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Abstract 

        With the increasing economic development, more and more Westerners have 

opportunities to travel, study and work in China, which raises interesting questions 

regarding their abilities to establish interpersonal relationships with Chinese nationals. 

Previous research on cross-cultural adjustment speaks to the importance of effective 

interpersonal relationship with host nationals on the overall adjustment for expatriates. 

Efforts have been made to search for useful predictors that contribute to a successful 

adjustment process but the evidence is far from conclusive. The current study is 

designed to address some of the gaps in the literature by applying constructs such as 

naïve dialecticism, sense of self and indigenous Chinese personality traits, such as 

Interpersonal Relatedness, to investigate cross-cultural differences in establishing 

effective interpersonal relationships among Chinese and European American College 

Students. Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated individually for both samples. 

Multiple regression for moderator analysis and Fisher’s Z transformation were used to 

compare the differences in strengths of correlation coefficients for two samples. 

Results, limitations and directions for future research were discussed.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Review of the Literature 

        With the increase of global communication and market economy, more and more 

people are able to take short-term overseas trips for the purpose of travel, work or study. 

Interest in understanding people’s short-term experience abroad has sparked theoretical 

and empirical literature in psychology, business, politics, communication and education. 

Research has been focused on better understanding the concept and process of cross-

cultural adjustment. Based on the theoretical model and empirical evidence on cross-

cultural adjustment literature of expatriates, the ability to establish effective that 

contributes to successful adjustment. Cross-cultural social and personality research has 

demonstrated the dramatic cultural differences in cognitive styles, self-construal and 

personality structures between East Asians and European Americans. However, little 

effort has been made to explore the influences of these concepts on the cultural 

differences of effective interpersonal relationships. The purpose of this research is to 

bridge the gap by comparing and contrasting the cultural similarity and differences of 

factors that influence the establishment of effective interpersonal relationships both in 

China and in America. 

Overview of Expatriates 

        Recent studies estimated that 150,000 U.S. expatriates work overseas (Yan, Zhu, & 

Hall, 2002). Takeuchi, Tesluk, Yun, and Lepak (2005) pointed out that in the modern 

business world, international work experience is considered to be a great competitive 

advantage for managers in multinational companies. In addition, increasing productivity 

in overseas manufacturing locations, opportunities to penetrate foreign markets, and to 
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establish cooperative relationships with foreign stakeholders are all associated with an 

organization’s ability to facilitate successful international experience for its employees. 

In fact, one of the major requirements for managers to be promoted to higher-level 

positions is their performance on international assignments (Carpenter, Sanders, & 

Gregersen, 2001).  

        A corporation’s investment in an international assignment can be costly, 

particularly when it turns out to be a failure (Kraimer, Wayne, & Jaworski, 2001). The 

estimation is that about 16% to 40% of expatriate managers return early from their 

oversea assignment (Black & Mendenhall, 1990). The corporate cost associated with 

the early return of a typical expatriate is estimated to be between $250,000 to $1.25 

million (Mervosh & McClenahen, 1997). In addition, there is a tremendous personal 

impact on expatriates with unsuccessful experiences including loss of self-esteem and 

reduction of motivation (Taeuchi et al, 2005).  

Theoretical Model for Adjustment 

        Many theoretical models of adjustment have been proposed to understand people’s 

adjustment in the United States. Among those, the Theory of Work Adjustment (TWA) 

proposed by Dawis and Lofquist (1984) has been one of the most influential models. 

Dawis and Lofquist (1984) proposed that there is a correspondence between individual 

and job factors that leads to outcomes of satisfaction, satisfactoriness and tenure. 

Specifically, they proposed that the correspondence among abilities, skills and job 

requirements leads to satisfactoriness, which is defined as the employer’s satisfaction 

with how well an employee completes the job. Moreover, the correspondence among 
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the employee’s needs, values and the reinforcer patterns of the job leads to satisfaction, 

which is defined as how satisfied the employee is with her or his job. Both satisfaction 

and satisfactoriness ultimately predict tenure, which is defined by the length of time 

employee stays on the job.  

        Dawis and Lofquist (1984) also stressed that employees and environments are 

flexible and each works to accommodate the other to improve the fit between person 

and environment. Tenure increases as the fit between person and environment 

improves. Over the years, the TWA theoretical model has been tested empirically 

(Breeden, 1993; Bizot & Goldman, 1993) and the accumulated evidence suggests that 

TWA is a useful conceptual framework for understanding the important components of 

the process of adjustment to work within United States.  

        If the process of cross-cultural adjustment is a process of increasing the fit between 

personal characteristics and environmental factors, it would be useful to investigate the 

fit between specific sets of abilities and skills with job requirements to assess the level 

of satisfaction. Similarly, it would be useful to investigate the fit between personal 

needs and values with reinforcement patterns to assess the level of satisfactoriness. Due 

to the pressures of selection, placement and training, research efforts in the area of 

business, communication and industrial-organizational psychology have been devoted 

to understanding the components of successful or satisfied job performance and 

personal adjustment and the predictors that contribute to those successes.  
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Theoretical Models on Cross-Cultural Adjustment 

        Two of the most widely cited theoretical models for understanding the process of 

cross-cultural adjustment are found in Black and Mendenhall’s (1990) and Ward’s 

(1996) work. Black, Mendenhall, and Oddou (1991) proposed one of the most 

influential and often-cited theoretical frameworks of cross-cultural adjustment in the 

organizational and managerial literature (Bhaskar-Shrinivas, Harrison, Shaffer, & Luk, 

2005). They reviewed theoretical and empirical work on the process of adjustment for 

American expatriates on overseas assignments and defined cross-cultural adjustment as 

the expatriate’s degree of perceived psychological comfort with various aspects of the 

host culture. They also proposed that there are at least three different aspects of the 

construct of cross-cultural adjustment: adjustment to work, adjustment to interacting 

with host nationals, and adjustment to the general environment.  

        Adjustment to work involves adaptation to the new work role, new working 

environment and new tasks. Adjustment to interacting with host nationals, also called 

interaction adjustment, involves interactions with host nationals both in work and 

nonwork situations. Black, Morrison, and Gregersen (1999) noted that this is considered 

to be the most difficult aspect of adjustment to achieve. They argued that different 

cultures may have different cognitive frameworks and interaction patterns, which may 

give rise to conflicts during interactions. Adjustment to the general environment 

includes but is not limited to adjustment to food, housing and health care. They 

proposed that because the concept of cross-cultural adjustment is a multi-facet 

construct, different antecedents may be associated with each aspect of cross-cultural 
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adjustment. For example, on the job factors or organizational culture may be more 

strongly related to adjustment to work, while nonwork factors such as family and 

spousal adjustment may be more strongly related to adjustment to the general 

environment. In addition, general adjustment and interaction adjustment might have a 

stronger influence on outcome variables related to work, such as turnover or 

commitment, than outcomes related to adjustment within the United States.  

        Another major conceptual framework proposed to understand cross-cultural 

adjustment, particularly in the intercultural relationship or communication literature, is 

the separation of psychological and social-cultural domains (Anderson, 1994; Ward, 

1996; Ward & Kennedy, 1999; Ward, Bochner, & Furnham, 2001). According to this 

conceptualization, psychological adjustment refers to the emotional or affective 

component of adjustment that leads to psychological well-being or satisfaction in the 

new environment. Psychological adjustment is usually operationalized in terms of mood 

states such as depression (Ward, 1996). Social-cultural adjustment is more concerned 

with the cognitive and behavioral components of adjustment. Specifically, it refers to 

the ability to acquire culturally appropriate skills and behaviors and to interact 

effectively with the host environment. Social-cultural adjustment is often assessed 

through social difficulties (Ward & Kennedy, 1999).   

        Similar to the framework proposed by Black et al. (1991), Ward and Kennedy 

(1999) proposed that because of the multifaceted nature of the adjustment construct, 

different predictor variables would be associated with different aspects of adjustment. 

For example, they proposed that personality, social support and individual coping styles 
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would be more closely related to psychological adjustment, while cultural learning and 

social skills would be more closely related to social-cultural adjustment. They also 

noted that psychological adjustment has stronger correlation with identification with 

home culture, while social-cultural adjustment has stronger correlation with 

identification with the host culture (Ward & Kennedy, 1994). Similarly, Berry (1997) 

noted that psychological and social-cultural adjustment may follow different timelines. 

Psychological adjustment is more variable over time, but socio-cultural adjustment 

improves linearly over time.  

Importance of Interpersonal Relationship on Cross-Cultural Adjustment 

         Both Black et al. (1991) and Ward (1996) suggested that in addition to one’s self 

adjustment, there is an important aspect of interaction in the process of cross-cultural 

adjustment, particularly with the host culture and nationals. Black et al. (1991) labeled 

this aspect “adjustment to interacting with host nationals,” while Ward (1996) called 

this “social-cultural adjustment.” Regardless of the labeling differences, both models 

acknowledge that there is a cultural learning process involved in successful adjustment. 

In fact, Black further illustrated this social-cultural learning component by adopting the 

social learning theory (SLT) (Bandura, 1977) to understand the U-Curve Theory of 

Adjustment (Black & Mendenhall, 1991).  

        The “U-Curve Theory” of adjustment (UCT) divides the process into four stages: 

“honeymoon stage,” “disillusionment” or “cultural shock stage,” “adjustment stage” 

and “mastery stage.” Based on social learning theory (SLT) originated in the work of 

Albert Bandura (1977), Black and Mendenhall (1991) argued that the initial honeymoon 
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phase of adjustment happens because it is easy for individuals to initially recognize the 

striking differences between host culture and home culture, while ignoring or failing to 

recognize a large amount of negative feedback cues. Cultural shock happens when 

individuals start to get more of negative feedback about their inappropriate behaviors 

before they have had time to acquire a new set of appropriate behaviors. Therefore, 

individuals may experience frustration, anger, anxiety or depression.  

        The more dissimilar the host culture is from home culture, the more severe the 

level of cultural shock. However, when individuals start to observe the model behaviors 

of host nationals and modify their behaviors accordingly, they will gradually enter the 

stage of adjustment. The time and the amount of exposure to new situations together 

with availability of models in the host culture influence the speed and accuracy of 

learning. The greater the differences between the host culture and home culture, the 

longer and more difficult it is for individuals to learn appropriate new behaviors. On the 

other hand, the more attention paid to host country models, the quicker individuals 

adjust. Bhaskar-Shrinivas et al. (2005) tested the U-Curve trajectory of adjustment and 

found that the adjustment pattern generally follows the predicted U-shape.  

        According to Black and Mendehall (1991), social learning can only happen when 

role models and mentors from host nations are available to give feedback that allows 

expatriates to adjust their behaviors. In fact, the recent literature on coping strategies 

during the process of expatriates’ cross-cultural adjustment pointed out that problem-

focused coping strategies, such as learning about the host country and use of host 

nationals as role models, are generally more effective for work adjustment than 
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emotion-focused coping strategies, such as forcing her/himself to calm down under 

stress or trying to comfort a local subordinate (Feldman & Thomas, 1992; Tung, 1998; 

Stahl & Caligiuri, 2005). Problem-focused coping seems to have a bigger effect for 

expatriates assigned to a more culturally distant country and for lower/middle level 

management personnel than for senior management (Stahl & Caligiuri, 2005). 

        Empirical evidence on skills and abilities that are required to facilitate the process 

of successful adjustment also has confirmed the importance of interpersonal 

effectiveness (Church, 1982; Mendenhal & Oddou, 1985; Brein & David, 1971; 

Stening, 1979). Mendenhal and Oddou (1985) proposed three dimensions of adjustment 

skills. The first is called the “self-oriented” dimension, which refers to the skills and 

ability to strengthen self-confidence, self-esteem and mental hygiene. An example 

would be finding substitute reinforcing activities in the host culture according to 

individual interests and needs. The second dimension is the “others-oriented” dimension 

that refers to the abilities and skills that enable the expatriates to establish relationships 

and interact effectively with host nationals. The last dimension is called the 

“perception” dimension, which refers to the cognitive ability to accurately perceive and 

interpret the reasons and motivations underlying host nationals’ behaviors and actions.  

        Bhaskar-Shrinivas, Harrison, Shaffer, & Luk (2005) conducted a meta-analysis of 

66 empirical studies involving over 8400 expatriates to test the overall fit between the 

Black et al. (1991) model and the growing empirical evidence on expatriate adjustment. 

They found that host country language ability is useful, but not significantly linked to 

work adjustment. The authors argued that language ability is a lot more important for 
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nonnative English speakers relocated to an English speaking country compared with 

English speakers relocated to a non-English speaking country, which is consistent with 

previous research findings (McCroskey, Fayer, & Richmond, 1985; Swagler & Ellis, 

2003). In other words, countries where English is not the native language, seem to be 

more accommodating to English speakers than are English-speaking countries for non-

English speakers. They also found that prior overseas assignments had only a minimal 

direct effect on present adjustment. The authors called for a more complex model to 

exam the effects of prior experience on present adjustment.  

As far as in-country variables, relational skills explained the level of adjustment 

30% more than the effects of self-efficacy. That is consistent with previous findings 

(Arthur & Bennett, 1995) that the nature of the assignment or the type of organization 

might create more or less emphasis on relational skills. For example, managerial jobs 

might require higher levels of relational skills versus technical jobs. Job factors such as 

role clarity also are correlated to work adjustment as expected. Regarding nonwork 

variables, less cultural novelty and higher spouse adjustment predict expatriate 

adjustment. With regard to job satisfaction and intentions to quit, poor adjustment 

seems to be a big factor. In particular, general cultural adjustment, which is a nonwork 

related domain, is perhaps the strongest determinant of withdrawal decisions. Bhaskar-

Shrinivas et al. (2005) noted that adjustment explained about 10%-15% of the variance 

in job performance. They proposed that future investigations should focus on individual 

differences factors such as personality, the social ties and informal structures that 

expatriates establish with host nationals.  
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        Similarly, the empirical evidence on Ward’s (1996) model also supports the 

distinction between different mechanisms and antecedents for self and others 

dimensions of adjustment. For example, personal flexibility, internal locus of control 

and approach-oriented coping styles have been shown to be related to higher level of 

psychological well-being (Searle & Ward, 1990; Ward & Kennedy, 1992). On the other 

hand, cultural knowledge, amount of interaction and identification with host nationals, 

cultural distance and language fluency are more correlated with socio-cultural 

adjustment (Searle & Ward, 1990; Ward & Kennedy, 1993).  

Interpersonal Aspects of Job Performance within the United States 

        With regard to conceptualizing job performance within the United States, the 

interpersonal aspect of job performance has received more and more attention over the 

past decades. Historically, job performance has been conceptualized narrowly as task 

performance. Recently, the definition of job performance has been broadened to include 

contextual performance, which is defined by Borman and Motowidlo (1993) as 

“behaviors (that) do not support the technical core itself so much as they support the 

broader organizational, social and psychological environment in which the technical 

core must function”. They further identify five categories of such contextual behaviors: 

(a) volunteering for activities beyond formal job expectations; (b) demonstrating 

persistence and enthusiasm as needed to complete important tasks; (c) helping and 

cooperating with others; (d) following rules and organizational procedures even if it is 

personally inconvenient; and (e) supporting and defending organizational objectives. 

Empirical evidence suggests that the distinction between task and contextual 
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performance can be reasonably made within the domain of job performance 

(Motowildlo & Van Scotter, 1994; Podsakoff, Mackenzie, & Hui, 1993; Van Scotter & 

Motowidlo, 1996).  

        Similar concepts that highlight behaviors of cooperating and assisting others in the 

organizations include organizational citizenship (Organ, 1988) and prosocial 

organizational behavior (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986). Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996) 

described the two facets of contextual performance as interpersonal facilitation and job 

dedication. According to them, the interpersonal aspects of contextual performance, 

such as maintaining good working relationship with coworkers and being cooperative, 

are different from volitional or motivational elements, such as being persistent and 

volunteering for additional tasks. They hypothesize that traits and other individual 

difference measures are better predictors of interpersonal facilitations, but motivational 

and volitional traits such as conscientiousness serve as better predictors for job 

dedication. Based on the definition of contextual performance, one might argue that in 

addition to expatriates’ interpersonal adjustment outside work, their work adjustment 

could also be largely dependent on their skills to facilitate effective interpersonal 

interactions with host nationals, particularly in managerial jobs.   

        In fact, research in the United States has shown that different cultures have 

different relational styles at work (Sanchez-Burks, 2002). Sanchez-Burks, Nisbett, and 

Ybarra (2000) proposed a distinction between people whose attention and action are 

guided by task-orientation at work and people whose attention and action are guided by 

a socio-emotional, relational orientation. They suggested that people who are task-
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oriented tend to focus on the content of the work or task-related goals. On the other 

hand, people who are socio-emotionally, relationally oriented tend to pay more attention 

to facilitating and maintaining harmonious interpersonal relationships at work. The 

literature in the United States often pictures an either-or scenario, where people are 

either task-oriented or relational oriented, but rarely both (Sanchez-Burks et al., 2000). 

However, other cultures may not adopt the same point of view. For example, research 

has shown that Latino cultures have an emphasis on expressive displays of hospitality 

and personal charm even at work. Anglo-Americans seem to prefer task-oriented work 

groups, while Latinos seem to prefer relationally oriented work groups (Sanchez-Burks 

et al., 2000).  

        To explain why Americans in general, particularly those of Northern European 

origins, hold a particular work ethic of restricted interpersonal sensitivity, Sanchez-

Burks (2002) proposed the theory of “Protestant Relational Ideology” (PRI). To be 

more specific, Americans of Northern European descent may be more focused on the 

task-related information conveyed through words at work than on facilitating socio-

emotional relationships with others. The author argued that during the initial Protestant 

reformation, Martin Luther introduced the notion that “one’s calling in life was hard 

work in fulfilling earthly duties.” John Calvin later elaborated on the nature of a 

“calling”: “while fulfilling one’s earthly duty, it was imperative to limit one’s attention 

to relational concerns” (Sanchez-Burks, 2002).  

        Sanchez-Burk (2002) tested the PRI with a series of experiments through which 

the work and non-work settings were manipulated by asking the participants to dress up 
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in business suits or dress up in Hawaiian shirts. Socio-emotional, relational orientation 

was measured by attention to affect in a spoken language and unconscious mimicry 

paradigm (i.e., if the participant unconsciously mimicked the body language of the 

confederate). Results showed that male Protestants mimicked more in non-work 

situations than in work situations. However, the non-Protestant males did not show any 

difference in terms of mimicking behaviors between work or non-work situations. 

Women in general showed greater mimicry than did men. Similarly, Sanchez-Burks, 

Lee, Choi, Nisbett, Zhao, & Koo (2003) used PRI to compare people from the East 

(China and Korea) and West. The outcome measures were interpretations of indirect 

messages and self-reported indirectness. The authors found that Americans but not East 

Asians were less attentive to indirect cues in work settings than non-work settings. 

However, the author found that the East-West differences in indirectness were not 

apparent in non-work settings.  

