importantly, my dissertation is the first empirical work demonstrating the differential 

motivational consequences of the relational collectivism and group collectivism. 

Furthermore, in this research I focused on one of the fundamental psychological 

processes—self-construal—to provide explanations for the hypothesized and observed 

phenomena, connecting self-construal and social motivation, the linkage between which 

has been very often assumed but not directly examined. 
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One of the key findings presented in my research is that group collectivism, 

traditionally defined by the social identity theory, may not be equally applicable to 

collectivist cultures. Rather, in collectivist cultures ingroups are viewed as networks of 

interconnected personal relations. To more accurately describe the collectivism in 

collectivist cultures, an alternative model is needed which incorporates the cognitive 

representations of self as the mediating process between the activation of the 

collectivism orientation and its motivational and behavioral consequences. 

Results regarding gender differences in self-construal activation showed that 

women are more relational than men when interacting with friends. Gender difference 

also lies in the way men and women respond to outgroup members. Men respond more 

strongly to outgroup than to ingroup members with respect to the activation of the 

collective self whereas women are indiscriminately collective to ingroup and outgorup 

members . My research therefore points to a potential avenue for further examination of 

gender difference in self-construal activation. 

In addition, I examined whether the activation processes of self-construal differ 

in social activities which involve minimal interaction and in negotiation which is usually 

perceived as a zero-sum game. Results indicated that, in the individualist culture 

negotiation has a strong and positive effect on the activation of the individual self as 

compared to regular social activities, but such effect does not characterize the collectivist 

culture. A direct implication of this finding is that, at least in individualist cultures, it 

may be helpful to reframe negotiation into a cooperative endeavor, a joint project, or an 
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interdependent task, so that pro-social behaviors are more likely to be facilitated. The 

null effect of negotiation on individual self activation in the collectivist culture may be 

due to the social practice in which bargaining is the normal way for one to maneuver in 

social contexts. It may be also because people in collectivist cultures focus more on the 

interdependence embedded in negotiation than on the self as the primary driving force 

in steering the process toward their desired goal. 

Beyond uncovering the activation process of self-construal in social interactions, 

my dissertation research make the initial attempt to establish the link between the 

activated self-construal and its motivational consequence. Combined data from the two 

cultures demonstrated that, when individual self is activated, people are likely to 

demonstrate competitive social motivations. They either focus on maximizing their own 

gain or chose to make the other person worse off even at the cost of their own loss. The 

collective self is associated with somewhat more cooperative and fair motivations 

toward both ingroup and outgroup members. People either follow the equality norm or 

balance the gain over time by alternating the receiver of the bulk of benefits. When the 

relational self is activated, people are highly cooperative and caring, and behave in fair 

and altruistic manners toward friends. At the same time, they also maintain certain level 

of individualistic orientation. 

The two sets of hypotheses on self-construal activation and its motivational 

consequences, when put together, allow us to make direct inferences about the 

predominant social motivations individuals will exhibit when interacting with different 
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types of partners.  Data from the experimental study largely validated the predicted 

patterns. For example, members of collectivist cultures demonstrated competitive 

orientation in their interaction with a stranger. Members of individualist cultures, 

however, behaved in fair and altruistic manners toward strangers. The self-construal can 

provide theory-ground explanations for these differential patterns—among people from 

collectivist cultures, a stranger elicits the individual aspect of the self-construal, which in 

turn leads to competitive social motivations; among people from individualist cultures, 

a stranger elicits the relational and collective aspects of the self-construal, which are 

associated with altruistic and fair motivations. Validating all three links, i.e., the link 

from interaction partner to self-construal, the link from activated self-construal to social 

motivation, and finally the link from interaction partner so social motivation, essentially 

validates the mediating effect of self-construal between interaction partner and social 

motivation. 

In my theoretical model I postulate that once a certain aspect of the self-construal 

is activated, the way in which it leads to specific social motivations is identical across 

cultures. The implicit idea is that cultural differences enter at the self-construal 

activation stage, but cultures converge on the motivational consequences of the activated 

self-construal. This approach echoes the view held by a great many cultural psychology 

researchers that cultural research should focus on the underlying mechanisms which 

cause members of different cultures to behave differently (e.g., Brewer & Gardner, 1996). 

Support from the data to this approach not only provides confidence in the validity of 
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the theoretical model, but also helps guide the efforts to specify where and how cultures 

diverge and converge. 

4.2 Proposal for Future Research 

In the data analysis procedure thee Duke and NUS data were pooled together to 

enable a more direct and powerful inter-cultural comparisons. Duke participants and 

NUS participants come from two different cultures. It is possible that they may interpret 

or respond to the RIC questionnaire in different ways. To address this concern, I 

conducted measurement invariance test on both rounds of RIC measures between the 

CFA models based on the Duke and NUS data. The test result unfortunately did not 

support measurement invariance, indicating that the measurement and the structure of 

the RIC factors are not equivalent across the two cultures. This suggests that individuals 

from the two cultures may have interpreted and responded to the RIC measurement 

instrument using different conceptual frames of reference. Measurement invariance test 

is a fairly recent development in factorial analysis. Although rarely conducted in 

organizational research (Vandenberg, 2002), it is regarded by a growing number of 

researchers as important for validating “the basis for drawing scientific inferences” 

(Horn & McArdle, 1992). However, to date there has been no satisfying approach or 

widely accepted practice in dealing with cross-cultural data where measurement 

invariance is very often hard to establish. Some researchers suggested alternative ways 

to deal with measures that fail the test for factorial invariance, including partial factorial 

invariance test, exclusion of noninvariant items, and ipsative rescaling (e.g., Cheung & 
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Rensvold, 2000). Each of these approaches has their own disadvantages. Partial factorial 

invariance is not always applicable to the data researchers collected across cultures. 

Deleting noninvariant items may jeopardize the validity of the construct measured by 

the items and needs to proceed with caution. Ipsative recalling is done by calculating 

standard scores for each participant, i.e., subtracting the mean of each participant’s 

responses from his or her separate responses, then dividing by the standard deviation of 

his or her responses (e.g., Cunningham et al., 1997; Saville & Willson, 1991). The main 

disadvantage with ipsative scaling is that each participant’s standard deviation is 

normally different from those of others, and that participants may not always be 

consistent in the way they respond to the set of measures. The transformed data then is 

inevitably participant specific, making it inappropriate to compare participants’ 

responses (Baron, 1996; Cheung & Rensvold, 2000). Future research is urgently is needed 

to resolve both the statistical and theoretical challenges to the measurement invariance 

test. 

The second methodological issue pertains to the RIC measurement instrument. I 

utilized Kashima and Hardie’s RIC scale (Kashima & Hardie, 2002) in my study. This 

measurement instrument taps the general orientation in the three self-aspects. In many 

cases measures of general orientation or general values may not be directly linked to 

specific behaviors said to be underlain by the general orientation. For future studies, a 

better way might be to develop context-specific measures of RIC, especially for the 

negotiation task. More contextualized measures will help improve measurement 
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invariance of the RIC factors across cultural groups. The drawback of the context-

specific approach is limited degree of generalization, therefore a balance between the 

generalizablility of the context and the specificity of the measures need be achieved. 

Another way to proceed is to pit the interest associated with one self-aspect against that 

associated with another self-aspect in the measurement statement, as suggested by 

Brewer and Chen (2007). Participants in my study also ranked the RIC statements from 

the same sentence stem, but ranking responses lose a great deal of information on the 

magnitude of the difference between the rankings, and thus is considered as inefficient. 

So far I have not explored the ranking responses. 

The four types of interaction partners are conceptually distinguishable, but they 

are not completely mutually exclusive. A stranger could be an outgroup or an ingroup, 

and with the right opportunity, a stranger could turn into a friend. In the experiment 

design process, the manipulation of the stranger condition went through several 

iterations and it turned out to be the most unstable one among all. Although participant 

in this condition were only given very little information about the stranger (“someone 

you don’t know”), they were at their liberty to interpret who that “someone” might be. 

Some of them assumed that the person was somebody who signed up for the same 

study, therefore possibly an ingroup member; some of them thought that the person was 

likely to be another Duke student, therefore an ingroup member. “Cleaner” 

manipulations are needed to experimentally separate the four pairing conditions. To 

add another layer of complication, the predominant mode of social categorization is 
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likely to vary across cultures. Furthermore, what type of information do individuals pay 

attention to when categorizing a newly met individual? Does it differ across cultures? 

These subtle psychological processes are likely influenced by a wide range of factors, 

such as institutional trust, recent personal experience, interaction expectation, mode of 

communication, and so on. These puzzles serve as excellent follow-up research 

questions. 

As mentioned before, a future avenue of research is gender difference. Although 

I included the gender variable initially as a control variable, the interesting effect of 

gender on self-construal activation has raised my interest in gender research. Results in 

my data showed that women activated the relational self to a greater extent than men 

when interacting with a friend. This significant result was mainly driven by the 

collectivist culture.  Is it because that the female gender role is more deeply imprinted in 

collectivist cultures than in individualist cultures? What are the underlying reasons for 

the observation that men in individualist cultures more highly activated their collective 

self when interacting with an ingroup member than when interacting with an outgroup 

member, whereas such activation process does not characterize collectivist cultures? 

Does the gender composition of the dyad influence the degree to which the relational 

self is activated and subsequently which social motivation will be exhibited? Controlled 

experimentation is needed to further explore the effect of gender on self-construal 

activation. 