        Following these experiments, Sanchez-Burks, Lee, Nisbett, & Ybarra (2004) 

developed cultural training based on PRI, which was shown to promote more successful 

completion of projects and affective adjustment during short project trips to China and 

Chile than other cross-cultural training methods.  

        To sum, the literature on job performance within the United States also emphasizes 

the importance of interpersonal aspects or contextual performance in addition to task 

performance. Furthermore, empirical evidence on “Protestant Relational Ideology” 

(PRI) provides a preliminary explanation on the historical tradition that places relatively 

less emphasis on the relational aspects of work, which could potentially make it more 
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difficult for expatriates who relocated to other cultures where there is more emphasis on 

the relational aspects of work.  

Levels of Cultural Differences 

        “Cultural distance” proposed by Hofstede (1980), “cultural novelty” proposed by 

Black et al. (1991), “cultural toughness” proposed by Mendenhall and Oddou (1985), or 

“cultural barriers” proposed by Torbiorn (1982), all refer to various degrees of cultural 

differences between the home country and host countries. While there may be a similar 

underlying process and similar individual difference variables that influence the cross-

cultural adjustment, researchers mostly agree that the level of difficulty for expatriates 

to adjust varies depending on the cultural similarity and differences between home 

country and host country (Black et al., 1991; Mendenhall & Oddou, 1985; Torbiorn, 

1982; Van Vianen, De Pater, Kristof-Brown, & Johnson, 2004). The general consensus 

in the field is that the bigger the gap between the host culture and home culture, the 

more difficult it is for expatriates to adjust cross-culturally.  

        Van Vianen et al. (2004) have expanded the conceptual and empirical work on 

cultural differences. They proposed that characteristics of host cultures can be classified 

into surface-level and deep-level differences. Surface-level differences include 

variations in food, climate or living condition, which are more correlated with aspects 

of general adjustment. Deep-level differences include less observable constructs such as 

beliefs and values, which are more correlated with interpersonal and work adjustment. 

They also suggested that deep-level differences only can be understood through 
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interactions with the host nationals, which also supports the importance of effective 

interpersonal relationship skills for expatriates.  

        Stahl and Caligiuri (2005) demonstrated that problem-focused coping strategies, 

which are coping strategies directly aimed at the sources of stress, can be more 

beneficial to expatriates assigned to host countries with larger cultural differences. 

Examples of problem-focused coping strategies include many aspects of behavioral 

learning from and modeling after host nationals, which is also largely dependent on the 

ability of the expatriate to establish effective interpersonal relationships. In other words, 

when there is a bigger gap between host culture and home culture, it is even more 

crucial for expatriates to establish effective interpersonal relationships so that they can 

cope and adjust more successfully during overseas assignments.   

Eastern and Western Cultures 

        According to Spencer-Rodgers and Peng (2001), culture is defined as “a set of 

knowledge structures or implicit beliefs that influence and guide people’s basic 

perceptions of and inferences about the world.” Social psychology and cross-cultural 

psychology have a long tradition exploring the striking differences between Eastern and 

Western cultures, which can be traced back to ancient China and ancient Greece 

(Nisbett, 2003; Nisbett, et al., 2001). Nisbett (2003) outlined that ancient Greek culture 

gave birth to the modern European-American civilization and instilled its historical 

emphasis on the power of personal agency. The great developments in science and 

philosophy, in fields such as physics, geometry, formal logic, history, are closely related 

to the traditions of curiosity and debate, and the firm belief that the world can be 
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known, explored and explained by a set of underlying categories, rules, laws and 

principles. The tradition of logic was so strong that for a long time, the concept of zero 

was rejected on the basis that nothing is logically self-contradictory.  

         On the other hand, Nisbett (2003) suggested that the ancient Chinese culture, 

which gave birth to modern East Asian civilization and, to some extent, Southeast Asian 

civilization, has an historical emphasis on the importance of interpersonal harmony and 

connection, giving rise to a sense of collective agency. Avoidance of conflict is greatly 

valued and public debate is discouraged. Even during the period of 600-200 B.C., when 

“hundreds of schools” of philosophy coexisted, controversial languages were avoided. 

Instead, the Chinese saying of “百花齐放, 百家争鸣” simply means that “hundreds of 

flowers bloom together, hundreds of birds sing together.” Even more recently, the 

Chinese Cultural Revolution during the 1960s was triggered by the misinterpretation of 

the philosophy of “hundreds of schools.” Although “hundreds of schools” recognizes 

the coexistence of different schools of philosophical thoughts, avoiding criticisms and 

debate at any cost was expected still. Today, as Western nations criticize Chinese 

society for granting limited freedom of speech, one might wonder about the influence of 

historical and cultural background on the competing perspectives.  

        In addition, instead of being interested in “knowledge for knowledge’s own sake,” 

ancient Chinese were geniuses in practical ventures. That “thought that gave no 

guidance to action was considered to be useless” (Nisbett, 2003) may explain incredible 

Chinese technical advantages and inventions such as magnetic compass, paper, 

gunpowder, printing and irrigation systems.  
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         Modern China has gone through tremendous changes economically, which has 

attracted a large number of travelers, students, employees for organizations from all 

over the world. Starting in 1978, China launched economic reforms that transformed the 

country from a planned economy model to an increasingly competitive, market-oriented 

economy (Pittinsky & Zhu, 2005). According to Wikipedia on-line (2008), it is 

estimated that measured by Purchasing Power Parity, the Chinese economy becomes the 

2nd-largest economy in the world with a GDP of over $7.1 trillion in 2007. China also is 

considered to have the world’s fastest growing major economy with an average of 10% 

per year during the period of 1990-2004. In 2005, China’s GDP grew 10.4%.   

        Due to economic reform and entry into the World Trade Organization in 2001, 

China attracts a huge amount of foreign investment and is becoming one of the most 

important players in world market. In 2005, the foreign exchange reserves in China 

exceeded US $800 billion. China became the world’s largest holder of foreign reserves 

with more than US $1.76 trillion in 2006. Over the next decade, almost any mid to large 

size business organization in the world will have to interact and cooperate with the 

Chinese as suppliers, partners, employees and customers (Lynton & Thogersen, 2006). 

China has become a cross-cultural laboratory where the East and the West meet, coexist 

and learn about each other. Just as today’s young Chinese are full of curiosity and 

interest about learning how a Westerner thinks and behaves, Westerners are becoming 

increasingly interested and curious about how the Chinese people think and behave. The 

East and the West have a long tradition of interest and curiosity about each other; global 

economic development has intensified these interests and curiosity.  
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Cognitive Styles and Interpersonal Orientations as Potential Predictors 

        Cross-cultural psychologists have long pursued aspects of cultural differences 

between the East and the West. During the past few decades, cross-cultural social 

psychologists used experimental designs to demonstrate dramatic and profound 

differences in concepts of self, attention and perception, and cognition between 

Westerners and East Asians (Nisbett, 2003; Nisbett, Peng, Choi, & Norenzayan, 2001). 

Naïve dialecticism and independent vs. interdependent sense of self have been the two 

constructs that received a lot of attention from empirical research.   

Naïve Dialecticism 

        “Naïve dialecticism” is a cognitive way of understanding the world that is adopted 

in the majority of Confucian-based East Asian countries such as China, Korea and 

Japan. Among its central emphases are change, contradiction and holism (Peng & 

Nisbett, 1999; Peng & Nisbett, 2000). One basic idea is that all things happening in the 

world consist of changing and evolving contradictory elements (“ying” and “yang”) that 

are codependent upon each other. The ancient book Tao Te Jing (Lao Tsu, 2000 

version; quoted in Ji, Nisbett, & Su, 2001) discusses the endless of cycle of Tao: “To 

shrink something, you need to expand it first; to weaken something, you need to 

strengthen it first; to abolish something, you need to flourish it first; to take something, 

you need to give it first (chap. 36)” 

        According to Peng and Nisbett (1999), naïve dialecticism has three principles. The 

principle of change (变异律) refers to the idea that nothing stays constant. Dynamic 

change is the unavoidable nature of reality. The principle of contradiction (矛盾律) 
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refers to the idea that reality consists of opposite components, such as happiness and 

sadness, young and old, active and passive, masculine and feminine. These elements 

coexist within the same reality and are constantly changing, evolving into the opposite 

form and depending on each other for existence. The Book of Change (I Ching; Wei, 

1939) proposes that: “For misery, happiness is leaning against it; for happiness, misery 

is hiding in it…the righteous suddenly becomes the vicious, the good suddenly becomes 

the bad” (reference based on Ji, Nisbett, & Su; 2001). Therefore, there is no absolute 

truth and everything exists in relations.  

        To a certain degree, the lack of notion of contradiction allows the Chinese to 

explain, embrace or even accept obviously inconsistent or contradictory facts (Nisbett et 

al., 2001). The principle of holism (整合律) is the integration of the principle of change 

and the principle of contradiction. Because the nature of reality is constantly changing 

and evolving and because opposite elements coexist within a single reality, it is crucial 

to adopt a holistic point of view to interpret things happening in the world. In addition, 

nothing exists in isolation and can only be interpreted under its background context. 

Therefore, the only way to avoid a biased or extreme opinion is to perceive realities in a 

holistic way and take into consideration situational factors.  

        On the other hand, Euro-Americans tend to focus on logic and constancy in the 

world. They tend to place an emphasis on abstract truth and rules and to seek cognitive, 

affective and behavioral consistencies (Festinger, 1957). Moreover, Euro-Americans 

tend to have a more distinct division between constructs such as right or wrong, good or 

bad, cause and effect (Peng & Nisbett, 1999). In other words, instead of searching for 
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“what is right,” Chinese are more interested in “what is more appropriate.” The middle-

way (中庸之道) is highly valued in cognitive perception and handling interpersonal 

conflicts (Nisbett, 2003).  

        The principle of holism is similar to the distinction Nisbett et al. (2001) made 

between holistic and analytic thought. Holistic thought was defined as “an orientation to 

the context or field as a whole, including attention to relationships between a focal 

object and the field, and a preference for explaining and predicting events on the basis 

of such relationships.” Analytic thought was defined as “involving detachment of the 

object from its context, a tendency to focus on attributes of the object to assign it to 

categories, and a preference for using rules about the categories to explain and predict 

the object’s behavior” (Nisbett, et al., 2001). Nisbett et al. (2001) illustrated the 

differences by comparing western medicine, which excels at surgical procedures, with 

Chinese medicine that adopts a holistic perspective that focuses on balance and inner 

harmony. Intuitive, experienced-based or holistic thought has been hypothesized to be 

more prevalent in East Asian societies. Formal, rule-based or analytic thought more 

prevalent in Western societies (Norenzayan, Smith, Kim, & Nisbett, 2002).   

        Preliminary empirical research results (Spencer-Rodgers, Peng, Wang, & Hou, 

2004) demonstrated that in general, the construct of dialecticism, as measured by the 

Dialectical Self Scale (Spencer-Rodgers, Srivastava, & Peng, 2001) has little or no 

correlation with the construct of interdependence as measured by the interdependent 

subscale of the Self-Construal Scale (Singelis, 1994). In other words, cultures that adopt 
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interdependent self-concepts do not necessarily adopt naïve dialecticism at the same 

time. 

    Principle of Change 

        The principle of change has been tested empirically (Ji, Nisbett, & Su, 2001). In a 

series of studies, the authors demonstrated that Chinese students are generally more 

likely to think that things are going to change in the future. When it comes to trends of 

change, Americans made more predictions consistent with the previous trends, while 

Chinese made predictions that are the reverse of previous trends of change. This is 

particularly true when the trend is accelerating positively. In addition, Chinese were a 

lot more confident about their prediction of change compared with Americans. When it 

comes to prediction and expectation of life happiness, Americans were more likely to be 

optimistic about the future in the sense that life is getting better or happier. Chinese, on 

the other hand, believe that life will follow a pattern of ups and downs and that 

happiness and unhappiness are likely to transform into each other. In addition, Chinese 

students believe that something good comes from something bad and people can be 

more mature and wise when they understand the likelihood of change and have an open-

minded view of people and event.  

        Ji, Nisbett, and Su (2001) argued that the Chinese attitude of change also applies to 

understanding of dispositions and experience of emotions. More specifically, Chinese 

do not believe that an honest person will always be honest. They might be less 

distressed by negative consequences and less uplifted by positive consequences.  
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        The consistency of individual differences is usually explained by the theory of lay 

dispositionism (Kunda & Nisbett, 1986; Norenzayan, Choi, & Nisbett, 2002), which 

proposes that individual behaviors are driven by stable, underlying personality traits. 

However, researchers question the universality of this assumption (Choi, Nisbett, & 

Norenzayan, 1999). They argue that compared with Westerners, East Asians are more 

sensitive to situational factors, and they believe that personality is more malleable and 

more fluid given various situational factors. In other words, people’s behaviors can be 

easily influenced by the situation. Choi, Nisbett, and Norenzayan (1999) labeled this 

way of thinking “situationism.”  

        According to several empirical studies, East Asians use a greater proportion of 

temporary or situational behaviors and characteristics to describe themselves than Euro-

Americans, who are more likely to use stable personality traits to describe themselves 

(Rhee, Uleman, Lee, & Roman, 1995; Kanagawa, Cross, & Markus, 2001). For 

example, East Asians tend to use more specific, behavioral and situational words such 

as “I am learning to ski” instead of “I am a skier” (Spencer-Rodgers et al., 2004). 

Kashima, Kashima, Kim, & Gelfand (2006) showed that compared with Koreans, 

Australians tended to use objectified and decontexualized words to describe the self or 

others at the individual, interpersonal or group level. On the other hand, Koreans tended 

to use process-centered descriptions. They also found a consistent gender effect: men 

are in general more decontexualized than women in both cultures. Choi and Choi (2002) 

found that East Asians’ perception of self-concept is less stable and much more easily 

influenced by the direction of questions than Euro-Americans. For example, Koreans 
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endorsed inconsistent answers towards the same question phrased in different ways: 

“How extraverted are you?” versus “How introverted are you?” They also found that 

Japanese are less certain about their self-judgments than Americans. They tend to rate 

contradictory descriptions as equally plausible. In general, studies have found that East 

Asians have less clarity and confidence about their self-concept and they tend to 

endorse a more complex view of self-concept (Heine & Lehman, 1999).  

        Norenzayan, Choi, and Nisbett (2002) executed several studies that test how much 

situational factors influence individuals’ prediction of future behaviors. They found that 

when situational information is not available or not salient, Koreans were equally likely 

as Americans to use personal dispositions as predictors for future behaviors. However, 

when there is available, salient situational information, Koreans were more likely than 

Americans to apply situational factors in predicting social behaviors. The authors 

suggested that East Asians and Westerners differ on how much they rely on 

situationism, but not on dispositionism: East Asians are more sensitive towards 

situational factors and they believe more in the malleability of dispositions than do 

Westerners. 

        Situationism also can be applied to different ways of understanding causal 

relationships. East Asians will be more likely to find causal explanations in the 

situational or contextual factors, while Euro-Americans might be more likely to find 

causal explanations in the individual characteristics and qualities of the focal object 

(Nisbett et al., 2001). In other words, the fundamental attribution error (Miller, 1984) 

might be more commonly seen among Euro-Americans than East Asians. On the other 
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hand, East Asians may be more likely to suffer from hindsight bias (Fischhoff, 1975), 

because it is easier for them to accept unexpected explanations based on their view that 

the world is complex and everything is interrelated in subtle ways. This error of 

hindsight bias may prevent Eat Asians from having curiosity and search for alternative 

or superior explanations (Nisbett et al., 2001).    

        Empirical evidence has demonstrated the higher prevalence of fundamental 

attribution errors for European Americans and higher prevalence of hindsight bias for 

East Asians. Morris and Peng (1994) demonstrated that when it comes to causal 

explanations in murder cases, American news media tend to focus more on individual 

attributes and dispositions, while Chinese news media tend to focus more on situational 

and social factors. They also demonstrated that when participants were shown a cartoon 

fish moving in relation to another fish in various ways, Chinese participants were more 

likely to consider the situational factors that drive the fish’s movement and Euro-

Americans were more likely to make predictions based on the fish’s own intentions and 

will. Choi and Nisbett (1998) also demonstrated that East Asians are more likely to take 

situational factors into consideration when analyzing others’ motivations and behaviors. 

They did an experimental study in which the participants were asked to make inferences 

about the target’s attitude after reading the essay. Prior to that, the group under the “no 

choice” condition also was asked to write an essay taking a position that was arbitrarily 

assigned. As a result, Korean participants made much less extreme inferences about the 

target’s attitude after writing essays themselves under the “no choice” condition. On the 

other hand, Euro-Americans made just as strong inferences despite being assigned to 
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the “no choice” condition. In other words, Korean participants under the “no choice” 

condition took into consideration the situational factors when making inferences about 

others’ behaviors.  

        On the other hand, hindsight bias also has been demonstrated through many 

experiments. In another experiment, Choi and Nisbett (1998) tested participants’ level 

of surprise when presented with a scenario contradictory to what they expected. They 

presented both Koreans and Euro-Americans with scenarios where a person asked help 

from the target character who happened to be a kind and religious person. In one of the 

conditions, participants were told that the target character did not help the person and 

were asked to predict the probability of the target helping, had they not known the 

answer, and how surprised they felt about the actual scenario. Koreans reported little 

surprise and they predicted that the probability of helping would be about 50%. On the 

contrary, Euro-Americans reported great surprise and predicted that the probability of 

helping would be around 80%. In another condition where the participant were not told 

about the ending or told the target character actually helped the person, there were no 

difference between Euro-Americans and Koreans.  

Similarly, Choi, and Nisbett (2000) demonstrated that Koreans were much less 

surprised when one research statement contradicted the one presented before (e.g., 

“More-optimistic people have better mental health” followed by “More-realistic people 

have better mental health”). The authors argued that the lack of surprise experienced by 

many East Asian people might be related to the historical tradition of lack of curiosity 

and their adoption of naïve dialectic thinking. Similarly, the belief in personal agency 
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might provide Euro-Americans with a stronger sense of control under situations. On the 

other hand, East Asians may suffer from the illusion of control (Langer, 1975), which 

means that individual members may believe that they have a greater chance to be 

successful when self is involved with others on the task even though in reality, the 

involvement has no logical contribution to the outcome. 

    Principle of Contradiction 

        The principle of contradiction also has received empirical support. Peng and 

Nisbett (1999) demonstrated that Chinese books have about 12% dialectical proverbs 

compared with less than 3% in American books. They also found that when presented 

with disconfirming statements contradictory to the original propositions, Chinese tended 

to find merits in both arguments and therefore modified their propositions and had less 

confidence in their propositions, but Euro-Americans tended to make polarized choices 

between two statements and had more confidence in their propositions after hearing the 

opposite argument.  

        When confronted with disconfirming statements, East Asians prefer to adopt a 

“Middle way” thinking style, which is the preferred mental solution based on the 

principle of contradiction. Briley, Morris, and Simonson (2000) have demonstrated the 

implications of “Middle way” thinking, which is the preferred mental resolution based 

on the principle of contradiction, on consumer behaviors. In their research, three 

products were presented with different qualities on two dimensions (product 1 has 

highest quality on dimension 1 and product 3 has highest quality on dimension 2, while 

product 2 is in between products 1 and 3 on both dimensions). When asked to make a 
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choice and to justify their choices, Chinese were more likely to choose the 

compromising product 2, and Americans were more likely to choose either product 1 or 

product 3 based on the more desirable superior quality.  

        When it comes to resolving conflict interpersonally, East Asians demonstrate a 

preference for compromise, mediation and bargaining compared with persuasion (Peng 

& Nisbett, 1999). More specifically, East Asians tend to be reluctant to take sides when 

it comes to interpersonal conflict. They tend to blame both parties for the dispute and 

look for a balanced approach to resolve conflict. On the other hand, Euro-Americans 

tend to relate to the party whose actions are consistent with their personal belief. When 

it comes to descriptions of personal characteristics, dialectic thinkers may be less 

responsive towards contradictions and make less effort to reconcile apparent 

contradictions. Peng and Nisbett (1999) illustrated that compared to Euro-Americans, 

Chinese tend to agree with opposite descriptions about self such as “I am very 

outgoing” and “I am very shy.” They tend to view personality traits as less stable and 

subject to fluctuation with situational factors (Spencer-Rodegers & Peng, 2001). They 

tend to favor a “middle way” to compromise when facing the contradiction. On the 

other hand, Euro-Americans tend to be more sensitive towards contradictions and to 

utilize more linear and logical analyses to resolve the conflict. When facing the opposite 

descriptions about self such as “I am very outgoing” and “I am very shy,” they tend to 

evaluate the merit of both statements and choose a more plausible description that fits 

with their perception of self. 
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    Principle of Holism 

        The principle of holism has received empirical attention, and cross-cultural 

differences have been demonstrated in areas of attention, perception and causal 

attribution. One of the biggest attention and perception differences between the East and 

the West is the attention to context versus attention to focal objects (Nisbett et al, 2001). 

In other words, East Asians tend to attend to the entire field and adopt a holistic view in 

perception, while Euro-Americans pay more attention to the focal object and its 

attributes. Witkin and Berry (1975) noticed similar differentiation and suggested the 

terms “field dependence” and “field independence” to distinguish the two types of 

perceptual styles. According to this principle of holism, East Asians are hypothesized to 

be more sensitive towards the perception of relationships or co-variations compared 

with Euro-Americans (Nisbett et al., 2001). 

        The differences in attention and perception have been demonstrated through 

several empirical studies. Masuda and Nisbett (2001) tested American and Japanese 

college students with perceptions of animated underwater scenes. They found that 

American college students tended to attend to the most salient object in the scene (e.g. 

“a trout swimming off to the left”). On the other hand, Japanese college students tended 

to start with the background description (e.g., “it looks like a stream; the water was 

green.”). Although there was little difference in terms of how much Japanese and 

American students described the focal object, Japanese students reported more than 

60% more details about the background scenery than American students. In addition, 

the accuracy of the Japanese students’ recall of the focal object in the picture was a lot 
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lower when the focal object was presented on a different background than the original 

one. However, the accuracy of recall for the Americans was the same despite the 

manipulation of backgrounds.  

        In another study of sensation and perception using change blindness, Masuda and 

Nisbett (2006) demonstrated a similar phenomenon. They found that Japanese more 

quickly detected changes in the background details than Americans. Americans detected 

more changes about the focal object compared to Japanese, but Japanese detected far 

more context changes compared with object changes.  

        Park, Nisbett, and Hedden (1999) tested the memory recollection of words 

presented either on a background of social stimuli (e.g. people at a market) or no 

stimuli. Chinese participants were able to more accurately recall the words if they were 

presented with the social background, while Euro-American participants showed no 

difference. The authors suggested that the social stimuli on the cards served as retrieval 

cues for Chinese participants. Ji, Peng, and Nisbett (2000) tested Euro-Americans and 

East Asians with the Rod-and-Frame test where a rod free of rotation appears in a 

frame. The participants were supposed to judge when the rod appeared to be vertical by 

ignoring the position of the frame. They found that East Asians made more errors than 

Euro-Americans due to their difficulty ignoring the frame’s position. They noticed that 

Euro-Americans made fewer mistakes and appeared to be more confident when they 

were given manual control of the test, while the granted control caused no differences in 

performance or confidence level of East Asians.  
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        Miyamoto, Nisbett, and Masuda (2006) proposed that the differences between 

Westerners’ context-independent thinking styles and East Asians’ context-dependent 

thinking styles are related to the complexity of the social environment. Regardless of 

size, they argued that Japanese city scenes are more ambiguous and contain more 

elements than American city scenes. Moreover, both American and Japanese 

participants attended to more contextual information after being primed with Japanese 

city scenes compared with being primed with American city scenes.  

Self-Construal (independent vs. interdependent) 

        Research has shown that the construct of self-construal has more emphasis on the 

social relational role among Easterners and more emphasis on personal attributes and 

characteristics (e.g., personality traits) for Westerners (Campbell, Trapnell, Heine, Katz, 

Lavallee, & Lehman, 1996; Cousins, 1989).  To illustrate this difference, Markus and 

Kitayama (1991) proposed the concept of independent and interdependent self. They 

proposed that interdependent self-construal is characterized by an emphasis on the 

relationship of self to others, and independent self-construal is characterized by 

attributes and traits that are more strictly bound within the individual. 

        Evidence has shown about the influence of one’s self-construal on perceived 

attractive interpersonal behaviors. Chen, Rubin, and Sun (1992) demonstrated that 

Canadian and Chinese children have different views about the types of personality traits 

that promote positive peer relationships. Shyness-sensitivity and inhibited behaviors 

were negatively correlated with peer acceptance in the Canadian sample, but were 

correlated with peer acceptance in the Chinese sample. Nisbett (2003) noted that child-
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rearing practice is quite different in America and Asia. While Western parents 

encourage children to make their own choices and be independent, Asian parents 

emphasize appropriate interpersonal behaviors and encourage concern for the feeling of 

others during social interactions. (p.60) Chiu (1972) wrote “Chinese are situation-

centered. They are obliged to be sensitive to their environment. Americans are 

individual-centered. They expect their environment to be sensitive to them.”  

To study communication styles, Nisbett (2003) used the term “transmitter 

orientation” to describe the American parents’ desire that the child be taught to assume 

responsibility for clearly articulating ideas and emotions so that others would not 

misunderstand. On the other hand, Asian parents teach their children a “receiver 

orientation”, which means that it is the child’s responsibility to perceive and understand 

accurately what has been said or communicated even in a subtle way. Nisbett and 

Miyamoto (2005) also pointed out that American mothers emphasize on labeling 

objects, while Japanese mothers emphasize on social routines. In a study by Chua, Leu, 

and Nisbett (2005), participants either were asked to read descriptions or watch video 

clips of social events of others or to recall daily life events. Americans had a stronger 

tendency to pay attention to the main characters and were more likely to attribute 

actions as due to intentions instead of circumstances. In addition, Americans tended to 

make more self-referential statements than did Chinese. On the other hand, Chinese 

made more comments about emotional states of characters than did Americans. 

        Since East Asians are more sensitive towards relationships and connections among 

people and objects compared to European Americans, they might be more likely to 
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adopt a relational schema to organize objects into categories. On the other hand, 

because of the focus on salient characteristics of objects independent of context, Euro-

Americans might be more likely to adopt abstract categories to organize objects into 

categories (Nisbett et al., 2001). Nisbett and Miyamoto (2005) replicated Chiu’s (1972) 

study on children. Both studies tested American and Chinese children with three 

pictures of objects such as food and people. The children were asked to pick the two 

pictures that had the closest relationship with each other. The author found that Chinese 

children tended to pick pictures that had relationships, but American children tended to 

pick pictures that belonged to an abstract category. For example, Chinese children 

tended to group “woman” together with “child” because it is a mother-child relationship 

while American children tended to group “woman” and “man” together because they 

are both grown-ups.  

Research has been done to examine the stability of using categories in inductive 

reasoning. Choi, Nisbett, and Smith (1997) examined how the temporary increase of 

category salience is going to affect individuals’ uses of category in induction. For 

example, when the participants are asked to choose between “tiger and cow” or to 

choose between “cat and cow” to best match the word “lion,” the “cat” and “cow” 

option is considered to have more category salience because there are more differences 

between “cat” and “cow” than “tiger” and “cow.” They found that Korean participants 

were a lot more sensitive to the temporary manipulations in increasing the salience of 

biological properties of social categories and behavioral properties of animal categories 

than American participants. They made more accurate inductive inferences using 
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categories. However, the trend was reversed when it came to behavioral properties of 

social categories. In other words, American participants were more accurate at inductive 

reasoning when the behavioral properties of social category salience were increased. 

Collectivism and Individualism 

        Another concept that is related to the interdependent-independent self-construal is 

the distinction between collectivist and individualistic societies. However, this 

distinction is more helpful in terms of understanding group dynamics than interpersonal 

relationship dynamics (Kashima & Hardie, 2000). Nevertheless, this concept 

complements the distinctions between interdependent and independent self-construal; 

therefore, it further supports the emphasis on interpersonal relationships in collectivist 

societies. The concept of collectivism applies to cultural systems that emphasize 

interpersonal relationship, adherence to group norms, and promotion of group harmony. 

(Triandis, 1995; Oyserman, Hui, & Triandis, 1986; Coon & Kemmelmeier, 2002).  

Parsons and Shills (1951) suggested individualism-collectivism as a way to 

distinguish between individuals who are oriented more towards self-fulfillment and 

achieving their own goals and individuals who are oriented toward the collective benefit 

and social welfare. People who score high towards Individualism would, a) consider 

individual interests more important than the interests of a group, b) look out for 

her/himself, and c) consider the attainment of personal goals of primary importance. On 

the other hand, a collectivist would greatly value membership in a group and would 

look out for the benefit of the group sometimes even at the cost of individual interests 
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(Earley, 1989; Wagner & Moch, 1986). Work by Hofstede (1980) and others suggest 

this dimension as a fundamental distinction between cultures. 

According to this idea, some cultures (such as the U.S.) place more emphasis on 

the individualistic ideology, while other cultures (such as China) place more emphasis 

on the collectivistic ideology. In that sense, a collectivistic society is characterized by 

citizens who value the concept of group and are more likely to seek to support and 

protect the welfare of the group versus an individualistic society, which is characterized 

by citizens who value the concept of self and are more likely to seek opportunities to 

fulfill one’s own goals and maximize one’s own potential.   

Personality as Potential Predictor 

        The Big-Five personality structure has been one of the most studied variables of 

individual differences to understand the process of cross-cultural adjustment and 

contextual performance. In addition, cross-cultural research on Chinese indigenous 

personality structure stimulates interesting questions, particularly regarding the 

relational aspect of personality.  

Personality as Potential Predictor for Cross-Cultural Adjustment 

        Personality variables have been an active area of research on the cross-cultural 

adjustment process. The literature within the United States on employee selection has 

linked personality to various aspects of job performance both theoretically and 

empirically (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hogan, Hogan, & Roberts, 1996; Ones & 

Viswesvaran, 1998, Hogan & Shelton, 1998). Numerous empirical studies have been 

devoted to exploring which personality factors contribute to successful cross-cultural 
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adjustment of expatriate managers. Ones and Viswevaran (1999) found similar to 

employees within the United States, conscientiousness was rated as the most important 

characteristics of expatriates for completion, adjustment, interpersonal relations and job 

performance. Emotional stability and agreeableness were also important for adjustment, 

interpersonal relations and job performance. Although openness to experience was 

perceived to be of little importance to adjustment and job performance, openness is 

considered to be important to the completion of assignment. However, the study was 

limited by the use of managers’ perceptions as the dependent variable rather than 

gathering criterion-related measures such as objective job performance.  

Numerous studies were done on the influence of the Big Five on various 

effectiveness dimensions for expatriates. However, the conclusions are mixed and 

contradictory. Shaffer, Harrison, Gregersen, Black, & Ferzandi, (2006) found that 

conscientiousness seems to be unimportant to various criterion measures of adjustment 

and performance. On the other hand, agreeableness and extraversion were associated 

with all criterion measures. The authors argued that this significant effect might be due 

to the stronger interpersonal focus for most managerial jobs compared with technical 

assignments. In contrast with the literature within the United States, openness to 

experience was an important predictor for performance and work adjustment. The 

authors raised questions about the capacity of conscientiousness to predict job-related 

behaviors of expatriates. They also examined how more specific and malleable 

competencies, such as cultural flexibility, task and people orientation, and 

ethnocentrism, also related to various degrees of cross-cultural adjustment. However, 
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the findings were not conclusive. The authors proposed that the distinctions between 

more stable personality traits and specific cross-cultural competencies were separate 

predictor variables. They also suggested that future research targets a more narrowly 

defined individual difference constructs and to take into consideration possible cultural 

effects for expatriates from different countries. The authors noted that there is a gap in 

terms of understanding the influence of cognitive ability, which is the single most 

effective predictor on job performance within the United States, on expatriates’ 

adjustment. The authors stated that there is not a compelling argument in terms of 

explaining how and why cognitive ability would be related to adjustment and 

withdrawal cognition of expatriates. They called for more comprehensive job analysis 

of expatriate managers to identify the skills and abilities needed.  

        Ward, Leong, and Low (2004) tested the effects of the Big Five personality traits 

on psychological and socio-cultural adjustment. They found that higher levels of 

extraversion and lower levels of neuroticism were related to higher levels of 

psychological and socio-cultural adjustment. Furthermore, they noticed that higher 

levels of agreeableness and conscientiousness also were predictive of psychological 

adjustment. However, they failed to find any correlation between openness to 

experience and adjustment. Because the studies were done with Chinese samples in 

Singapore, the authors called for further assessment of the Big Five on Chinese samples, 

based on Cheung, Leung, Zhang, Song, & Xie (2001) conclusion that openness may be 

a less relevant personality trait for the Chinese population. Swagler and Jome (2005) 

also looked at the effect of Big Five personality traits on the adjustment of North 
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American expatriates in Taiwan. They found that low neuroticism, high agreeableness 

and high conscientiousness were related to greater psychological adjustment, while high 

extraversion was related to social-cultural adjustment. They also noted that being more 

acculturated to the host culture predicted successful adjustment above and beyond the 

variance accounted for by personality variables. The authors also suggested the 

interesting hypothesis based that men have higher levels of social-cultural adjustment 

for North American expatriates. They proposed that it is possible that Western women 

may have a more difficult time with the traditional gender roles in Asian culture. 

However, they may have other ways to manage the difficulties because there is no 

reported difference in psychological adjustment between women and men.   

Personality as Potential Predictor for Contextual Performance 

        Due to the distinction between task and contextual performance in literature within 

the United States, much research has been done to search for different antecedents 

predominantly for selection purposes. For example, Motowidlo, Borman, and Schmit 

(1997) examined the role of individual differences in basic tendencies, characteristic 

adaptations and objective biographies. They developed a model to explain the casual 

relationship between basic tendencies (e.g., personality traits and dispositions) and 

objective biography (job performance).  According to this model, the causal relationship 

between basic tendencies and objective biography is mediated through characteristic 

adaptations (e.g., values, preferences, habits, acquired knowledge). The theory implies 

that cognitive ability is a better predictor of task performance, and personality variables 

such as extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness are better predictors of 
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contextual performance. Both conceptual and empirical evidence supporting the link 

between cognitive ability and task performance have been established for a relatively 

long period of time (Bobko, Roth, & Potosky, 1999; Huffcutt, Roth, & McDaniel, 

1996); however, research that aims to look at the relations between personality and 

contextual performance is emerging.  

        Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994) conducted an empirical study in which all the 

personality dimensions they measured (work orientation, dominance, dependability, 

adjustment, cooperativeness, and internal control) were significantly correlated with 

contextual performance, but only two of these dimensions (work orientation and 

dependability) correlated significantly with task performance. Further studies also show 

that not only are scores on personality measures significantly correlated with contextual 

performance, but also the correlations are more significant compared with task 

performance (Lyne, Sinclair, & Gerhold, 1997; McManus & Kelly, 1997).  

Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996) hypothesized that traits and other individual 

difference measures are better predictors of interpersonal facilitations, and motivational 

and volitional traits such as conscientiousness serve as better predictors for job 

dedication. Results show that conscientiousness is the only personality dimension that is 

significantly related to task performance. As far as the two hypothesized facets of 

contextual performance goes, agreeableness, extroversion, conscientiousness and 

positive affectivity are significantly positively related to interpersonal facilitation, and 

agreeableness, conscientiousness and positive affectivity are significantly positively 

related to job dedication. The researchers suggest revisiting the definition of task 
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performance and interpersonal facilitation to include possible motivational elements 

such as job dedication.  

These research results show that certain personality traits are related to 

contextual performance in a variety of occupational settings, but that the strength and 

pattern of the relationship varies in different study designs. Studies of organizational 

citizenship behavior (OCB) yield similar results. In a meta-analytic review, Organ and 

Ryan (1995) found that conscientiousness and agreeableness are the two strongest 

predictors of OCB. In summary, the contextual performance and OCB research suggests 

that there is a relationship between personality traits or dispositional factors and 

contextual performance.  

Chinese Personality Assessment Inventory: the Missing Link on Interpersonal 

Relationship 

        The Chinese Personality Assessment Inventory (CPAI) (Cheung, Leung, Fan, 

Song, Zhang, & Zhang, 1996) is an indigenous personality inventory developed with a 

combination of emic and etic approaches. The etic approach is based on the assumption 

that personality traits are universal; the emic approach emphasizes cultural-specific 

personality traits (Cheung et al., 2001). Cross-cultural psychology has a long tradition 

of translating and cross-validating instruments such as the Minnesota Multiphasic 

Personality Inventory II (MMPI-II) and Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-

R), originally developed in Western societies, for use with other cultures of the world 

(Cheung, 2004). These personality tests have been used in clinical settings and more 

recently, for job recruiting and personnel decisions (Cheung, 2004). The Big Five 
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personality structure has been the focus of cross-cultural research of personality and 

studies have confirmed the five basic personality structures across different cultures 

(McCrae & Costa, 1997; McCrae, Costa, Del Pilar, Rolland, & Parker, 1998). Despite 

the general emergence of five factors, subscales on extraversion and agreeableness tend 

to load on different factors and openness to experience has not often emerged as a 

strong factor (Cheung, 2004). Given speculations on indigenous personality traits and 

the increasingly popular use of personality assessment in applied settings, Cheung et al. 

(1996) developed the CPAI.  

        In the revised version, factor analysis extracted four factors from normative 

personality scales on CPAI-2 (Cheung, Cheung, Wada, & Zhang, 2003): Dependability  

(可靠性), Interpersonal Relatedness (人际关系), Social Potency (领导性) and 

Accommodation/Individualism (独立性). The dependability factor includes personality 

characteristics such as emotional stability, graciousness to others, meticulousness and 

family orientation. The interpersonal relatedness factor combines many indigenously 

derived scales such as emphasis on harmony, face and Ren Qing (Relationship 

Orientation, such as concern for social reciprocity) with the emphasis on maintaining 

and developing interpersonal relationships in Chinese society. Social potency is 

characterized by high loadings of leadership, adventurousness and extraversion. 