4.3 Research Implication 
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The current research is particularly relevant to the new development in the 

relational view of organizations. Recently, researchers have started to focus on 

interpersonal relationships not just as means by which work is done but more as ends 

where the core meaning of organizational life resides (Gersick, Bartunek, & Dutton, 

2000). Positive relationships at work (PRW) are characterized by mutually beneficial 

experiences where beneficial is “defined broadly to include any kind of positive state, 

process, or outcome in relationship” (Ragins & Dutton, 2006, pp. 9). Social motivation 

directly influences the quality of social interactions, especially when there is high degree 

of interdependence (e.g., among team members) or/and perceived divergent interests 

between the two parties (e.g., among members from different functional departments). 

To the extent that the mutually beneficial deeds are employees’ conscious choice, social 

motivation is a necessary motivational condition for nurturing positive relationships at 

work. I began my research by studying the elicitation of social motivation in response to 

various types of interaction partners. In doing so, my research contributes to a more 

complete understanding of PRW and draws our attention back to the social context 

where relationships develop and evolve.  

The present research has both theoretical and practical implications for 

negotiation research. In mixed-motivation negotiations, high level of concern for others, 

coupled with strong resistance to yielding, can lead to the realization of the integrative 

potential (De Dreu et al, 2000). Just as concern for others, resistance to yielding may be 

sensitive to different types of negotiation counterparts. Therefore we need to unpackage 
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the influences that different types of negotiation counterparts have on both dimensions 

in order to fully comprehend how various outcomes may unfold in integrative 

negotiations. With regard to practical implications, my study shows that the individual 

self is highly activated in negotiation context; it is more so when the counterpart is a 

stranger. To overcome the competitive motivations, it may be helpful for managers to 

reframe negotiation into a cooperative endeavor, a joint project, or an interdependent 

task, so that pro-social behaviors are more likely to be facilitated. Another implication of 

my research is in negotiation delegation. With the understanding of how individuals 

react to stranger, friend, ingroup and outgroup members in negotiation, managers or 

team leaders can effectively utilize their knowledge of their employees’ personal 

network to decide whom to send to the negotiation table so as to achieve the most 

desired outcome. 
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Table 1: Number of Participants in Each Experimental Condition 

 Duke NUS 

 

Social 

Task Negotiation Subtotal 

Social 

Task Negotiation Subtotal 

Stranger 20 21 41 42 38 80 

Friend 34 38 72 32 28 60 

Ingroup 31 31 62 41 36 77 

Outgroup 31 30 61 41 39 80 

Subtotal 116 120  156 141  

Total 236   297   
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Table 2: RIC Measures--Parameter Estimates & Factor Loadings in the 4 CFA Models, Duke Data 

 Solos Dyads Solos Dyads  Solos Dyads Solos Dyads  Solos Dyads Solos Dyads 

Parameter Rd1 Rd1 Rd2 Rd2  Rd1 Rd1 Rd2 Rd2  Rd1 Rd1 Rd2 Rd2 

                        C                                                          I                                                         R                           

 0.87 0.84 0.99 0.99           

C3 0.68 0.67 0.68 0.94           

C4 0.89 1.03 0.85 0.74           

C5 0.80 0.95 0.89 0.84           

C7 1.00 0.75 0.89 1.07           

I1      0.52 0.99 0.75 1.00      

I5      0.81 0.63 0.80 1.11      

I7      0.41 0.56 0.43 0.52      

R1           0.67 0.74 0.6 0.71 

R2           0.52 0.67 0.55 0.45 

R3           0.51 0.58 0.49 0.59 

R4           0.35 0.73 0.58 0.66 

R7           0.5 0.37 0.33 0.65 
 

Model Fit Index Solos Rd 1 Dyads Rd 1 Solos Rd 2 Dyads Rd 2 

RMSEA 0.053 0.055 0.055 0.046 

IFI 0.97 0.92 0.98 0.98 

CFI 0.97 0.92 0.98 0.98 
 

               

  Solos Rd 1 Dyads Rd 1 Solos Rd 2 Dyads Rd 2 

Covariance  C I R C I R C I R C I R 

 C 1   1   1   1   

 I 0.34 1  0.43 1  0.25 1  0.47 1  

 R 0.67 0.64 1 0.75 0.54 1 0.56 0.34 1 0.63 0.64 1 
a Standardized estimates are reported. 
b All factors loading are significant at .01 level. 
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Table 3: RIC Measurement Invariance Test between the Solo & Dyad Groups, Duke Data 

Model Invariance Constraint RMSEA CFI IFI χ2 df χ2Difference  df difference p-value 

Round 1          

Baseline  0.077 0.94 0.94 204.35 108    

Model 1 Φ 0.075 0.94 0.94 212.68 114 8.33 6 0.22 

Model 2 Φ, Ɵ  0.084 0.92 0.92 261.31 134 48.63 20 0.00 

Model 3 Φ, Ɵ, ᴧ 0.084 0.92 0.92 277.81 143 16.5 9 0.06 

          