Individualism is characterized by high loadings on self-orientation, logic orientation and 

“Ah-Q” mentality (defensiveness). The clinical personality scales were factor analyzed 

into two factors: emotional problems and behavioral problems.  
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        When joint-factor analysis is conducted with the NEO-PI-R and CPAI (Cheung et 

al., 2001; Cheung, 2004), two interesting findings emerged: a) the interpersonal 

relatedness scale fails to load with any of the NEO-PI-R scales and appears to be 

unique, and b) the openness to experience factor from NEO-PI-R seems to be missing 

from the CPAI. The authors argued that the emergence of interpersonal relatedness as a 

unique factor could be related to the interdependent nature of the social relationship and 

characteristics of collectivist cultures (Cheung, 2004). The author proposed that the 

emergence of this factor in the CPAI, and its absence in the Big Five, may point to a 

blind spot in the Euro-American conceptualization of personality structures. Initial 

empirical studies with non-Chinese samples demonstrated that the factor of 

interpersonal relatedness does emerge in non-Asian cultures, although it is more 

apparent in individuals who retain or identify more with traditional Chinese culture 

(Cheung, Cheung, Keung, Ward, & Leong, 2003; Lin & Church; 2004; Cheung, 

Cheung, Howard, & Lim, 2006). Lin and Church (2004) also found that the dimension 

is only modestly correlated with the measure of interdependent self-construal.  

Cheung et al. (2001) defined Interpersonal Relatedness as “a strong orientation 

towards instrumental relationship; emphasis on occupying one’s proper place and 

engaging in appropriate action; avoidance of internal, external and interpersonal 

conflict; and adherence to norms and tradition.” Through factor analysis with a Chinese 

normative sample, Cheung et al. (2001) listed harmony, face, Ren Qing as well as the 

negative loading of flexibility scales under the interpersonal relatedness factor. Lin and 

Church (2004) did a factor analysis on a group of Asian Americans and Caucasian 
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Americans and found the interpersonal relatedness factor consisted of five scales: 

harmony, face, Ren Qing, modernization, and thrift versus extravagance. Yung, Chan, 

Cheung, Leung, Law, & Zhang (2000) defined Harmony as “one’s inner peace of mind, 

the avoidance of conflict and maintenance of the equilibrium.” Ren Qing was defined as 

“exchanging social favors in the form of money, goods, information, status, service and 

affection according to an implicit set of rules.” Modernization was defined as “attitude 

toward traditional Chinese beliefs and values in the areas of family relationships, 

materialism, hierarchical order, rituals, and chastity.” Face was defined as “one’s 

concern for maintaining a self-image in interpersonal interactions.” Thrift meant the 

“tendency to save rather than waste, carefulness in spending, and willingness to spend 

money for pleasure and entertainment.”  

        Very few studies have examined the evidence of predictive validity of the 

interpersonal relatedness scale scores. Empirical evidence shows that interpersonal 

relatedness has been useful in predicting such social relationships in China as general 

trust towards acquaintances and strangers, communication styles in group discussion, 

filial piety towards parents and use of persuasion tactics by managers (Cheung et al., 

2001). Kwong and Cheung (2003) demonstrated that the personality traits measured by 

CPAI related to interpersonal orientation better predict the interpersonal aspects of 

contextual performance compared with the personal aspects of the contextual 

performance in a group of Chinese hotel managers. 
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The Present Study 

        Past theoretical and empirical research speaks to the importance for expatriates to 

establish effective interpersonal relationships with host nationals during the process of 

cross-cultural adjustment (Black et al., 1991; Ward, 1996). Research on contextual 

performance brings attention to the ability to establish effective relationships at work 

(Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). Research on the Protestant Relational Ideology 

(Sanchez-Burks, 2002) provides some hypotheses on the potential cultural differences 

of preferred work-style between the North American culture and Latino culture. 

Furthermore, research on cultural distance has demonstrated that expatriates encounter 

more difficulties when relocated to a host country where the culture is dramatically 

different from their home country (Hofstede, 1980; Black et al., 1991; Mendenhall & 

Oddou, 1985; Torbiorn, 1982). 

        With the increasing economic development of China, more and more Westerners 

have opportunities to travel, study and work short-term in China, which raises 

interesting questions regarding their abilities to establish interpersonal relationships 

with Chinese nationals. During the past decades, experimental cross-cultural social 

psychological research has demonstrated striking differences between East and West in 

terms of cognitive styles (Nisbett et al., 2001; Peng & Nisbett, 1999; Peng & Nisbett, 

2000) and self-construal (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Nisbett, 2003). However, no 

effort has been made to directly link these differences to effectiveness in establishing 

interpersonal relationships. In addition, although the Big Five personality structure has 

been a widely studied predictor for various aspects of cross-cultural adjustment, the 
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conclusions are far from conclusive (Ones & Viswevaran, 1999; Shaffer, Harrison, 

Gregersen, Black, & Ferzandi, 2006).    

        Research on Chinese indigenous personality factors, such as Interpersonal 

Relatedness, has sparked debate on the universal application of the Big Five and the 

possibility that the interpersonal aspect of personality has been neglected in the Euro-

American individualistic approach to personality (Cheung et al., 2001). Although 

preliminary research has shown that the factor of Interpersonal Relatedness could be 

universal (Lin & Church, 2004), hardly any empirical evidence is available to confirm 

the usefulness of this trait in predicting effective interpersonal interactions for 

Westerners. The current study is designed to address some of the gaps in the literature 

by applying constructs such as naïve dialecticism, sense of self and indigenous Chinese 

personality traits, such as Interpersonal Relatedness, to investigate cross-cultural 

differences in establishing effective interpersonal relationships among Chinese and 

European Americans. 

       To summarize, the purposes of the present study are: a) to examine the relationship 

between the dialectic cognitive style and interpersonal effectiveness for both Chinese 

and European American college students; b) to examine the relationship between 

interdependent versus independent self construal and interpersonal effectiveness for 

both Chinese and European American college students; c) to examine the relationship 

between Big Five personality factors and interpersonal effectiveness for both Chinese 

and European American college students; and d) to examine the relationship between 
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the Interpersonal Relatedness personality factor and interpersonal effectiveness for both 

Chinese and European American college students. 

Study Hypothesis 

Hypothesis 1: Scores on extraversion, agreeableness, openness to experiences, 

emotional stability and conscientiousness will be positively correlated with self-

reported interpersonal effectiveness for both a Chinese college student sample and a 

European American college student sample.  

Hypothesis 2a: Scores on Interpersonal Relatedness will be positively correlated with 

self-reported interpersonal effectiveness for a Chinese college student sample and a 

European American college student sample. 

Hypothesis 2b: The nation of origin will moderate the relationship between 

Interpersonal Relatedness and interpersonal effectiveness for the combined sample. In 

other words, for Chinese college students, the correlation between Interpersonal 

Relatedness and interpersonal effectiveness will be stronger compared with European 

American college students.   

    Hypothesis 3a: Scores on dialectic cognitive style will be positively correlated with 

self-reported interpersonal effectiveness for a Chinese college student sample and a 

European American college student sample.  

Hypothesis 3b: The nation of origin will moderate the relationship between dialectic 

cognitive style and interpersonal effectiveness for the combined sample. In other words, 

for Chinese college students, the correlation between dialectic cognitive style and 
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interpersonal effectiveness will be stronger compared with European American college 

students.   

Hypothesis 4a: Scores on interdependent sense of self will be positively correlated 

with self-reported interpersonal effectiveness for a Chinese college student sample and 

a European American college student sample. 

    Hypothesis 4b: The nation of origin will moderate the relationship between 

interdependent sense of self and interpersonal effectiveness for the combined sample. In 

other words, for Chinese college students, the correlation between interdependent sense 

of self and interpersonal effectiveness will be stronger compared with European 

American college students.   
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Chapter 2: Method 

Participants 

        A sample of 166 European American students enrolled at a large midwest state 

university in the United States of America and a sample of 177 Chinese students 

enrolled at a large southwestern state university in People’s Republic of China were 

recruited to voluntarily participate in the study. The European American students were 

recruited from an Introduction to Psychology course. The original sample size consisted 

of 175 students. For the purpose of this study, data from nine participants who self-

identified as ethnically non-European American was excluded. Therefore, a total of 166 

European American participants were retained for data analysis. The Chinese students 

were recruited from a similar introductory course on mental health and psychological 

well-being. All the descriptive statistics of demographic variables for the Chinese and 

the European American samples were listed in Table 1. 

        The Chinese sample consisted of 84 (47.5%) females and 93 (52.5%) males, while 

the European American sample consisted of 93 (55.7%) females and 74 (44.3%) males. 

The mean age for the Chinese sample was 19.85, with a standard deviation of 1.15, and 

the mean age for the European American sample was 20.14, with a standard deviation 

of 3.09. The difference in age for the two samples was not statistically significant (p = 

.24). The Chinese sample consisted of 109 (61.6%) students in their 1st year of college, 

54 (30.5%) students in their 2nd year, nine (5.1%) students in their 3rd year, and five 

(2.8%) in their 4th year of college. On the other hand, the European American sample 

consisted of 81 (52.3%) students in their 1st year of college, 42 (27.1%) students in their 
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2nd year, 21 (13.5%) students in their 3rd year, and nine (5.8%) in their 4th year of 

college. 

        The Chinese sample had a slightly larger percentage of students with majors in 

Science and Engineering when compared to the European American sample. 

Specifically, the Chinese sample consisted of 112 (64.4%) students with majors in 

Science and Engineering, 33 (19%) students with majors in the Arts and Social 

Sciences, and 29 (16.7%) students with majors related to Business. On the other hand, 

the European American sample consisted of 67 (45.3%) students with majors in Science 

and Engineering, 41 (27.7%) students with majors in Arts and Social Sciences, and 40 

(27%) students with majors related to Business. 

        The European American sample reported slighter higher GPAs compared with the 

Chinese sample. However, due to the different grading systems adopted by these two 

countries, no meaningful interpretations on between group differences could be made. 

Specifically, 94 (54.3%) Chinese students reported that they had an average of B for 

their grades, 66 (38.2%) reported that they had an average of C, nine (5.2%) students 

reported that they had an average of D, three students (1.7%) reported that they earned 

an average of A, and one (0.6%) student reported that he was failing. On the other hand, 

97 (61.4%) European American students reported that they had an average of A for 

their grades, 56 (35.4%) reported that they had an average of B, three (1.9%) students 

reported that they had an average of D, and two students (1.3%) reported that they were 

failing.  
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        Compared with the Chinese sample, the European American sample reported 

higher levels of family SES. Specifically, the Chinese sample consisted of 87 (49.2%) 

students who classified their family SES as the working class, 45 (25.4%) students who 

classified their family SES as the middle class, 25 (14.1%) students who classified their 

family SES as poor and 20 (11.3%) students who classified their family SES as upper-

middle class. Nobody in the Chinese sample classified their family SES as upper class 

or wealthy. The European American sample consisted of 76 (46.1%) students who 

classified their family SES as upper middle class, 64 (38.8%) students who classified 

their family SES as the middle class, 12 (7.3%) students who classified their family SES 

as the working class, and eight (4.8%) students who classified their family SES as upper 

class or wealthy. Five (3.0%) students classified their family SES as poor. 

        Similarly, the Chinese sample reported lower education levels for both parents 

compared with the European American sample. Specifically, 75 (42.9%) students in the 

Chinese sample reported that their fathers did not finish high school; sixty (34.3%) 

students reported that their fathers have a high school diploma; thirty-six (20.6%) 

students reported that their fathers have a college degree; and four (2.3%) students 

reported that their fathers have a graduate degree. On the other hand, 78 (47.6%) 

students in the European American sample reported that their fathers have a college 

degree; forty-six (28%) students reported that their fathers have a graduate degree; 

thirty-seven (22.2%) students reported that their fathers have a high school diploma; 

and three (1.8%) students reported that their fathers did not finish high school.  
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        As regards mothers’ education, 97 (54.8%) students in the Chinese sample 

reported that their mothers did not finish high school. Fifty-seven (32.2%) students 

reported that their mothers have a high school diploma. Twenty-three (13%) students 

reported that their mothers have a college degree. On the other hand, 93 (55.7%) 

students in the European American sample reported that their mothers have a college 

degree. Thirty-five (21.1%) reported that their mothers have a graduate degree. Thirty-

five (21.1%) reported that their mothers have a high school diploma and three (1.8%) 

students reported that their mothers did not finish high school. 

        The Chinese students reported statistically significant higher interests (p < .001) 

and more familiarity (p < .001) with Western culture than their European American 

peers. On the other hand, the European American students reported statistically 

significant more cultural exposure to Eastern culture than their Chinese peers (p < .001). 

The mean score for self-reported interests in the other culture for Chinese students was 

3.56 with a standard deviation of .80 as compared to 2.49 with a standard deviation of 

1.02 for European American students. The mean score for self-reported familiarity with 

the other culture for Chinese students was 3.11 with a standard deviation of .90 

compared with 2.60 with a standard deviation of .89 for European American students. 

The mean score for cultural exposure for Chinese students was 4.55 with a standard 

deviation of .70 compared with 5.04 with a standard deviation of .75 for European 

American students. 
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Materials and Procedure 

        The participants were informed in their native languages that the purpose of the 

study is to understand cultural differences in establishing effective interpersonal 

relationships, and they were asked to fill out a paper-and-pencil survey package in their 

native language, which took about 40 – 45 minutes to finish. The European American 

participants were rewarded with two Research Experience Program (REP) points for 

their participation and the Chinese participants received a “thank-you” gift with a value 

around $5 for participation. All participants were assigned an ID number so that data 

were anonymous. The survey materials and the descriptions of data collection 

procedures were submitted to Institutional Review Board at University of Minnesota 

and were approved before the actual data collection took place in both countries.  

        The survey package that participants filled out included a biographical data form, 

the 50-Item Short Form of the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP) (Goldberg, 

Johnson, Eber, Hogan, Ashton, Cloninger, & Gough, 2006); scales that contributed to 

the Interpersonal Relatedness factor from the Cross-Cultural/Chinese Personality 

Assessment Inventory-2 (CPAI-2) (Cheung et al., 1996); Dialectic Self Scale (DSS) 

(Spencer-Rodgers et al., 2001); Self-Construal Scale (SCS) (Singelis, 1994) and 

Interpersonal Competence Questionnaire-Revised (ICQ) (Buhrmester, Furman, 

Wittenberg, & Reis, 1988).The Chinese versions of the instruments (IPIP, DSS, SCS 

and ICQ) were administered to the Chinese participants. The English version of the 

CPAI-2 was used for European American participants.  
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Measures 

Biographical Form 

        The biographical form included information on age, sex, major, GPA, self-reported 

interest in East Asian culture/European American culture (single item measure), 

familiarity/knowledge about East Asian culture/European American culture (single item 

measure), the number of East Asian/European American friends and previous study-

abroad or travel experience in East Asia/European America. 

        Previous studies showed that females generally adopt a more context-dependent 

cognitive thinking style (Kashima et al., 2006) and that they tend to be more sensitive 

towards social-emotional aspects of interpersonal communication (Sanchez-Burks, 

2002). Therefore, sex was considered as one potential control variable.  

        Black et al. (1991) discussed the importance of considering motivational factors, 

such as interests, during the social learning process of cross-cultural adjustment. Gong 

and Fan (2006) conducted a longitudinal study on the effects of goal orientation on 

cross-cultural adjustment. They discovered that a learning orientation is positively 

correlated with the social self-efficacy of expatriates. European American college 

students who have strong interests in East Asian cultures possibly adopt similar 

relational schemas as East Asians. Similarly, Chinese students who have a strong 

interest in European American cultures possibly adopt similar relational schemas as 

European Americans. Based on this rationale, motivational factors as measured by one- 

item of measure on interests in East Asian/European American culture was considered 

as another control variable.  
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        Research results on the influence of previous international experience, such as 

traveling and studying, on cross-cultural adjustment has been mixed (Takeuchi et al., 

2005). However, most researchers agreed that there is a small positive correlation 

linking previous experience with current assignment tenure. Exposure to East 

Asian/European American cultures through traveling or studying abroad may facilitate 

European American/Chinese college students to develop new ways of establishing 

interpersonal relationships that are similar to East Asians/European Americans. 

Therefore, a one-item of measure on self-reported familiarity in East Asian/European 

American culture was incorporated. Nine items that assessed the actual experiences of 

cultural exposure such as study-abroad, having East Asian/European American friends 

and taking at least one year of instructions in an East Asian language/English were also 

included. A composite score of cultural exposure based on the mean score of the nine 

items was used in the correlation. 

Interpersonal Competence Questionnaire-Revised (ICQ) 

        Buhrmester, et al. (1988) developed a 40-item questionnaire to measure five 

domains of interpersonal competence: relationship initiation, self-disclosure, negative 

assertiveness, emotional support and conflict management. The questionnaire contains 

eight items per domain describing daily interaction situations with 5-point Likert 

response scale (1= poor at this, 5= extremely good at this). The same form can be 

administered to both self and others. Empirical results demonstrated that there were 

significant and moderate correlations between self-reported competence scores and 

parents-reported, friend-reported and lab observer ratings for teenagers. The 
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correlations ranged from .31 between self-rating and friend-ratings for 8th and 10th 

graders to .51 between self-rating and father-rating for 10th graders. Results also 

demonstrated that both self-reported and other-reported competence scores were 

significantly associated with closeness in “all friendships” and “best friendships” for 6th, 

8th, 10th and 12th graders. The scores also were significantly correlated with the number 

of friends and best friends named during interviews for 6th, 8th and 10th graders. 

Although the scale was originally developed for use with college students, it has been 

used with children as young as 11 years old to adults through mid-life. The median 

internal consistency reliability was .84 (Miller & DeWinstanley, 2002). The 

Interpersonal Competence Questionnaire-Revised was translated and back-translated to 

Chinese by Yingchun Wang at Beijing Normal University. A subsequent validity study 

on a sample of 1,321 middle school students (M age = 13.4) demonstrated internal 

consistency reliabilities with a range of .70 for self-disclosure domain to .81 for the 

emotional support domain. Test-retest reliability within 3 weeks ranged from .63 for 

initiating relationship domain to .82 for the negative assertiveness domain. 

Confirmative factor analysis demonstrated good fit of the five-structure model (Wang, 

et al., 2006). 

        The Cronbach’s Alpha for the Interpersonal Competency Questionnaire (40 items) 

was .89 for the Chinese sample and .77 for the European American sample. It was 

similar to the .84 found by Miller and DeWinstanley (2002). For the Chinese sample, 

the Cronbach’s Alpha varied for each subscale: Initiating Relationships (.77), Providing 

Emotional Support (.71), Asserting Influence (.70), Self-Disclosure (.73) and Conflict 



55 
 

 

Resolution (.77). A previous study in China by Wang, et al. (2006) with 1,321 middle 

school students found similar ranges of Cronbach’s Alpha for the subscales: from .70 

for Self-disclosure to .81 for Emotional Support. Similarly, the Cronbach’s Alpha 

varied for each subscale for the European American sample: Initiating Relationships 

(.89), Providing Emotional Support (.83), Asserting Influence (.83), Self-Disclosure 

(.88) and Conflict Resolution (.78). In another study by Buhrmester, et al. (1988), 

Cronbach’s Alpha for each subscale ranged from .77 for Conflict Resolution to .87 for 

Self-Disclosure for a sample of 220 (123 male and 97 female) undergraduates enrolled 

in introductory psychology at University of Denver.  

Dialectic Self Scale (DSS) 

        Spencer-Rodgers et al. (2001) developed a self-report measure to assess dialectic 

self-perception. The brief version of the Dialectic Self Scale (DSS) (Spencer-Rodgers, 

et al., 2004) consists of 32 items on descriptions of self (e.g. “I often find that things 

will contradict each other”; “If there are two opposing sides to an argument, they can 

not both be right”) with 7-point Likert response scale (1= strongly disagree, 7 = strongly 

agree). Exploratory factor analysis based on a sample of 129 Asian Americans and 115 

Caucasians extracted three factors: corresponding to contradiction, cognitive change 

and behavioral change. Confirmatory factor analysis confirmed the three-factor 

solution. The Chronbach’s alpha of the scale ranges from .71 to .86 (Spencer-Rodgers et 

al., 2001; Spencer-Rodgers et al., 2004).  Preliminary empirical research results 

(Spencer-Rodgers et al., 2001) have also demonstrated that the construct of dialecticism 

as measured by the Dialectical Self Scale has little or no correlation with the construct 
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of interdependence as measured by the interdependent subscale of the Self-Construal 

Scale (Singelis, 1994). 

        The Cronbach’s alpha for the Dialectic Self Scale (32 items) was .60 for the 

Chinese sample and .86 for the European American sample. These Cronbach’s alphas 

were similar in range to the previous studies. According to a series of studies by 

Spencer-Rodgers, et al. (2004), Cronbach’s alphas were .67 for a group of 153 Chinese 

students, .73 for a group of 129 Asian American students, and .82 for a group of 115 

European American students. English and Chen (2007) reported a Cronbach’s alpha of 

.88 for a combined sample of 141 undergraduates (52% European American and 48% 

Asian American). 

International Personality Item Pool (IPIP)  

        The International Personality Item Pool (IPIP) was developed by Goldberg (1999) 

as a free on-line alternative to the commercial assessment of the Big Five personality 

structure. The scales were constructed as analogs to the commercial NEO PI-R and 

NEO-FFI scales (Goldberg et al., 2006). The 50-Item Short Form consists of 50 phrases 

that describe individual behaviors (e.g. “get irritated easily”) with 5-point likert 

response scales (1 = very inaccurate, 5 = very accurate). Five factors assessed by IPIP 

include Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, Agreeableness and 

Intellect. Saucier and Goldberg (2002) note that the mean internal consistency of IPIP is 

.84. They also point out that IPIP has adequate psychometric properties to be used as an 

alternative measure of the commercial NEO PI-R or NEO-FFI. The Chinese version has 

been translated and back-translated by Xian Xu in the Industrial/Organizational 
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Psychology Program at the University of South Florida. However, the scale has not 

been used or validated cross-culturally.  

         The Cronbach’s alpha of the IPIP (50 items) was .88 for the Chinese sample and 

.87 for the European American sample. For the Chinese sample, the Cronbach’s alpha 

varied for each subscale: Extraversion (.86), Agreeableness (.66), Conscientiousness 

(.74), Emotional Stability (.86) and Openness to Experiences (.78). Similarly, for the 

European American sample, the Cronbach’s alpha varied for each subscale: 

Extraversion (.91), Agreeableness (.79), Conscientiousness (.85), Emotional Stability 

(.88) and Openness to Experiences (.76). Goldberg et al. (2006) demonstrated the 

reliability and construct validy of IPIP. IPIP has been widely utilized in recent empirical 

studies. For example, Mumford, Van Iddekinge, Morgeson, and Campion (2008) 

reported the Cronbach’s alphas for a sample of 93 undergraduate students in America 

ranges from .73 for openness to experience to .91 for extraversion. Charania and Ickes 

(2007) reported that the alpha coefficients for each factor ranged from .62 for openness 

to experience to .84 for emotional stability based on a sample of 400 married couples, 

with 92% identified as European American. Lim and Ployhart (2004) reported a range 

of alpha coefficients from .77 for extroversion to .80 for openness to experience for a 

sample of 276 predominantly Chinese military personnel in Singapore.    

Cross-Cultural/Chinese Personality Assessment Inventory (CPAI) 

        The Cross-Cultural/Chinese Personality Assessment Inventory (CPAI; Cheung et 

al., 1996) is an indigenous personality inventory developed with a combination of emic 

and etic approaches. The etic approach is based on the assumption that personality traits 
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are universal and the emic approach emphasizes cultural-specific personality traits 

(Cheung et al., 2001). The CPAI has 510 items with 22 normal personality scales, 12 

clinical scales (including one that is double-listed as personality scale) and three validity 

scales. The items are all self-descriptions of behaviors with a true-false answer format.  

        This instrument was developed with a combination of both indigenous and 

universal personality traits. The normative personality items consist of descriptions of a 

wide range of daily life experiences, and the clinical items are a combination of MMPI 

items and generation of items from local clinicians. The CPAI was standardized with a 

norm sample of 2,444 Chinese adults with an age range from 18 to 65 years from 

different regions of China (N = 1,998) and Hong Kong (N = 446). Norms also were 

developed separately for women and men.  

        The median Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the normal personality scales is .69 

for the Chinese sample and .70 for the Hong Kong sample. The median alpha 

coefficient for the set of clinical scales is .75 for the Chinese sample and .78 for the 

Hong Kong sample. Evidence of convergent validity was demonstrated through 

significant correlations with corresponding MMPI clinical scales (Cheung, Cheung, & 

Zhang, 2004). The CPAI was translated into English and demonstrated to have similar 

reliability on a Singapore sample (N = 675) (Cheung et al., 2003). The CPAI-2 consists 

of 28 personality scales and three validity scales with a total of 341 items. The average 

reliability coefficients were .69 and .70 for the Chinese and Hong Kong samples, 

respectively (Cheung et al., 2001). 
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        Factor analysis reviewed four broad personality themes including Interpersonal 

Relatedness, Social Potency, Dependability and Accommodation (Chen, Bond, & 

Cheung, 2006). While some of the domains were shown to be related to Big Five 

personality factors (e.g. Dependability is related to both Emotional Stability and 

Conscientiousness; and Accommodation is related to Agreeableness), Interpersonal 

Relatedness has been identified as a unique dimension that does not overlap with Big 

Five. The construct of Interpersonal Relatedness can be summarized as one’s 

orientation towards social interactions with the goal of avoiding conflict and 

maintaining interpersonal harmony. Factor analysis (Cheung et al., 2001; Cheung et al., 

2003) identified subscales that go under the Interpersonal Relatedness dimension 

including flexibility, harmony, Ren Qing (reciprocal relationship orientation) and face. 

Few empirical studies were able to identify the similar dimension of Interpersonal 

Relatedness using the translated version of CPAI in western cultures outside East Asian 

countries (Cheung et al., 2001; Lin & Church, 2004). Based on this finding, the CPAI 

was renamed from the Chinese Personality Assessment Inventory to the Cross-Cultural 

Personality Assessment Inventory in 2003. 

        Originally developed in Chinese, the Chinese version of the CPAI was used in this 

study for the Chinese student sample without translation while the English version of 

the CPAI was administered to the European American sample. Respondents were asked 

to rate each statement describing a personal characteristic or typical behavior using a 

yes-or-no format. Items from CPAI-II scales that previously shown to load on the 

Interpersonal Relatedness factor (Cheung et al., 2001; Lin & Church, 2004; Yung et al., 
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2000) were included in the survey package, which resulted in a total of 84 items: 15 

items from the Traditionalism vs. Modernity,  measuring one’s tendency to adherence to 

norms and tradition; 12 items from the Ren Qing scale indicating the concerns for social 

reciprocity; 11 items from the Social Sensitivity scale indicating ability to adapt to 

expectations of a social group; 14 items from the Harmony scale indicating the desire to 

cooperate with others; 10 items from the Thrift vs. Extravagance scale indicating the 

tendency to save rather than waste; 11 items from the Face scale indicating concerns 

about others’ opinions of self; and 11 items from the Discipline scale emphasizing 

occupying one’s proper place and engaging in appropriate action.  

        The Cronbach’s alpha of the Interpersonal Relatedness Subscale (73 items) was .74 

for the Chinese sample and .78 for the European American sample. The range of 

internal consistency reliability was consistent with previous research, which indicated a 

range mostly above .70 (Fung & Ng, 2006).  

Self-Construal Scale (SCS) 

        Singelis (1994) developed an instrument to measure the independent and 

interdependent self-construals corresponding to the distinction between individualistic 

and collectivistic cultural orientations. The independent self-construal and the 

interdependent self-construal are measured by two subscales, which have been shown to 

be orthogonal. There are 15 items each on each subscale with 7-point Likert response 

scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). The items are descriptions of self such 

as “I will sacrifice my self-interest for the benefit of the group I am in”. The Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficient for the independent subscale is .70 and .74 for the interdependent 
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subscale. The SCS has been translated and back-translated by Xia Yu at Beijing Normal 

University in China. However, there is no information on the validity and reliability of 

the Chinese version of the scale. 

        The Cronbach’s alpha for the Interdependent subscale (15 items) was .62 for the 

Chinese sample and .63 for the European American sample. The Cronbach’s alpha for 

the Independent subscale (15 items) was .66 for the Chinese sample and .74 for the 

European American sample. Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, and Gelfand (1995) reported 

that the Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities among the 15 items have been ranging from the 

high .60’s to middle .70’s, which is consistent with the findings of the present study. 

The authors pointed out that although the reliabilities appear to be lower by usual 

validity the standards, these reliabilities are adequate considering the broadness of the 

construct and the wide range of thoughts, feelings and behaviors assessed by the scale. 

They argued that if the scales were to measure a single aspect of self, the reliability 

might have been higher. However, they argued that the scale would not be able to 

accurately capture the content of the construct. The authors also discussed the 

bandwidth-fidelity dilemma in personality measures. Specifically, more specific and 

narrow measures of personality usually result in higher internal consistency reliability. 

However, the breadth of content covered in the measure is compromised, thus 

threatening the validity of the measure.   
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Analyses 

        To test the hypotheses, Pearson product-moment correlation was used to determine 

the degree to which the independent variables (Big Five personality traits, interpersonal 

relatedness, dialectic cognitive style, independent and interdependent senses of self) 

relate to the dependent variable of self-perceived interpersonal competency.   

        To test the differences in terms of the strengths of correlation between two 

samples, two different statistical procedures were used. A direct comparison between 

two correlation coefficients through Fisher’s Z transformation (Meng, Rosenthal, & 

Robin, 1992) has the advantage of being a simple and direct way of comparing the 

strength of two correlations with relatively few assumptions. The only caution against 

using this method is when sample sizes are less than 10. Another way to test the 

different strengths of correlation coefficient is to identify potential interactions through 

moderator analysis. Despite the fact that moderator analysis has a lot of assumptions, 

Pocock, Assmann, Enos, and Kasten (2002) pointed out that the procedure recognizes 

the limited sample sizes for testing subgroup effects particularly in clinical trial 

research, therefore is an effective procedure that prevents false or premature claims for 

subgroup findings. 

Fisher’s Z Transformation to Compare Strengths of Correlation Coefficients 

        To know the strength of a single correlation, a correlation coefficient (r) is tested 

against the H0 hypothesis that r = 0. To test if two different correlation coefficients r1 

and  r2 are statistically different from each other, a new statistics r1 - r2 can be created to 

test against the H0 hypothesis that r1 - r2 = 0. Two potential difficulties arise: the 
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sampling distribution for r1 - r2 is not approximately normal; the standard error of the 

sampling distribution is hard to estimate. To overcome the above problems, R.A. Fisher 

provides a way to transform r into standardized Z score so that comparison between two 

correlation coefficients is possible (Howell, 2002). The procedures are outlined as 

followed: 

        First, the raw correlation coefficients (r1 and r2) are transformed into Zr1 and Zr2 

through the following formula 1: 

Zr = 1/2 * ln [(1 + r) / (1- r)] 

        Next, the standard error of the Zr distribution is calculated: 

Szr = 1 / √ (N -3) 

        Then, a new sampling of distribution based on the differences between Zr1 and Zr2 

is calculated through formula 2:  

Zdifference = (Zr1 – Zr2) / √ [1/(N1-3) + 1/(N2-3) ] 

        Since the Zdifference is approximately normally distributed and standardized, Z.05 (2 

tails) = ±1.96 can be used to determine whether or not to reject H0 that r1 = r2. If  

 is less than 1.96, it means that there is not enough evidence to reject H0. In ׀ Zdifference׀

other words, with a 2-tailed test at α = .05 level, there is no reason to doubt that r1 has 

the same strength as r2. On the other hand, if ׀Zdifference ׀ is more than 1.96, H0 will be 

rejected and therefore, a conclusion that the strength of r1 is statistically different from 

r2 is drawn.  
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Multiple Regression for Moderator Analysis 

        Another possibility for examining the differential strengths of correlations in two 

samples is looking at potential interaction effects through moderator analysis. Multiple 

regression is often used to test for potential moderators. According to Frazier, Tix, and 

Barron (2004), moderation analysis addresses research questions such as “for whom” a 

variable has a stronger predictive power for an outcome variable. The authors 

recommend the use of multiple regression as the statistical analysis tool to detect 

potential moderator effects. Cohen and Cohen (1975) explained the rationale for using 

multiple regression as a statistical tool to detect moderator effects. According to them, if 

the predictor variable X (e.g., dialectic cognitive style scores) and the criterion variable 

Y (e.g., self-reported interpersonal effectiveness) are both continuous variables, and 

based on the hypothesis, a categorical variable Z (e.g., country of origin) moderates the 

relationship between X and Y, the equation that illustrates the linear regression model 

will be: 

Y = β0 + β1X + β2Z + β3X *Z + ε 

        Within the equation, β0 is the intercept, β1 is the regression coefficient for predictor 

X, β2 is the regression coefficient for the categorical moderator Z, β3 is the regression 

coefficient for the product term or interaction between X and Z and ε is the random 

error based on a normal distribution. If β3 is significantly different from 0, there is an 

indication of a moderating or interaction effect. In other words, the regression of X on 

Y is unequal across different levels of Z.  
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     To have enough power to detect interaction effects in a study, the sample size should 

be estimated before data collection. However, very little pertinent research is available 

to be reviewed that shows the expected effect size, which caused difficulties to estimate 

the total effect size and the effect size for interaction. However, other methods to 

maximize power of the study have been implemented (Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004).  

     Evidence showed that power decreases as sample size proportions vary from equal, 

regardless of the total sample size. In this study, the sample sizes for the Chinese 

sample and the European American sample were 177 and 167 respectively, which gave 

a proportion of approximately .51/.49. A check of distributions of all the predictors and 

Interpersonal Competency discovered relatively normal distributions, which reduced the 

potential problems associated with range restriction. Another factor that could influence 

the power of the study is the sensitivity of the instrument. According to Frazier, Tix, 

and Barron (2004), to maximize the power, the outcome variable needs to have as many 

response options as the product of response options of the predictors and the 

moderators. In this study, the independent variable (Interpersonal Relatedness) had two 

response options, while the moderator (country of origin) had two response options. The 

idea response options of the outcome variable (Interpersonal Competency) would be 

four (2*2). The actual response options for the outcome variable were five, which 

should be sensitive enough to capture the interaction. On the other hand, the response 

options for another two independent variables (Dialectic Cognitive Style and Self-

Construal) were seven. The ideal response options for the outcome variable 
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(Interpersonal Competency) should be 14 (7*2). Therefore, the actual response options 

for the outcome variable may not be sensitive enough to capture the interaction effects.  

       According to this study’s hypothesis, country of origin will moderate the 

relationships between a set of predictors (dialectic cognitive style, interpersonal 

relatedness, and interdependent sense of self) and the outcome variable (interpersonal 

competency) for the combined sample. To perform the moderator analysis using 

multiple regression, standardization of the predictor variables were performed. Next, 

effects coding (codes of 1 for Chinese and –1 for European American) was chosen to 

code the dichotomous variable country of origin, because comparisons with the grand 

mean were desired (Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004). After this, interaction terms (the 

product of the country of origin code and the Z-scored predictor scores) were created. 

Multiple regressions were performed with coded country of origin scores and the z-

scored predictor scores entered in the first step followed by the interaction term.  
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Chapter 3: Results 

Factor Analysis 

        Due to the limited information on the construct validity of some of the 

measurement instruments, factor analyses were performed to examine the similarities 

and differences of factor structures between the Chinese sample and the European 

American sample. Results are reported in Appendix C.   

        Specifically, factor analysis was performed to examine the underlying factors of 

the ICQ and results for the Chinese sample were listed in Table 20. Based on the 

Maximum Likelihood factor analysis with promax rotation, five factors emerged from 

the Chinese sample accounting for 33.88% of the total variance. The 1st factor (18.32%) 

consisted of items assessing Initiating Relationships, followed by a 2nd factor (4.74%) 

assessing Conflict Resolution, a 3rd factor (4.40%) assessing Providing Emotional 

Support, a 4th factor (3.53%) assessing Self Disclosure and a 5th factor (2.89%) 

assessing Asserting Influence. The same procedure was performed on the European 

American sample and results were listed in Table 21. Similar to the Chinese sample, 

five factors emerged accounting for 46.72% of the total variance. The 1st factor 

(20.38%) consisted of items assessing Initiating Relationships, followed by a 2nd factor 

(8.93%) assessing Self Disclosure, a 3rd factor (6.92%) assessing Asserting Influence, a 

4th factor (6.39%) assessing Providing Emotional Support and a 5th factor (4.11%) 

assessing Conflict Resolution. 

        Factor analysis was performed to examine the underlying factors of the Dialectic 

Self Scale and results for the Chinese sample were listed in Table 22. Based on the 
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Maximum Likelihood factor analysis with promax rotation, three factors emerged based 

on the Chinese sample accounting for 19.02% of the total variance. The 1st factor 

(8.38%) consisted of items targeting responses to contradiction, followed by a 2nd factor 

(6.33%) targeting cognitive change, and a 3rd factor (4.30%) targeting behavioral 

change. The same procedure was performed on the European American sample and 

results were listed in Table 23. Similar to the Chinese sample, three factors emerged 

accounting for 19.68% of the total variance. The 1st factor (7.86%) consisted of items 

targeting behavioral change, followed by a 2nd factor (6.93%) mostly targeting response 

to contradiction, and a 3rd factor (4.89%) mostly targeting cognitive change. Previous 

studies (Spencer-Rodgers et al., 2004) reported the three extracted factors using 

principal components analysis with varimax rotation explained 44% of the variance for 

Chinese, 48% for Asian Americans and 52% for European Americans. 