Round 2          

Baseline  0.051 0.98 0.98 149.34 108    

Model 1 Φ 0.051 0.98 0.98 156.88 114 7.54 6 0.274 

Model 2 Φ, Ɵ  0.082 0.95 0.95 245.41 134 88.53 20 0.00 

Model 3 Φ, Ɵ, ᴧ 0.094 0.93 0.93 261.89 143 16.48 9 0.06 

   a  Φ (Phi matrix) – factor variance-covariance parameters 

      Ɵ (Theta-Delta matrix) – error term variance-covariance parameters 

      ᴧ (Lambda matrix) – factor loading parameters 
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Table 4: RIC Measures--Parameter Estimates & Factor Loadings in the CFA models, NUS Data 

 Round 1 Round 2  Round 1 Round 2  Round 1 Round 2 

Parameter C  I   R 

Std. Factor Loadings 0.72 0.64           

C3 0.43 0.59           

C4 0.85 0.75           

C5 0.79 0.82           

C7 0.54 0.67           

I1      0.84 0.86      

I5      0.69 0.79      

I7      0.42 0.56      

R1           0.64 0.60 

R2           0.53 0.59 

R3           0.33 0.50 

R4           0.43 0.48 

R7           0.33 0.42 

Model Fit Index Round 1  Round 2 

RMSEA   0.063   0.053 

IFI 0.96  0.99 

CFI 0.96  0.99 

 

 

Covariance C I R      C I R  

 C 1        1    

 I 0.52 1       0.50 1   

 R 0.91 0.77 1      0.78 0.69 1  
a Standardized estimates are reported. 
b All factors loading are significant at .01 level. 
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Table 5: Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, & Zero-order Correlations for RIC Scores 

DUKE           

Variable Mean s.d. Min Max I1 R1 C1 I2 R2 C2 

       I1 5.82 0.79 2.7 7 (.61)      

       R1 5.95 0.62 3.8 7 0.30 (.70)     

       C1 5.21 0.93 2 6.8 0.23 0.57 (.73)    

       I2 6.08 0.80 3.7 7 0.71 0.25 0.23 (.77)   

       R2 6.18 0.57 4.2 7 0.38 0.77 0.42 0.40 (.78)  

       C2 5.27 0.96 1.4 7 0.20 0.52 0.81 0.28 0.52 (.86) 

NUS           

Variable Mean s.d. Min Max I1 R1 C1 I2 R2 C2 

       I1 5.71 0.79 3 7 (.64)      

       R1 5.69 0.69 2.2 7 0.43 (.56)     

       C1 5.40 0.82 1 7 0.37 0.55 (.76)    

       I2 5.70 1.00 1 7 0.64 0.34 0.27 (.79)   

       R2 5.89 0.63 2.6 7 0.46 0.69 0.54 0.40 (.72)  

       C2 5.50 0.78 2.6 7 0.40 0.53 0.66 0.41 0.67 (.85) 
a The alpha coefficients of reliability are displayed in parentheses on the diagonal. 
b All correlations are significant at .01 level. 
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Table 6: RIC Scores by Culture, Interaction Partner, & Task 

 DUKE NUS 

  Social Task Negotiation 

Total 

(across tasks) Social Task Negotiation 

Total 

(across tasks) 

  t1 t2 t1 t2 t1 t2 t1 t2 t1 t2 t1 t2 

 C 4.92 4.97 5.05 5.17 4.99 5.07 5.49 5.59 5.41 5.46 5.45 5.53 

Stranger I 5.80 5.80 5.27 5.43 5.53 5.61 5.71 5.91 5.54 5.63 5.63 5.78 

 R 5.82 6.00 5.61 5.72 5.71 5.86 5.70 5.89 5.65 5.79 5.68 5.84 

 C 5.16 5.14 5.19 5.12 5.18 5.13 5.17 5.32 5.43 5.90 5.29 5.59 

Friend I 5.90 6.12 5.75 5.86 5.82 5.97 5.70 5.63 5.73 5.21 5.72 5.43 

 R 5.99 6.22 6.03 6.05 6.02 6.13 5.69 5.92 5.86 6.10 5.77 6.00 

 C 5.24 5.48 5.52 5.53 5.38 5.50 5.65 5.60 5.30 5.37 5.48 5.49 

Ingroup I 6.04 6.23 5.99 6.02 6.02 6.12 5.92 5.84 5.59 5.68 5.76 5.76 

 R 6.05 6.26 6.04 6.22 6.04 6.24 5.72 6.27 5.44 6.05 5.59 6.17 

 C 5.36 5.49 5.11 5.05 5.24 5.27 5.34 5.42 5.38 5.36 5.36 5.39 

Outgroup I 5.68 6.19 5.93 6.01 5.80 6.10 5.84 5.84 5.62 5.72 5.73 5.78 

 R 5.97 6.20 5.91 6.05 5.94 6.12 5.77 5.89 5.75 5.79 5.76 5.84 

Total 

(across 

partners) 