        Factor analysis was performed to examine the underlying factors of IPIP and 

results for the Chinese sample were listed in Table 24 . Based on the Maximum 

Likelihood factor analysis with promax rotation, five factors emerged from the Chinese 

sample accounting for 36.43% of the total variance. The 1st factor (14.86%) consisted of 

items assessing Emotional Stability, followed by a 2nd factor (7.24%) assessing 

Extraversion, a 3rd factor (6.93%) assessing Openness to Experiences, a 4th factor 

(4.23%) assessing Conscientiousness, and a 5th factor (3.70%) assessing Agreeableness. 

The same procedure was performed on the European American sample and results were 

listed in Table 25. Similar to the Chinese sample, five factors emerged accounting for 

42.66% of the total variance. The 1st factor (15.35%) consisted of items assessing for 
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Extraversion, followed by a 2nd factor (8.74%) assessing Emotional Stability, a 3rd 

factor (8.05%) assessing Conscientiousness, a 4th factor (5.37%) assessing 

Agreeableness, and a 5th factor (5.14%) assessing Openness to Experiences. 

Descriptive Statistics 

        In addition, mean scores of every scale on each of the measurement instruments 

were calculated. Comparisons were made between the Chinese sample and the 

European American sample. Results are reported below. 

       Regarding to Interpersonal Competency, the Chinese sample (M = 3.37, SD = .33) 

reported lower levels of Interpersonal Competency (p =.16) compared with the 

European American sample (M = 3.43, SD = .45) overall. Specifically, the Chinese 

sample reported lower competencies in four subscales of interpersonal competencies 

(Initiating Relationships, Providing Emotional Support, Asserting Influence, Conflict 

Resolution). However, the Chinese sample reported higher competencies in Self-

Disclosure. No cross-cultural study has been done to compare ICQ scores between 

Chinese and American samples. However, previous research has accumulated enough 

evidence to show that people of East Asian cultures and East Asian minority groups 

tend to report lower level of self-esteem and well-being than do people from Western 

culture (Kitayama, Markus, & Kurokawa, 2000; Crocker, Major, & Steele, 1998). 

Specifically, the Chinese sample (M = 3.13, SD = .54) self-reported significantly lower 

competency in Initiating Relationships (p < .05) than the European American sample 

(M = 3.32, SD = .82). The Chinese sample (M = 3.56, SD = .40) also self-reported 

significantly lower competency in Providing Emotional support (p < .001) compared 
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with the European American sample (M = 3.75, SD = .56). On the other hand, the 

Chinese sample (M = 3.34, SD = .47) self-reported significantly higher competency in 

Self Disclosure (p < .05) compared with the European American sample (M = 3.16, SD 

= .81).  

Various researchers have proposed different possibilities that could potentially 

provide explanations for this phenomenon. Hein, Lehman, Markus, and Kitayama 

(1999) proposed that people from individualistic cultures tend to emphasize their 

positive attributes, while people from collectivistic societies tend to emphasize their 

shortcomings in order to enhance group cohesiveness and harmony. Spencer-Rodgers et 

al. (2004) pointed out that the dialectical cognitive tendency that people from East 

Asian cultures adopt allows them to acknowledge and accept both positive and negative 

aspects of the self. In other words, people from East Asian cultures have greater 

ambivalence towards their self-evaluation, which may manifest as having less overtly 

positive views of self. In this study, the higher competencies in Self Disclosure reported 

by the Chinese sample may possibly be explained by different cultural norms on the 

role of self-disclosure and privacy in establishing interpersonal relationships. Chen and 

French (2008) and French, Bae, Pidada, and Lee (2006) pointed out that cultural norms 

and values play a huge role in terms of the development of specific behaviors in 

establishing interpersonal relationships. They argued that reduced privacy in collectivist 

cultures and the Confucian value placed on trust and obligation may contribute to the 

salience of loyalty and exclusivity in friendships in some East Asian countries. The 
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exclusivity nature of interpersonal relationships might be contributing to the higher 

Self-Disclosure score for the Chinese sample obtained in the current study.  

        The Chinese sample in this study (M = 4.15, SD = .39) scored significantly higher 

on the Dialectic Self Scale (p < .001) compared with the European American sample (M 

= 3.70, SD = .60). Previous studies (Peng & Nisbett, 1999; Ji, Nisbett, & Su, 2001) 

reported similar findings, arguing that East Asians tend to adopt a dialectic cognitive 

style that emphasizes change, existence of contradictions and holistic perspectives. 

However, these studies utilized measures other than the self-reported DSS. Spencer-

Rodgers et al. (2004), together with English and Chen (2007), utilized the DSS scale in 

their research.  Results from both research supported the proposition that East 

Asians/Asian Americans endorse higher DSS scores when compared with their 

European American counterparts.  

         In general, the Chinese sample reported significantly lower scores than the 

European American sample on four out of five Big Five personality factors with the 

exception of Conscientiousness. Specifically, the Chinese sample’s scores on 

Extraversion (M = 31.37, SD = 7.06) was significantly lower (p < .001) compared to the 

European American sample (M = 34.98, SD = 7.82). The Chinese sample’s scores on 

Agreeableness (M = 37.62, SD = 4.16) were significantly lower (p < .001) compared to 

the European American sample (M = 40.14, SD = 5.24). The Chinese sample’s scores 

on Openness to Experiences (M = 33.49, SD = 5.48) were significantly lower (p < .001) 

compared to the European American sample (M = 37.78, SD = 5.16). The Chinese 

sample’s scores on Emotional Stability (M = 29.94, SD = 7.02) were significantly lower 
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(p < .01) compared to the European American sample (M = 32.11, SD = 8.07). 

Although the Chinese sample scored higher on Conscientiousness (M = 35.72, SD = 

5.32) than the European American sample (M = 35.13, SD = 7.15), the difference was 

not statistically significant (p = .39).  

        The Chinese sample (M = .03, SD = 3.46) scored higher than the European 

American sample (M = -.05, SD = 3.58) on the Interpersonal Relatedness subscale of 

the CPAI-2. However, the difference was not statistically significant (p = .84). Lin and 

Church (2004) investigated the replication of interpersonal relatedness factor in a 

European American sample, indicating that this dimension may not be unique to the 

Chinese population. Due to the time restriction, only items from Interpersonal 

Relatedness Subscale were administered, which eliminated the opportunity to conduct 

factor analysis comparing the structural similarity or differences between the Chinese 

and the European American sample. 

        The Chinese sample (M = 4.98, SD = .51) scored significantly higher (p < .001) on 

the Interdependent subscale of the Self-Construal Scale compared with the European 

American sample (M = 4.55, SD = .53). On the other hand, the European American 

sample (M = 4.76, SD = .64) scored significantly higher (p < .01) on the Independent 

subscale of the Self-Construal Scale compared with the Chinese sample (M = 4.54, SD 

= .59). The results were consistent with previous research findings that Asian or Asian 

Americans tend to perceive themselves to be more interdependent and less independent 

than European Americans (Hardin, 2006). 
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Pearson Correlations 

        To estimate the influence of the potential control variables, correlations between 

the control variables and the outcome variable (Interpersonal Competency) were 

calculated. The results were listed in Table 2. For the Chinese sample, self-reported 

interests in Western culture (r = .33, p < .01), self-reported familiarity with Western 

culture (r = .28, p < .01), Western cultural exposure (r = .23, p < .01) all significantly 

correlated with Interpersonal Competency. On the other hand, the positive correlations 

between sex, major and interpersonal competency were not statistically significant.  For 

the European American sample, self-reported interests and Eastern cultural exposure 

negatively correlated with interpersonal competency. Self-reported familiarity with 

Eastern culture positively correlated with interpersonal competency. However, none of 

the correlations was statistically significant. For the combined sample, the only 

statistically significant correlation was between the composite score of cultural 

exposure and Interpersonal Competency (r = .13, p < .05). Statistically controlling for 

cultural exposure did not alter any of the analysis results.  

        To test some of this study’s hypotheses, correlations were performed between all 

the independent variables (Big Five personality traits, interpersonal relatedness, 

dialectic cognitive style and self-construal) and the outcome variable (interpersonal 

competency). The following results were derived, which are shown in Table 3 for the 

Chinese sample and Table 4 for the European American sample.  

        Correlations among the Big Five personality traits and self-reported interpersonal 

competency for the Chinese sample ranged from .25 (p < .001) for Emotional Stability 



74 
 

 

to .58 (p < .001) for Openness to Experiences. Extraversion correlated .53 (p < .001), 

followed by Agreeableness at .51 (p < .001) and Conscientiousness at .39 (p < .001). 

For the European American sample, correlations ranged from .23 (p < .001) for 

Openness to Experiences to .66 (p < .001) for Extraversion. Agreeableness correlated 

.41 (p < .001) with interpersonal competency, followed by .36 (p < .001) for Emotional 

Stability and .29 (p < .001) for Conscientiousness.  

        Scores on Interpersonal Relatedness correlated .18 (p < .05) with interpersonal 

competency for the Chinese sample, while the correlation was .27 (p < .001) for the 

European American sample. Scores on dialectic cognitive style correlated - .21 (p < 

.001) with interpersonal competency for the Chinese sample and the correlation was  

-.32 (p < .001) for the European American sample.  

        Scores on the independent subscale of the Self-Construal Scale correlated .45 (p < 

.001) with interpersonal competency for the Chinese sample, while the correlation was 

.54 (p < .001) for the European American sample. Scores on interdependent subscale of 

the Self-Construal Scale correlated .21 (p < .01) with interpersonal competency for the 

Chinese sample, but the correlation was not statistically significant for the European 

American sample (r = .11, p = .16).  

       Next, Fisher’s Z transformation and moderator analysis were both used to detect 

potentially different levels of strengths of correlation coefficients for the Chinese and 

the European American samples.  
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Fisher’s Z transformation 

        To test the potential different strengths of correlations between Interpersonal 

Relatedness and Interpersonal Competency for the Chinese sample (r1 = .18, N1 = 177) 

and the European American sample (r2 = .27, N2 = 166), both raw correlation 

coefficients were transformed into Zr1 and Zr2 through the formula 1:  

Zr1 = 1/2 * ln [(1+0.18) / (1-0.18)] = 0.1820 

Zr2 = 1/2 * ln [(1+0.27) / (1-0.27)] = 0.2769 

        Then, a new sampling of distribution based on the differences between Zr1 and Zr2 

was calculated through formula 2: 

Zdifference = (0.1820 – 0.2769) / √ [1/ (177-3) + 1/ (166-3)] = -0.87 

        Because ׀Zdifference 0.87 = ׀ and it was less than 1.96, there was not enough evidence 

to reject H0 that r1 = r2. In other words, with a 2-tailed test at α = .05 level, there was no 

reason to doubt that the correlation between Interpersonal Relatedness and Interpersonal 

Competency for the Chinese sample (r1 = .18, N1 = 177) had the same strength as the 

correlation for the European American sample (r2 = .27, N2 = 166).  

        The same procedure was applied to test the potential differences for correlations 

between Dialectic Cognitive Style and Interpersonal Competency for the Chinese 

sample (r1 = -.21, N1 = 177) and the European American sample (r2 = -.32, N2 = 166), 

both raw correlation coefficients were transformed into Zr1 and Zr2 through the formula 

1: 

Zr1 = 1/2 * ln {[1+ (-0.21)] / [1-(-0.21)]} = -0.2132 

Zr2 = 1/2 * ln {[1+ (-0.32)) / [1-(-0.32)]} = -0.3316 
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        Then, a new sampling of distribution based on the differences between Zr1 and Zr2 

was calculated through formula 2:  

Zdifference = [(-0.2132) – (-0.3316)] / √ [1/ (177-3) + 1/ (166-3)] = 1.09 

        Because ׀Zdifference 1.09 = ׀ and it was less than 1.96, there was not enough evidence 

to reject H0 that r1 = r2. In other words, with a 2-tailed test at α = .05 level, there was no 

reason to doubt that the correlation between Dialectic Cognitive Style and Interpersonal 

Competency for the Chinese sample (r1 = -.21, N1 = 177) had the same strength as the 

correlation for the European American sample (r2 = -.32, N2 = 166).  

        Similarly, to test the potential different strengths of correlations between 

Interdependent Sense of Self and Interpersonal Competency for the Chinese sample (r1 

= .21, N1 = 177) and the European American sample (r2 = .11, N2 = 166), both raw 

correlation coefficients were transformed into Zr1 and Zr2 through the formula 1: 

Zr1 = 1/2 * ln [(1+0.21) / (1-0.21)] = 0.2132 

Zr2 = 1/2 * ln [(1+0.11) / (1-0.11)] = 0.1104 

        Then, a new sampling of distribution based on the differences between Zr1 and Zr2 

was calculated through formula 2:  

Zdifference = (0.2132 – 0.1104) / √ [1/(177-3) + 1/(166-3)] = 0.94 

        Because ׀Zdifference 0.94 = ׀ and it was less than 1.96, there was not enough evidence 

to reject H0 that r1 = r2. In other words, with a 2-tailed test at α = .05 level, there was no 

reason to doubt that the correlation between Interdependent Sense of Self and 

Interpersonal Competency for the Chinese sample (r1 = .21, N1 = 177) had the same 

strength as the correlation for the European American sample (r2 = .11, N2 = 166).  
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        At last, although not specified in the hypothesis, correlations between Independent 

Sense of Self and Interpersonal Competency for the Chinese sample (r1 = .45, N1 = 177) 

and the European American sample (r2 = .54, N2 = 166) also were tested. First of all, 

both raw correlation coefficients were transformed into Zr1 and Zr2 through the 

formula1: 

Zr1 = 1/2 * ln [(1+0.45) / (1-0.45)] = 0.4847 

Zr2 = 1/2 * ln [(1+0.54) / (1-0.54)] = 0.6042 

        Then, a new sampling of distribution based on the differences between Zr1 and Zr2 

was calculated through formula 2:  

Zdifference = (0.4847 – 0.6042) / √ [1/ (177-3) + 1/ (166-3)] = -1.10 

        Because ׀Zdifference 1.10 = ׀ and it was less than 1.96, there was not enough evidence 

to reject H0 that r1 = r2. In other words, with a 2-tailed test at α = .05 level, there was no 

reason to doubt that the correlation between Independent Sense of Self and 

Interpersonal Competency for the Chinese sample (r1 = .45, N1 = 177) had the same 

strength as the correlation for the European American sample (r2 = .54, N2 = 166).  

        Since all of the analyses were insignificant using the total score of self-perceived 

Interpersonal Competency, further testing of potential differences in strengths of 

correlation coefficients was carried out using the five subscales of self-perceived 

Interpersonal Competency scores (initiating relationship, self-disclosure, emotional 

support, conflict management and asserting influences) individually. Based on these 

additional analyses using five subscales scores of the outcome variable, only one 
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additional significant difference between correlation coefficients of the two samples 

was found.  

        The correlation between Interpersonal Relatedness and Initiating Relationships for 

the Chinese sample (r1 = .02, N1 = 177) and the European American sample (r2 = .23, N2 

= 166) were also tested. First of all, both raw correlation coefficients were transformed 

into Zr1 and Zr2 through the formula 1: 

Zr1 = 1/2 * ln [(1+0.02) / (1-0.02)] = 0.0200 

Zr2 = 1/2 * ln [(1+0.23) / (1-0.23)] = 0.2342 

        Then, a new sampling of distribution based on the differences between Zr1 and Zr2 

was calculated through formula 2:  

Zdifference = (0.0200 – 0.2342) / √ [1/ (177-3) + 1/ (166-3)] = -1.9649 

        Because ׀Zdifference 1.9649 = ׀ and it was more than 1.96, there was enough evidence 

to reject H0 that r1 = r2. In other words, with a 2-tailed test at α = .05 level, there was 

enough reason to believe that the correlation between Interpersonal Relatedness and 

Initiating Relationships for the European American sample (r2 = .23, N2 = 166) was 

significantly stronger compared with the Chinese sample (r1 = .02, N1 = 177). 

Moderator Analysis 

         As stated in the Method chapter, multiple regression was used to detect the 

potential interaction effects between the independent variables (interpersonal 

relatedness, dialectic cognitive style, interdependent sense of self) and country of origin 

(Chinese = 1, European American = -1) while interpersonal competency score (ICQ) 

served as the dependent variable. Although not listed as a hypothesis, moderator 
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analysis also was conducted to test the potential interaction between independent sense 

of self and country of origin. Table 5 presents the results for testing the interaction 

between interpersonal relatedness and country of origin.  

        According to Frazier, Tix, and Barron (2004), the unstandardized regression 

coefficient should be interpreted rather than the standardized regression coefficient. The 

unstandardized regression coefficient for Interpersonal Relatedness was .09, which was 

significant at p < .01 level. Because of country of origin was coded by means of effects 

coding and the scores on Interpersonal Relatedness were standardized, this first-order 

effect of Interpersonal Relatedness can be interpreted as the average relation between 

Interpersonal Relatedness scores and Interpersonal Competency scores for the 

combined sample. However, neither the unstandardized regression coefficient for 

country of origin (B = -.03, p = .16) nor the interaction term (B = -.03, p = .17) was 

significant. The R2 change associated with the interaction term was .01 (p = .17). In 

other words, the interaction between country of origin and Interpersonal Relatedness 

explained an additional 1% of the variance in Interpersonal Competency over and above 

the 6% (p < .01) explained by the first-order effects of Interpersonal Relatedness and 

country of origin alone.  

        Table 6 reports the results for testing interaction between dialectic cognitive style 

and country of origin. Similarly, the unstandardized regression coefficient for Dialectic 

Cognitive style was -.11, which was significant at p < .01 level. Because of country of 

origin was coded by means of effects coding and the scores on Dialectic Cognitive Style 

were standardized, this first-order effect of Dialectic Cognitive Style can be interpreted 
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as the average relation between Dialectic Cognitive Style scores and Interpersonal 

Competency scores for the combined sample. However, neither the unstandardized 

regression coefficient for country of origin (B = .02, p = .49) nor the interaction term 

was significant (B = .02, p = .47). The R2 change associated with the interaction term 

was .00 (p = .47). Thus, the interaction between country of origin and Dialectic 

Cognitive Style explained no additional variance in Interpersonal Competency over and 

above the 8% (p < .01) explained by the first-order effects of Dialectic Cognitive style 

and country of origin alone.  

       Table 7 reports the results for testing the interaction between interdependent sense 

of self and country of origin. The unstandardized regression coefficient for 

interdependency was .06, which was significant at p < .01 level. Because of country of 

origin was coded by means of effects coding and the scores on Interdependent Sense of 

self were standardized, this first-order effect of Interdependent Sense of self can be 

interpreted as the average relation between Interdependent Sense of self scores and 

Interpersonal Competency scores for the combined sample. In addition, the 

unstandardized regression coefficient for country of origin was -.06, which also was 

significant at p < .05 level. This first-order effect of country of origin can be interpreted 

as the average relation between country of origin and interpersonal competency. 

However, the interaction term was not significant (B = .01, p = .61). The R2 change 

associated with the interaction term was .00 (p = .61). In other words, the interaction 

between country of origin and interdependency explained no additional variance in 
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Interpersonal Competency over and above the 3% (p < .01) explained by the first-order 

effects of Interdependency and country of origin alone.  

        Table 8 reports the results for testing interaction between independent sense of self 

and country of origin. As reported in the table, the unstandardized regression coefficient 

for country of origin was .00 (p = .82), which was not significant. The unstandardized 

regression coefficient for independency was .08 (p = .21), which was not significant 

either. However, the unstandardized regression coefficient for the interaction term was 

.08, which was significant at p < .05 level.  

        As reported in the table, the R2 change associated with the interaction term was .01, 

which was significant at p < .05 level. In other words, the interaction between country 

of origin and independent sense of self explained a significantly additional 1% of the 

variance in Interpersonal Competency over and above the 25% (p < .01) explained by 

the first-order effects of independent sense of self and country of origin alone.  

        To further understand the form of the interaction, plotting was executed to 

illustrate the moderation effect. Scores for the Chinese students and European American 

students at low (-1SD) and high (1SD) levels of the independent sense of self scores 

were calculated and plotted in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: Plot of significant Country of Origin × Independent Sense of Self interaction 
predicting Interpersonal Competency Score (ICQ) 
 

Country of Origin × Independent Sense of Self Interaction 
 

 

 
        According to the plot, European American students and Chinese students who 

scored low on Independent Sense of Self reported similar levels of Interpersonal 

Competency. However, those European American students who scored high on 

Independent Sense of Self reported higher ability of Interpersonal Competency 

compared with their Chinese peers who also scored high on Independent Sense of Self. 

Independent Sense of Self was a stronger predictor for the self-perceived level of 

Interpersonal Competency for the European American sample compared with the 

Chinese sample.  
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        Another approach to exploring interaction is to test the significance of the slopes 

for each group. The significant interaction term tells us that the slopes differ from each 

other, but not whether each slope differs from 0. Two additional regression analyses 

were conducted using dummy coding to code country of origin. In one analysis, country 

of origin was coded so that the European American sample received a value of 0, and in 

another analysis the Chinese sample received a value of 0. Results can be reviewed in 

Table 9 and Table 10. 

        As reported in Table 9, with country of origin dummy coded and European 

American coded as 0, the regression coefficient for Independent Sense of Self 

represented the relationship between Independent Sense of Self and Interpersonal 

Competency for European American students. According to the results, a significant 

positive slope was found for European American students (B = .24, p < .001, 95% CI: 

.19, .29). In other words, Independent Sense of Self was a significant predictor for 

Interpersonal Competency for European American students.  

        As reported in Table 10, with country of origin dummy coded and Chinese coded 

as 0, the regression coefficient for Independent Sense of Self represented the 

relationship between Independent Sense of Self and Interpersonal Competency for the 

Chinese students. According to the results, a significant positive slope also was found 

for the Chinese students (B = .16, p < .001, 95% CI: .10, .21). In other words, 

Independent Sense of Self also was a significant predictor for Interpersonal 

Competency for the Chinese students. However, results showed a stronger relationship 

in European American students (B = .24) than in Chinese students (B = .16), which 
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illustrated the interaction effects of country of origin in the relationship between 

Independent Sense of Self and Interpersonal Competency. In other words, Independent 

Sense of Self was a stronger predictor for Interpersonal Competency for the European 

American sample compared with the Chinese sample.  

        Since most of the moderation analyses were insignificant using the total score of 

self-perceived Interpersonal Competency, further testing of the moderator hypothesis 

was carried out using the five subscales of self-perceived Interpersonal Competency 

scores (initiating relationship, self-disclosure, emotional support, conflict management 

and asserting influences) individually. Based on these additional moderator analyses 

using five subscales scores of the outcome variable, three additional significant 

moderation effects were found.  

        When Interpersonal Relatedness was tested as the predictor, the nation of origin 

was found to be a moderator for the self-perceived ability to initiate relationships and 

provide emotional support. The nation of origin also was found to moderate the 

relationship between Dialectic Cognitive style and the self-perceived ability to self-

disclose. Additionally, the nation of origin was found to moderate the relationship 

between Independent Sense of Self and the self-perceived ability to initiate 

relationships. The tables and results of these moderation analyses were listed below: 

        First of all, the nation of origin was examined as a potential moderator for 

relationships between Interpersonal Relatedness and five subscales of Interpersonal 

Competency. Two significant moderation effects were found.  
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        As reported in Table 11, the unstandardized regression coefficient for country of 

origin was - .09, which was significant at p < .05 level. Because country of origin was 

coded by means of effects coding and the Interpersonal Relatedness scores were 

standardized, this first order effect of country of origin can be interpreted as the average 

relation between country of origin and Initiating Relationships. The unstandardized 

regression coefficient for Interpersonal Relatedness on Initiating Relationships was .10, 

which also was significant at p < .01 level. This first-order effect of Interpersonal 

Relatedness can be interpreted as the average relation between Interpersonal 

Relatedness and Initiating Relationships. The unstandardized regression coefficient for 

the interaction term was -.08, which was significant at p < .05 level.  

        As reported in Table 11, the R2 change associated with the interaction term was .01 

(p < .05). In other words, the interaction between country of origin and Interpersonal 

Relatedness explained an additional 1% of the variance in Initiating Relationships over 

and above the 4% (p < .01) explained by the first-order effects of Interpersonal 

Relatedness and country of origin alone.  

        To further understand the form of the interaction, plotting was executed to illustrate 

the moderation effect. Scores for the Chinese students and European American students 

at low (-1SD) and high (1SD) levels of the Interpersonal Relatedness scores were 

calculated and plotted in Figure 2.  
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Figure 2: Plot of significant Country of Origin × Interpersonal Relatedness interaction 
predicting Initiating Relationships 
 

Country of Origin × Interpersonal Relatedness Interaction 
 
 

 
 

        According to the plot, both European American students and Chinese students who 

scored low on Interpersonal Relatedness reported similar levels of ability to initiate 

relationships. However, those European American students who scored high on 

Interpersonal Relatedness reported higher ability to initiate relationships compared with 

their Chinese peers who also scored high on Interpersonal Relatedness. Interpersonal 



87 
 

 

relatedness was a stronger predictor for the ability to initiate relationships for the 

European American sample compared with the Chinese sample.  

        Another approach to exploring interaction is to test the significance of the slopes 

for each group. The significant interaction term tells us that the slopes differ from each 

other, but not whether each slope differs from 0. Two additional regression analyses 

were conducted using dummy coding to code country of origin. In one analysis, country 

of origin was coded so that the European American sample received a value of 0, and in 

another analysis the Chinese sample received a value of 0. Results can be reviewed in 

Table 12 and Table 13. 

        As reported in Table 12, with country of origin dummy coded and European 

American coded as 0, the regression coefficient for Interpersonal Relatedness 

represented the relationship between Interpersonal Relatedness and Initiating 

Relationships for European American students. According to the results, a significant 

positive slope was found for European American students (B = .18, p < .001, 95% CI: 

.08, .29). In other words, Interpersonal Relatedness was a significant predictor for 

Initiating Relationships for European American students.  

        As reported in Table 13, with country of origin dummy coded and Chinese coded 

as 0, the regression coefficient for Interpersonal Relatedness represented the 

relationship between Interpersonal Relatedness and Initiating Relationships for the 

Chinese students. According to the results listed in Table 13, a slightly positive but not 

significant slope also was found for the Chinese students (B = .02, p = .74, 95% CI: -

.09, .12). The results showed a much stronger relationship in European American 
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students (B = .18) than in Chinese students (B = .02), which illustrated the interaction 

effects of country of origin in the relationship between Interpersonal Relatedness and 

Initiating Relationships. In other words, interpersonal relatedness was a much stronger 

predictor for ability to initiate relationships for the European American sample 

compared with the Chinese sample.  

        Similarly, country of origin was found to moderate the relationship between 

Interpersonal Relatedness and Providing Emotional Support.  

        As reported in Table 14, the unstandardized regression coefficient for country of 

origin was -.09, which was significant at p < .001 level. Because country of origin was 

coded by means of effects coding and the Interpersonal Relatedness scores were 

standardized, this first order effect of country of origin can be interpreted as the average 

relation between country of origin and Providing Emotional Support. The 

unstandardized regression coefficient for Interpersonal Relatedness on Providing 

Emotional Support was .14, which also was significant at p < .001 level. This first-order 

effect of interpersonal relatedness can be interpreted as the average relation between 

Interpersonal Relatedness and Providing Emotional Support. The unstandardized 

regression coefficient for the interaction term was -.06, which was significant at p < .05 

level.  

        As reported in Table 14, the R2 change associated with the interaction term was .01 

(p < .05). In other words, the interaction between country of origin and Interpersonal 

Relatedness explained an additional 1% of the variance in Providing Emotional Support 
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over and above the 12% (p < .001) explained by the first-order effects of Interpersonal 

Relatedness and country of origin alone.  

        To further understand the form of the interaction, plotting was done to illustrate the 

moderation effect. Scores for the Chinese students and European American students at 

low (-1SD) and high (1SD) levels of the Interpersonal Relatedness scores were 

calculated and plotted in Figure 3. 

 

Figure 3: Plot of significant Country of Origin × Interpersonal Relatedness interaction 
predicting Providing Emotional Support 
 
 

Country of Origin × Interpersonal Relatedness Interaction 
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        According to the plot, both European American students and Chinese students who 

scored low on Interpersonal Relatedness reported similar levels of ability to provide 

emotional support. However, those European American students who scored high on 

Interpersonal Relatedness reported higher ability to provide emotional support than the 

Chinese students who also scored high on Interpersonal Relatedness. Thus, 

Interpersonal Relatedness was a stronger predictor for the ability to provide emotional 

support for the European American sample than the Chinese sample. 

        Another approach to further explore interaction is to test the significance of the 

slopes for each group. The significant interaction term tells us that the slopes differ 

from each other, but not whether each slope differs from 0. Two additional regression 

analyses were conducted using dummy coding to code country of origin. In one 

analysis, country of origin was coded so that the European American sample received a 

value of 0, and in another analysis the Chinese sample received a value of 0. Results can 

be reviewed in Table 15 and Table 16. 

        As reported in Table 15, with country of origin dummy coded and European 

American coded as 0, the regression coefficient for Interpersonal Relatedness 

represented the relationship between Interpersonal Relatedness and Providing 

Emotional Support for European American students. According to the results, a 

significant positive slope was found for European American students (B = .20, p < .001, 

95% CI: .13, .27). In other words, Interpersonal Relatedness was a significant predictor 

for Providing Emotional Support for European American students. 
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        As reported in Table 16, with country of origin dummy coded and Chinese coded 

as 0, the regression coefficient for Interpersonal Relatedness represented the 

relationship between Interpersonal Relatedness and Providing Emotional Support for 

Chinese students. According to the results, a significant positive slope also was found 

for Chinese students (B = .09, p < .05, 95% CI: .02, .16). In other words, while 

Interpersonal Relatedness was a significant predictor for Providing Emotional Support 

for the Chinese students, the results showed a much stronger relationship in European 

American students (B = .20) than in Chinese students (B = .09), which illustrated the 

interaction effects of country of origin in the relationship between Interpersonal 

Relatedness and Providing Emotional Support. In other words, Interpersonal 

Relatedness was a much stronger predictor for ability to provide emotional support for 

the European American sample than the Chinese sample.  

        Similarly, when Interdependent and Independent Senses of Self were used as the 

predictors and five subscales of self-perceived Interpersonal Competency were used as 

outcome variables, one significant moderation effect was found between Independent 

Sense of Self and self-perceived ability of Initiating Relationships. 

        As reported in Table 17, the unstandardized regression coefficient for country of 

origin is -.03, which was not significant (p = .31). The unstandardized regression 

coefficient for Independent Sense of Self on Initiating Relationship was .33, which was 

significant at p < .001 level. This first-order effect of Independent Sense of Self can be 

interpreted as the average relation between Independent Sense of Self and Initiating 
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Relationship. The unstandardized regression coefficient for the interaction term was -

.08 which was significant at p < .05 level. 

        As reported in Table 17, the R2 change associated with the interaction term was .01 

(p < .001). In other words, the interaction between country of origin and Independent 

Sense of Self explained a significantly additional 1% of the variance in Initiating 

Relationships over and above the 23% (p < .001) explained by the first-order effects of 

Independent Sense of Self and country of origin alone.  

        To further understand the form of the interaction, plotting was done to illustrate the 

moderation effect. Scores for the Chinese students and European American students at 

low (-1SD) and high (1SD) levels of the Independent Sense of Self were calculated and 

plotted in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4: Plot of significant Country of Origin × Independent Sense of Self interaction 
predicting Initiating Relationships  
 

Country of Origin × Independent Sense of Self Interaction 
 

 
    

        According to the plot, positive correlations between Independent Sense of Self and 

self-perceived ability to initiate relationships were found for both the European 

American sample and the Chinese sample. However, Independent Sense of Self was a 

stronger predictor for the ability to initiate relationships for the European American 

sample compared with the Chinese sample. 

        Another approach to exploring interaction is to test the significance of the slopes 

for each group. The significant interaction term tells us that the slopes differ from each 
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other, but not whether each slope differs from 0. Two additional regression analyses 

were conducted using dummy coding to code country of origin. In one analysis, country 

of origin was coded so that the European American sample received a value of 0, and in 

another analysis the Chinese sample received a value of 0. Results can be reviewed in 

Table 18 and Table 19. 

        As reported in Table 18, with country of origin dummy coded and European 

American coded as 0, the regression coefficient for Independent Sense of Self 

represented the relationship between Independent Sense of Self and Initiating 

Relationship for European American students. According to the results, a significantly 

positive slope was found for European American students (B = .40, p < .001, 95% CI: 

.31, .49), thus indicating it was a significant positive predictor for the ability to initiate 

relationships for European American students.  

        As reported in Table 19, with country of origin dummy coded and Chinese coded 

as 0, the regression coefficient for Independent Sense of Self represented the 

relationship between Independent Sense of Self and Initiating Relationship for Chinese 

students. According to the results, a significantly positive slope also was found for 

Chinese students (B = .24, p < .001, 95% CI: .14, .33). This result demonstrated that 

although Independent Sense of Self was a significant positive predictor for the ability to 

initiate relationships for Chinese student, the results showed a much stronger 

relationship in European American students (B = .40) than in Chinese students (B = 

.24), which illustrated the interaction effects of country of origin in the relationship 

between Independent Sense of Self and Initiating Relationships. Thus, Independent 
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Sense of Self was a much stronger predictor for ability to initiate relationships for the 

European American sample compared with the Chinese sample.  
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Chapter 4: Discussion 

        The purpose of the present study was to compare and contrast the relationship 

between various kinds of predictors (cognitive style, personality, self-construal) and the 

outcome variable of self-reported interpersonal effectiveness for both Chinese and 

European American college students. The insights gained from this study may help to 

identify new indicators in both cultures of abilities to approach and establish effective 

interpersonal relationships. In the following sections, the major findings, hypotheses, 

limitations, implications and suggestions for future research are discussed. 

Major Findings 

Hypotheses  

        Hypothesis 1: The Big Five personality traits (extraversion, agreeableness, 

openness to experiences, emotional stability and conscientiousness) were hypothesized 

to relate positively to self-reported interpersonal effectiveness for both the Chinese and 

the European American samples. This hypothesis was supported by the study results. 

The correlations ranged from .25 to .58 for the Chinese sample and from .23 to .66 for 

the European American sample. All the correlations were statistically significant at p < 

.001 level. Previous studies on personality and job performance provide evidence that 

Big Five personality traits predict contextual performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Van 

Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). Specifically, the interpersonal facilitation aspect of the 

contextual performance has been shown to link to agreeableness, extraversion, 

conscientiousness and emotional stability. Moreover, conscientiousness, agreeableness, 

and emotional stability were perceived as important when assessing expatriates’ 
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likelihood of establishing good relationships with the locals (Ones & Viswesvaran, 

1999). For example, Huang, Chi, and Lawler (2005) found that extroversion and 

agreeableness are both positively related to expatriates’ ability to establish relationships 

with local Taiwanese people.  

        On the other hand, openness to experience has been one of the Big Five personality 

traits that previously contributed little weight to interpersonal adjustment and contextual 

performance (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1999; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). According 

to this study, results from the Caucasian American student sample were consistent with 

results from previous literature. Although still significant, openness to experience was 

perceived to be the weakest indicator (r = .23, p < .01) among all five factors for 

interpersonal competency. However, in this study, Chinese students perceived openness 

to experience as the strongest indicator (r = .58, p < .01) of one’s perceived 

interpersonal performance. Openness to experience is a dimension of personality that 

describes somebody who is imaginative, curious and adventurous, and who prefers 

complex, subtle and ambiguous situations versus straightforward and conservative 

situations. Lee and Bond (1998) conducted a study that analyzed the correlations 

between personality traits and mutual friendship ratings among 131 pairs of college 

roommates in a Chinese cultural setting. Results showed that perceived openness to 

experience and extraversion were among the four desirable personality traits that 

positively contributed to the friendship satisfaction ratings. A possible explanation is 

that within the Chinese cultural setting, being curious and adventurous facilitates the 

development of meaningful interpersonal relationships.  
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        Hypothesis 2a: Scores on Interpersonal Relatedness were hypothesized to correlate 

positively with self-reported interpersonal effectiveness for both the Chinese and 

European American college student samples. This hypothesis also was supported by the 

study’s results. Scores on Interpersonal Relatedness correlated .18 (p < .05) with 

interpersonal competency for the Chinese sample, while the correlation was .27 (p < 

.001) for the European American sample. 

        The English version of CPAI has been administered to participants in cultures 

other than East Asian culture in a few studies to examine the universality of 

Interpersonal Relatedness (Cheung, et al., 2001; Cheung, et al., 2003; Lin & Church, 

2004; Cheung, et al., 2006; Fung & Ng., 2006). Results from the factor analysis 

demonstrated the existence of this “6th factor” of personality in Western cultures. 

Interpersonal Relatedness is defined as “a strong orientation towards instrumental 

relationships; emphasis on occupying one’s proper place and engaging in appropriate 

action; avoidance of internal, external, and interpersonal conflict; and adherence to 

norms and traditions” (Cheung, et al., 2001). Lin and Church (2004) demonstrated that 

as individuals identify more with traditional Chinese cultural values or behaviors, they 

will have higher scores for Interpersonal Relatedness. Results in this study were 

consistent with previous results, in that Chinese scored higher (M = .03, SD = 3.46) than 

Caucasian Americans (M = -.05, SD = 3.58) on Interpersonal Relatedness. However, the 

difference was not statistically significant (p = .84). 

Limited evidence exists on the predictive validity of Interpersonal Relatedness. 