C 5.19 5.29 5.23 5.21   5.42 5.49 5.38 5.50   

I 5.86 6.11 5.77 5.86   5.79 5.81 5.61 5.58   

R 5.97 6.19 5.94 6.04   5.72 5.99 5.67 5.92   

Total C 5.21 5.25     5.40 5.50     

 I 5.82 5.98     5.71 5.70     

 R 5.95 6.11     5.69 5.96     
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Table 7: Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUREG) Estimates, Duke Data 
 

  Model 1 - Main Factors Model 2 - Main Factors & Interactions 

  Estimate p Estimate p Estimate p Estimate p Estimate p Estimate p 

Variables I2 C2 R2 I2 C2 R2 

constant 2.28 0.00 1.12 0.00 2.15 0.00 2.41 0 1.2 0 2.06 0 

  (0.30)  (0.23)  (0.25)  (-0.3)  (-0.25)  (-0.26)  

I1/C1/R1 0.69*** 0.00 0.82*** 0.00 0.68*** 0.00 0.69*** 0 0.81*** 0 0.68*** 0 

  (0.05)  (0.04)  (0.04)  (-0.05)  (-0.04)  (-0.04)  

Negotiation 0.17** 0.03 -0.15* 0.05 -0.11** 0.04 0.30* 0.08 -0.08 0.64 -0.05 0.56 

  (0.08)  (0.08)  (0.05)  (-0.17)  (-0.17)  (-0.11)  

Friend -0.10 0.34 -0.07 0.48 0.18** 0.01 -0.21 0.21 -0.14 0.39 0.29** 0.01 

  (0.11)  (0.10)  (0.07)  (-0.17)  (-0.16)  (-0.11)  

Stranger -0.30** 0.03 -0.05 0.71 -0.07 0.42 -0.55*** 0 -0.15 0.36 -0.08 0.48 

  (0.14)  (0.13)  (0.09)  (-0.17)  (-0.16)  (-0.11)  

Ingroup -0.19* 0.08 0.09 0.39 0.07 0.32 -0.38** 0.02 -0.07 0.66 0.11 0.32 

  (0.11)  (0.11)  (0.07)  (-0.16)  (-0.16)  (-0.11)  

Male -0.11 0.17 -0.14* 0.10 0.04 0.48 -0.18 0.19 -0.06 0.66 0.19** 0.04 

  (0.08)  (0.08)  (0.06)  (-0.14)  (-0.14)  (-0.09)  

Negotiation*Stranger       0.71*** 0.01 0.24 0.37 -0.02 0.93 

        (-0.28)  (-0.27)  (-0.18)  

Negotiation*Friend       0.11 0.6 0.12 0.54 -0.06 0.65 

        (-0.21)  (-0.2)  (-0.14)  

Negotiation*Ingroup       0.17 0.42 -0.01 0.98 0.07 0.61 

        (-0.21)  (-0.21)  (-0.14)  

Male*Negotiation       -0.11 0.52 -0.40*** 0.01 -0.14 0.19 
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Table 7: Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUREG) Estimates, Duke Data - Continued 

  Model 1 - Main Factors Model 2 - Main Factors & Interactions 

  Estimate    p Estimate    p Estimate p Estimate    p Estimate    p Estimate p 

Variables I2 C2 R2 I2 C2 R2 

        (-0.16)  (-0.16)  (-0.11)  

Male*Ingroup       0.33* 0.1 0.50*** 0.01 -0.16 0.24 

        (-0.2)  (-0.2)  (-0.13)  

Male*Friend        0.12 0.53 0.07 0.7 -0.17 0.19 

              (-0.19)  (-0.19)  (-0.13)  

  I2 Equation C2 Equation R2 Equation I2 Equation C2 Equation R2 Equation 

Observations 230 230 230 230 230 230 

Parameters 6 6 6 12 12 12 

RMSE 0.55 0.54 0.36 0.54 0.52 0.35 

R2 0.53 0.67 0.6 0.55 0.7 0.61 

χ2 212.21 443.47 309.49 265.65 554.52 363.96 

p 0 0 0 0 0 0 
a Standard errors in brackets. 

*** p < .01, ** p < .05, * p < .1 
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Table 8: Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUREG) Estimates, NUS Data 
 

  Model 1 - Main Factors Model 2 - Main Factors & Interactions 

  Estimate    p Estimate    p Estimate p Estimate    p Estimate    p Estimate p 

Variables I2 C2 R2 I2 C2 R2 

constant 1.78 0.00 2.41 0.00 2.38 0.00 1.51 0 2.53 0 2.32 0 

  (0.33)  (0.23)  (0.22)  (-0.35)  (0.24)  (0.23)  

I1/C1/R1 0.73*** 0.00 0.56*** 0.00 0.61*** 0.00 0.74*** 0 0.55*** 0 0.62*** 0 

  (0.05)  (0.04)  (0.04)  (-0.05)  (0.04)  (0.04)  

Negotiation 0.16* 0.08 0.01 0.85 -0.07 0.18 0.07 0.73 -0.12 0.42 -0.08 0.44 

  (0.09)  (0.07)  (0.05)  (-0.19)  (0.15)  (0.11)  

Friend -0.33*** 0.01 0.23** 0.02 0.44*** 0.00 0.07 0.73 0.05 0.78 0.2 0.11 

  (0.13)  (0.10)  (0.07)  (-0.21)  (0.16)  (0.12)  

Stranger 0.07 0.54 0.09 0.34 0.05 0.48 0.17 0.29 0.1 0.44 0.04 0.63 

  (0.12)  (0.09)  (0.07)  (-0.16)  (0.13)  (0.09)  

Ingroup 0.00 0.99 0.05 0.63 0.35*** 0.00 0.05 0.83 0.04 0.8 0.37*** 0 

  (0.12)  (0.09)  (0.07)  (-0.21)  (0.16)  (0.12)  

Male -0.18** 0.04 -0.02 0.83 -0.05 0.33 -0.21 0.37 -0.02 0.93 0.01 0.94 

  (0.09)  (0.07)  (0.05)  (-0.24)  (0.18)  (0.14)  

Negotiation*Stranger       -0.41 0.12 0.52** 0.01 0.14 0.36 

        (-0.26)  (0.2)  (0.15)  

Negotiation*Friend       0.02 0.93 -0.01 0.95 -0.01 0.95 

        (-0.24)  (0.19)  (0.14)  

Negotiation*Ingroup       -0.01 0.97 -0.06 0.62 0 0.97 

        (-0.15)  (0.12)  (0.09)  

Male*Negotiation       -0.12 0.5 0.06 0.66 0 0.97 

        (-0.18)  (0.14)  (0.11)  
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Table 8: Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUREG) Estimates, NUS Data - Continued 

  Model 1 - Main Factors Model 2 - Main Factors & Interactions 

  Estimate    p Estimate    p Estimate p Estimate    p Estimate    p Estimate p 

Variables I2 C2 R2 I2 C2 R2 

Male*Ingroup       -0.1 0.63 0.02 0.93 -0.02 0.9 

        (-0.22)  (0.17)  (0.12)  

Male*Friend        -0.40* 0.09 -0.12 0.49 -0.24* 0.07 

              (-0.23)   (0.18)   (0.13)   

  I2 Equation C2 Equation R2 Equation I2 Equation C2 Equation R2 Equation 

Observations 292 292 292 292 292 292 

Parameters 6 6 6 12 12 12 

RMSE 0.75 0.58 0.43 0.74 0.57 0.43 

R2 0.43 0.44 0.56 0.45 0.46 0.57 

χ2 204.47 215.21 342.13 219.31 235.64 352.52 

p       0 0 0 
a Standard errors in brackets. 

*** p < .01, ** p < .05, * p < .1 
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Table 9: Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUREG) Estimates, Duke & NUS Combined 

  Model 1 - Main Factors Model 2 - Main Factors & Interactions 

  Estimate    p Estimate    p Estimate p Estimate    p Estimate    p Estimate p 

Variables I2 C2 R2 I2 C2 R2 

constant 1.83 0.00 1.82 0.00 2.37 0.00 1.77 0.00 1.94 0.00 2.19 0.00 

  (0.23)  (0.17)   (0.17)   (0.25)  (0.19)   (0.18)  

I1/C1/R1 0.72*** 0.00 0.68*** 0.00 0.62*** 0.00 0.72*** 0.00 0.67*** 0.00 0.64*** 0.00 

  (0.04)  (0.03)   (0.03)   (0.04)  (0.03)   (0.03)  

Duke 0.25*** 0.00 -0.12** 0.03 0.01 0.87 0.32** 0.02 0.05 0.66 0.20** 0.01 

  (0.07)  (0.06)   (0.04)   (0.13)  (0.11)   (0.08)  

Negotiation -0.15** 0.02 -0.06 0.25 -0.08** 0.03 -0.15 0.25 -0.14 0.21 -0.07 0.37 

  (0.06)  (0.05)   (0.04)   (0.13)  (0.11)   (0.08)  

Stranger -0.02 0.80 0.03 0.72 -0.01 0.91 0.02 0.91 -0.08 0.61 0.03 0.81 

  (0.09)  (0.08)   (0.05)   (0.18)  (0.15)   (0.11)  

Friend -0.21** 0.01 0.09 0.23 0.07 0.16 -0.17 0.31 0.07 0.63 0.21** 0.04 

  (0.09)  (0.07)   (0.05)   (0.17)  (0.14)   (0.10)  

Ingroup -0.09 0.30 0.08 0.26 0.29*** 0.00 -0.08 0.62 -0.18 0.19 0.45*** 0.00 

  (0.08)  (0.07)   (0.05)   (0.16)  (0.14)   (0.10)  

Male -0.17** 0.01 -0.07 0.22 -0.01 0.87 -0.14 0.25 -0.18* 0.07 0.03 0.68 

  (0.06)  (0.05)   (0.04)   (0.12)  (0.10)   (0.07)  

Duke*Stranger         -0.37* 0.06 -0.17 0.30 -0.13 0.28 

          (0.20)  (0.17)   (0.12)  

Duke*Friend         0.20 0.25 -0.36** 0.01 -0.19* 0.06 

          (0.17)  (0.15)   (0.10)  

Duke*Ingroup         -0.18 0.28 0.16 0.28 -0.38*** 0.00 

          (0.17)  (0.14)   (0.10)  
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 Table 9: Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUREG) Estimates, Duke & NUS Combined – Continued 

  Model 1 – Main Factors Model 2 – Main Factors & Interactions 

  Estimate    p Estimate    p Estimate p Estimate    p Estimate    p Estimate p 

Variables I2 C2 R2 I2 C2 R2 

Duke*Negotiation         -0.01 0.92 -0.21* 0.06 -0.07 0.35 

              (0.13)   (0.11)   (0.08)   

Male*Stranger         0.05 0.78 0.20 0.21 0.04 0.75 

          (0.19)  (0.16)   (0.11)  

Male*Friend         -0.17 0.34 -0.03 0.82 -0.19* 0.08 

          (0.18)  (0.15)   (0.10)  

Male*Ingroup         0.06 0.72 0.29** 0.05 -0.04 0.69 

          (0.17)  (0.14)   (0.10)  

Negotiation*Stranger         0.06 0.74 0.13 0.43 0.02 0.85 

          (0.19)  (0.16)   (0.11)  

Negotiation*Friend         -0.16 0.34 0.41*** 0.00 0.04 0.66 

          (0.17)  (0.14)   (0.10)  

Negotiation*Ingroup         0.10 0.54 0.14 0.32 0.05 0.64 

              (0.17)  (0.14)   (0.10)  

  I2 Equation C2 Equation R2 Equation I2 Equation C2 Equation R2 Equation 

Observations  522 522 522 522 522 522 

Parameters  7  7 7 17 17  17 

RMSE  .68  .58 .41 .67 .57  .58 

R2  .47 .55  .56 .49 .57 .57 

χ2  412.43  592.4 601.8 441.05 655.97  650.90 

p 0 0 0 0 0 0 
a Standard errors in brackets. 

*** p < .01, ** p < .05, * p < .1 
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Table 10: Means of the Number of Times Each Allocation Strategy is Chosen (aggregated across 5 rounds) 

 

NUS 

 Equality Group Enhc.-self Group Enhc.-other Individualism Altruism Superiority Sacrifice 

Stranger 0.73 (0.84) 0.61 (0.63) 0.30 (0.46) 0.89 (1.29) 0.81 (0.92) 0.95 (0.59) 0.58 (0.50) 

Friend 0.97 (1.01) 0.28 (0.45) 0.50 (0.57) 1.22 (1.42) 0.88 (0.78) 0.65 (0.61) 0.50 (0.50) 

Ingroup 0.77 (0.78) 0.60 (0.57) 0.52 (0.70) 0.69 (1.09) 0.82 (0.82) 1.00 (0.71) 0.53 (0.53) 

Outgroup 0.75 (0.77) 0.46 (0.55) 0.38 (0.60) 0.84 (1.18) 0.77 (0.87) 1.04 (0.71) 0.62 (0.62) 

Total 0.79 (0.84) 0.50 (0.57) 0.42 (0.59) 0.89 (1.25) 0.82 (0.85) 0.93 (0.67) 0.56 (0.54) 

 

Duke 

 Equality Group Enhc.-self Group Enhc.-other Individualism Altruism Superiority Sacrifice 

Stranger 1.15 (1.04) 0.68 (0.57) 0.44 (0.63) 0.66 (0.99) 1.00 (0.95) 0.71 (0.46) 0.37 (0.49) 

Friend 0.87 (0.85) 0.28 (0.45) 0.48 (0.75) 1.22 (1.39) 0.86 (0.90) 0.66 (0.50) 0.64 (0.51) 

Ingroup 0.86 (0.80) 0.51 (0.59) 0.37 (0.49) 0.92 (1.21) 0.84 (0.90) 0.98 (0.68) 0.52 (0.50) 

Outgroup 0.81 (0.72) 0.58 (0.53) 0.50 (0.54) 0.90 (1.28) 0.55 (0.80) 0.97 (0.57) 0.69 (0.46) 

Total 0.90 (0.85) 0.48 (0.55) 0.45 (0.62) 0.97 (1.26) 0.80 (0.89) 0.83 (0.58) 0.58 (0.50) 
a Standard errors in brackets. 
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Table 11: Point Allocation across Culture & Interaction Partners 

    Duke NUS 

  Partner Mean Std. Error Mean Std. Error 

Self Stranger 206.10 21.77 208.69 21.12 

 Friend 192.88 20.58 192.97 14.24 

 Ingroup 208.06 20.61 211.74 21.36 

  Outgroup 210.58 21.98 209.91 20.38 

Other Stranger 183.27 19.78 173.04 19.53 

 Friend 189.54 20.51 192.52 16.09 

 Ingroup 173.21 20.86 168.36 23.40 

  Outgroup 170.08 19.20 170.08 21.05 

Sum Stranger 389.22 12.50 381.57 16.27 

 Friend 382.08 17.93 385.02 17.00 

 Ingroup 381.08 16.06 380.03 16.64 

  Outgroup 380.56 15.19 379.81 17.36 

Difference Stranger 22.98 39.52 35.81 37.00 

 Friend 3.67 36.48 0.92 24.50 

 Ingroup 35.05 37.98 43.46 41.46 

  Outgroup 40.60 38.20 40.01 37.41 
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Table 12: Effects of RIC Aspects of the Self-construal on Social Motivations, Multinomial Logit Estimates 

 Group Enhc.-self Group Enhc.-other Individualism Altruism Superiority Sacrifice 

Variables Estimate p Estimate p Estimate p Estimate p Estimate p Estimate p 

I2 0.08 0.36 -0.04 0.62 0.06 0.59 0.00 0.94 0.06 0.42 -0.04 0.65 

 (0.08)  (0.08)  (0.11)  (0.06)  (0.08)  (0.08)  

R2 -0.21 0.11 -0.09 0.50 0.03 0.86 -0.01 0.91 -0.20 0.09 -0.05 0.71 

 (0.13)  (0.13)  (0.19)  (0.11)  (0.12)  (0.13)  

C2 0.17 0.07 0.07 0.37 0.15 0.19 0.14 0.08 0.15 0.04 0.12 0.12 

 (0.09)  (0.07)  (0.12)  (0.08)  (0.07)  (0.08)  

Choice # 0.32 0.00 0.29 0.00 0.33 0.00 0.26 0.00 0.00 0.99 0.14 0.00 

 (0.08)  (0.04)  (0.04)  (0.05)  (0.05)  (0.05)  

constant -1.59 0.01 -1.12 0.09 -2.23 0.02 -1.49 0.01 0.08 0.88 -0.94 0.12 

 (0.62)  (0.65)  (0.94)  (0.53)  (0.53)  (0.61)  
a Standard errors in brackets. 
b Base category: Equality
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Appendix A: An Example of the Multiple Alternative Matrices (MAMs) as a Measure of Social Motivations 

 

 

 

Allocation Strategy 
  

Recipient 
Individualism 

(Max Own) 

Superiority 
(Max Rel Own) 

Group enh.-self 
(Max Joint Own) 

Altruism 
(Max Other) 

Sacrifice 
(Max Rel Other) 

Group enh.-other 
(Max Joint Other) 

Equality 
(Min Dif) 

Ingroup 47 44 45 32 24 35 35 

Outgroup 32 24 35 47 44 45 35 

Sum 79 68 80 79 68 80 70 

Difference 15 20 10 -15 -20 -10 0 
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Appendix B: RIC Measures 

              not like me                                               like me 

                                                                           not true of me                                       very true of me 

   1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

I I think it is most important in life to have personal integrity/be true to 

myself. 

         

R I think it is important in life to have good personal relationships with 

people who are important to me. 

         

C I think it is most important in life to work for causes to improve the well-

being of the group with which I identify the most. 

         

I I regard myself as someone with his or her own will.          

R I regard myself as a good partner and friend.          

C I regard myself as a good member of the group with which I identify the 

most. 

         

I The most satisfying activity for me is doing something for myself.          

R The most satisfying activity for me is doing something for someone 

who is important to me. 
         

C The most satisfying activity for me is doing something for my group 

(e.g., my school, church, and community). 

         

I I would regard someone as a good employee for a company if he or she 

takes personal responsibility for the task assigned. 
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R I would regard someone as a good employee for a company if he or she 

gets on well and works cooperatively with other colleagues. 

         

C I would regard someone as a good employee for a company if he or she 

works for the development of the organization or the work group. 
         

I I would feel proud if I was praised in the newspaper for what I have 

done. 

         

R I would feel proud if my close friend was praised in the newspaper 

for what he or she has done. 

         

C I would feel proud if a group to which I belong was praised in the 

newspaper for what they have done. 

         

I I think honor can be attained by being true to myself.          

R I think honor can be attained by being true to people with whom I 

have personal relationships. 

         

C I think honor can be attained by being true to my groups such as my 

school, the religious and social groups which I identify with/are 

important to me. 

         

I I would teach my children to know themselves and develop their own 

potential as a unique individual. 

         

R I would teach my children to be caring to their friends and attentive to 

their needs. 
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C I would teach my children to be loyal to the group to which they 

belong and strongly identify with. 
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