Specifically, Interpersonal Relatedness has been linked to filial piety, general or specific 
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trust, persuasion tactics and communication styles above and beyond the predictive 

power of Big Five personality factors within the Chinese context (Zhang & Bond, 

1998). When Kwong and Cheung (2003) examined Interpersonal Relatedness as a 

predictor for the contextual domain of job performance in the Chinese context, they 

found that specific facets of Interpersonal Relatedness (Harmony, Face and Leadership) 

significantly correlated with the interpersonal, but not the personal aspect of contextual 

performance among a group of 242 supervisors of an elite hotel chain in Hong Kong. 

However, no previous cross-cultural research has been conducted to compare the 

predictive power of Interpersonal Relatedness.  

The current study revealed that Interpersonal Relatedness was a valid 

significantly predictor of self-perceived Interpersonal Competency for both its Chinese 

and Caucasian American samples. This result is consistent with previous research 

findings that Interpersonal Relatedness significantly predicts the ability to establish and 

maintain interpersonal relationships within the Chinese cultural context. In addition, the 

current research provides new evidence that this personality construct not only exists in 

Western culture, but also is a meaningful and useful predictor for self-perceived 

interpersonal competency cross-culturally among European Americans.  

        Hypothesis 2b: Nation of origin is hypothesized to moderate the relationship 

between Interpersonal Relatedness and interpersonal effectiveness for the combined 

sample. In other words, for Chinese college students, the correlation between 

Interpersonal Relatedness and interpersonal effectiveness will be stronger than for 

European American college students. Interestingly, although the correlations between 
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Interpersonal Relatedness and the perceived Interpersonal Competency were significant 

for both samples in this study, the correlation was higher (r = .27, p < .01) for the 

European American sample than for the Chinese sample (r = .18, p < .05).  This is 

contradictory to what was expected based on the hypothesis. Fisher’s Z transformation 

was used to exam to ascertain whether this difference in the strengths of correlation 

coefficients was statistically significant. Results showed that with a 2-tailed test at α = 

.05 level, there is no reason to doubt that the correlation between Interpersonal 

Relatedness and Interpersonal Competency for the Chinese sample (r1 = .18) has the 

same strength as the correlation for the European American sample (r2 = .27).  

         Moderator analysis also was used to exam the potential interaction effect of 

country of origin and Interpersonal Relatedness in predicting Interpersonal 

Competency. When interpersonal effectiveness was measured using the whole scale 

score of ICQ, no moderation effect was found. However, when the five subscales of 

ICQ (initiating relationship, self-disclosure, asserting influence, emotional support and 

conflict management) were used, two significant moderation relationships emerged. 

First of all, country of origin was found to moderate the relationship between 

Interpersonal Relatedness and relationship initiation aspects of self-perceived 

interpersonal competency. Secondly, country of origin also was found to moderate the 

relationship between Interpersonal Relatedness and the providing emotional support 

aspect of self-perceived interpersonal competency. However, for both of these 

moderation effects, the directions of moderation were in the opposite direction of what 

was hypothesized. In other words, Interpersonal Relatedness was a significantly 



101 
 

 

stronger predictor for the self-perceived ability to initiate relationship and provide 

emotional support for the European American sample than for the Chinese sample. 

Hypothesis 3a: Scores on dialectic cognitive style will be positively correlated 

with self-reported interpersonal effectiveness for both the Chinese and the European 

American college student samples. This hypothesis was not supported by the study 

results. On the contrary, scores on dialectic cognitive style correlated -.21 (p < .01) with 

self-reported interpersonal competency for the Chinese sample. The correlation also 

was significant for the European American sample (r = -.32, p < .01).   

        Peng and Nisbett (1999) articulated three principles associated with the Dialectic 

Cognitive Style: principles of change, contradiction and holism. These three principles 

outlined a cognitive style that views change as constant and reality as a dynamic 

process. It also emphasizes the coexistence of at least two oppositional elements (e.g. 

yin and yang, good and bad, happiness and sadness) within all objects and events. It 

encompasses the idea that changes usually happen from one opposite end to another in a 

never-ending cycle. 

        Although there has been no effort to look at the predictive validity of Dialectic 

Cognitive Style and interpersonal effectiveness, there has been some effort to explain 

the negative correlation between the Dialectic Cognitive Style and self-reported well-

being and happiness, particularly among East Asians. As well-documented by previous 

empirical evidence, many members from East Asian cultural backgrounds tend to report 

lower scores on self-esteem and psychological well-being than their European 

American counterparts (Kitayama, Markus, & Kurokawa, 2000; Oishi, Diener, Lucas, 
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& Suh, 1999, Marcus & Kitayama, 1991; Diener, Suh, Smith, & Shao, 1995; Heine, 

Takata, & Lehman, 2000). Spencer-Rodgers et al. (2004) proposed that one potential 

explanation for this phenomenon was the dialectic cognitive style that many members 

of East Asian cultures adopt. They pointed out that East Asians are more likely to 

acknowledge variances and contradictions, and therefore may manifest greater 

evaluative ambivalence about their self-evaluative scores of well-being and happiness. 

In other words, the tendency to acknowledge and accept both the positive and negative 

aspects of self may lead to lower self-reported well-being, global life satisfaction and 

competency scores. In their study using Dialectic Cognitive Style measure, Spencer-

Rodgers et al. (2004) found that Chinese scored higher on dialectic cognitive style, tend 

to exhibit greater self-evaluative ambivalence and therefore, reported lower scores on 

self-esteem than European American students. In addition, across both samples, 

dialectic scores were related to decreased self-esteem and well-being. In their study, the 

negative relationship between dialecticism and life satisfaction also was mediated by 

self-evaluative ambivalence. A possible explanation is that the self-reported 

interpersonal competency measure used by the current study belongs under the general 

category of self-esteem measures. Therefore, it is possible that the negative correlation 

between the Dialectic Cognitive Style and self-reported interpersonal competency 

scores was mediated by self-evaluative ambivalence for both samples.  

        Hypothesis 3b: The nation of origin will moderate the relationship between 

dialectic cognitive style and interpersonal effectiveness for the combined sample, such 

that for the Chinese student sample, the positive correlation between dialectic cognitive 
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style and interpersonal effectiveness will be stronger when compared to the European 

American college students. Both the Fisher’s Z transformation and moderator analysis 

with whole scale Interpersonal Competency score and 5 subscales of ICQ were 

performed. Results showed that with a 2-tailed test at α = .05 level, there is no reason to 

doubt that the correlation between Dialectic Cognitive Style and Interpersonal 

Competency for the Chinese sample (r1 = -.21) has the same strength as the correlation 

for the European American sample (r2 = -.32). No significant moderation relationship 

was found either.   

        Hypothesis 4a: Scores on interdependent sense of self will be positively correlated 

with self-reported interpersonal effectiveness for both the Chinese college student 

sample and the European American college student sample.  

        This hypothesis was supported by the study’s results. Specifically, scores on the 

interdependent subscale correlated .21 (p < .01) with interpersonal competency for the 

Chinese sample, while the correlation was .11 (p = .155) for the European American 

sample. Although not specified in the hypothesis, scores on the independent subscale 

were also compared cross-culturally. Results showed that Independent Sense of Self 

correlated .45 (p <.01) with the interpersonal competency for the Chinese sample and 

the correlation was .54 (p <.01) for the European American sample.  

        Self-construal refers to how people perceive themselves in relation with others. 

People with interdependent self-construal value integrating themselves within the social 

situation, while people with independent self-construal value autonomy and assertiveness 

(Singelis, 1994). Previous research evidence raised the possibility that due to differences 
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in child-raising practice, individuals raised in East Asian cultures may value more 

behaviors that encourage being sensitive towards others’ thoughts and feelings and 

trying to fit in instead of standing out when it comes to approaching and establishing 

interpersonal relationships (Chen, Rubin, & Sun, 1992; Nisbett, 2003).  Cross, Bacon, & 

Morris (2000) pointed out that members of collectivist societies such as East Asian 

countries tend to think of themselves as interdependent upon others, while members of 

Western cultures tend to value the concept of autonomous and independent when trying 

to establish interpersonal relationships. The results from current study seemed to be 

consistent with the previous findings. European American sample has a significantly 

higher correlation coefficient (r = .54, p < .01) compared with the Chinese sample (r = 

.45, p < .01) for the relationship between Independent Sense of Self and interpersonal 

competency. In other words, the independent sense of self plays a bigger role for the 

European American sample.  

        Cross, Bacon, and Morris (2000) called for researchers to investigate within group 

differences on Interdependent Sense of Self in addition to looking at the between 

cultural differences. They pointed out first that as there are differences between cultures 

on the construct of self construal, individuals within cultures may differ dramatically on 

the continuum of Interdependent Sense of Self. Those authors even developed a 

measurement scale that specifically aims at detecting the within group differences on 

the construct of Interdependent Sense of Self. The within group differences on 

interdependent sense of self and independent sense of self may contribute to the overall 

positive correlations with the interpersonal competency scores for both samples. Thus, 
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the interdependent sense of self and the independent sense of self may both play 

important roles in self-perceived ability to establish relationships cross-culturally.  

        Hypothesis 4b: The nation of origin will moderate the relationship between 

interdependent sense of self and interpersonal effectiveness for the combined sample. 

For Chinese college students, the correlation between interdependent sense of self and 

interpersonal effectiveness will be stronger than for European American college 

students. 

        This hypothesis was not supported by the study’s results.  Results from Fisher’s Z 

transformation, the moderator analysis using whole scale score of ICQ and the five 

subscale scores, produced a similar correlation between Interdependent Sense of Self 

and the interpersonal effectiveness for the Chinese and European American samples.  

        Although not specified in the hypothesis, the correlation between Independent 

Sense of Self and interpersonal effectiveness also was tested. The two statistical 

methods yielded slightly different results. The procedure using Fisher’s Z 

transformation produced no significant results between the correlation coefficients 

between two samples. However, the moderator analysis using the five subscales of ICQ 

(initiating relationship, self-disclosure, asserting influence, emotional support and 

conflict management) yielded two significant interactions between Independent Sense 

of Self and the country of origin.  Specifically, the nation of origin was found to 

moderate the relationship between Independent Sense of Self and the self-perceived 

ability to initiate relationships. Independent Self-construal was a stronger predictor of 
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the ability to initiate relationships for the European American sample than for the 

Chinese sample.  

        Sinclair and Fehr (2005) conducted two studies examining the relationship 

between the construct of self-construal and strategies to deal with dissatisfaction within 

romantic relationships for a group of North American descent. They found that 

individuals with Independent Sense of Self tend to voice actively their opinions and 

dissatisfactions with the relationship with the intention of making improvement. On the 

other hand, individuals with Interdependent Sense of Self tend to adopt a more passive 

strategy and avoid possibility of potential conflict. In responding to previous empirical 

evidence that actively voicing one’s opinions and dissatisfactions in relationships 

predicts positive relationship variables and future relationship satisfaction, the authors 

argued that the passive strategy of approaching barriers in relationships is only 

problematic for those with an Independent Sense of Self. Passivity does not appear to be 

detrimental to relationship satisfaction of those who perceive themselves as possessing 

an Interdependent Sense of Self. Results from the current study seemed to be consistent 

with previous research findings that individuals raised within an East Asian cultural 

context where Interdependent Sense of Self is highly valued may adopt a more passive 

approach when initiating interpersonal relationships, while individuals raised within an 

European American cultural context may value a more direct and expressive approach.  

In this study, Independent Sense of Self also contributed more in self-perceived ability 

to initiate relationships for the European American student sample than for the Chinese 
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sample, taking into consideration the within-group differences on self-construal cross 

culturally.  

Limitations 

        The major limitations of this study are related to the design of the study and 

several measurement issues. First of all, the study used a cross-sectional survey design. 

Specifically, the relationship between the independent variables of personality, 

cognitive style, self-construal and the dependent variable of interpersonal competency 

were measured at one point in time, which prevented the generalization of causality 

among the independent and dependent variables. Ideally, a longitudinal study design 

could be utilized to provide more evidence of the direct causal relationship between the 

independent and dependent variables.  

        The second design issue regards the use of a survey study instead of an 

experimental study. The advantage of the survey study is the possibility of gathering 

data from a relatively large sample size within a short period of time across two 

different countries within a feasible budget. On the other hand, there are several 

disadvantages to this design. The lack of experimental control is an essential factor that 

limits the internal validity of the study, restricting the inference of causality. Secondly, 

the survey of college students in host countries instead of foreign nationals in those 

countries who are either working or studying in host countries restricts the extent of 

external validity.  

        Another aspect related to the limitations of the study involves measurement issues. 

Two measurement issues are particularly relevant: translation and cross-cultural 
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validation of the instruments, and the use of self-report measures in cross-cultural 

studies. First of all, limited evidence is available on the cross-cultural validation of 

some of the newly developed measurement instruments such as CPAI-II and Dialectic 

Self Scale. Therefore, this study contributed to the cross-cultural validation literature of 

these instruments. The study demonstrated promising reliabilities for both the Chinese 

and the English versions of the instruments. Factor analysis also demonstrated similar 

structures underlying the constructs. Evidences of reliabilities and factor analysis were 

consistent with limited previous research. On the other hand, the limited information on 

the reliability, validity, stability and cross-cultural equivalence might influence the 

extent to which hypothesis-testing was feasible or accurate.  

        Another issue arises from the self-report nature of the measurements. Specifically 

related to this study, the negative correlation between the Dialectic Cognitive Style and 

the outcome measure of interpersonal competency could be explained by the limitations 

associated with the self-report nature of the outcome variable. The higher participants 

scored on Dialectic Cognitive Style, the more likely they could have ambivalent 

feelings when filling out the self-reported Interpersonal Competency measure. This 

ambivalent response style may contribute to the negative correlation between the 

Dialectic Cognitive Style and interpersonal competency. If the outcome measure of 

Interpersonal Competency were to be measured by an objective measurement, such as 

third party evaluation, the results might be different.   

        Heine, Lehman, Peng, and Greenholtz (2002) discussed reference-group effect on 

the use of cross-cultural comparisons of subjective likert scales, pointing out that the 
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likert scale requires subjects to rate their feeling compared to an internal reference 

group or shared norm. In cross-cultural comparisons, as a result of the use of a different 

internal reference group or shared norm, the absolute cultural differences in people’s 

values, traits and attitude may get lost. For example, despite a higher score on the 

interpersonal relatedness scale for the Chinese students in this study, the difference was 

not statistically significant. One potential explanation for the lack of significance is the 

reference-group effect, in that the Chinese student sample might have used an internal 

reference group that might value more and score higher on average on interpersonal 

relatedness than did the European American sample. Therefore, the absolute cultural 

differences on interpersonal relatedness across these two samples might have been 

compromised due to the reference-group effect.  

       Ji, Schwarz, and Nisbett (2000) raised a related issue about cultural differences on 

self-reported frequency of observable (public) versus unobservable (private) behaviors. 

Their study asked both Chinese and American participants to indicate how often they 

engaged in certain kinds of observable (public) or unobservable (private) behaviors, 

using high frequency scales, low frequency scales and open-response format. All 

participants reported higher behavioral frequencies when the high frequency scales were 

used than when low frequency scales were used. Thus, all participants relied on the 

scales as a frame of reference in arriving at conclusions about the frequency of their 

behaviors. However, Chinese participants while not influenced by the response format 

when the behaviors were observable, were influenced by the response format when the 

behaviors were unobservable. On the other hand, American participants were influenced 
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by the response format when the behaviors were both observable and unobservable. The 

researchers proposed that because Chinese participants grow up in a collectivist culture 

where an emphasis on self-monitoring of behaviors is highly valued, they rely less on 

information provided by the scale in making comparisons with others. On the other 

hand, American participants drew on the information provided by the scale to determine 

the absolute frequencies of behaviors. One implication for the present study is the 

presence of potential differences in how the Chinese sample and the European 

American sample responded to self-reported measures of observable behaviors, such as 

interpersonal competencies.  

        Ji, Zhang, and Nisbett (2004) also raised questions regarding the translation and 

back-translation of the instruments used cross-culturally. They pointed out that back-

translation assumes that the material, concept or construct is the equivalent or has the 

similar implication despite the use of different languages. For example, the English 

word “pride” can be translated into two different Chinese words: “jiao ao” (骄傲) with a 

negative connotation and “zi hao” (自豪) with a positive connotation. However, either 

Chinese word can be back-translated into “pride.” Therefore, any between-group 

differences can be hard to interpret or to separate the true cross-cultural group 

differences on the construct from any cross-cultural differences based on the use of 

language. Given the limitations of self-reported measures in cross-cultural studies, 

objective behavioral measures such as simulations can be further explored.  
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Implications and Suggestions for Future Research 

        Despite the limitations, this study contributed to the current literature of cross-

cultural adjustment and cross-cultural communication in several significant ways.  With 

the globalization of the world’s economy, more and more intercultural exchanges are 

happening around the world. Both opportunities and challenges are facing the 

employees of international organizations, students studying abroad, military personnel 

and religious workers on oversea assignments, immigrants, refugees or even travelers at 

various stages and levels of cross-cultural adaptations (Templer, Tay, & Chandrasekar, 

2006). One of the research questions related to understanding the aspect and process of 

cross-cultural adjustment in order to establish effective relationships with the host 

nationals. This study serves as a preliminary effort to explore potential factors that 

contribute to the establishment of effective interpersonal relationships under different 

cultural contexts. Results from the study not only confirmed that well-researched factors 

such as the ability of the Big Five predict interpersonal competencies under both 

cultures, but it also brought attention to additional factors, such as cognitive styles, 

interpersonal relatedness and sense of self.  

As all the predictors turned out to be significantly correlated to the outcome 

variable, future research is needed to explore the specific mechanisms through which 

they are related to the outcome variable in both cultures. This approach has been the 

missing link in the existing literature on cross-cultural adjustment. A majority of these 

studies have been survey studies that directly linked the predictors with the outcome 

variables without providing any theoretical framework or empirical evidence on the 
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mechanisms through which they are related. Identifying potential predictors has great 

implications for the selection of expatriates who might potentially be successful and 

adaptive during oversea assignments.  

As well, the understanding of specific mechanisms will provide insights into 

designing training programs with the goal of helping expatriates to better adjust while 

they are on their assignments. For example, in this study interpersonal relatedness had 

significantly positive correlations with the self-perceived interpersonal competencies in 

both cultures. However, little is known about how the personality characteristic 

manifests itself behaviorally, which is further linked with higher self-evaluation of 

interpersonal competencies. An interesting further step is to test potential behavioral 

mediators such as attention to nonverbal cues or attention to situational factor to clarify 

the specific mechanism that underlies the positive or negative correlations between the 

predictors and outcome variable. However, due to the lack of research in this area, the 

challenge lies in developing a solid theoretical rationale through which to identify 

potential mediators or moderators. 

        Given the limitations of self-reported measures in cross-cultural research, using 

objective evaluations of observable behaviors instead of using self-report measures can 

be another future direction for research. For example, the outcome measure of 

interpersonal competencies could be more accurately captured by the host nationals’ 

ratings of behavioral simulation exercises performed by expatriates under an 

experimental condition.  
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        Last but not least, the study is part of the effort to indigenize psychology in all 

cultures and nations. Schonpflug, Yang, and Hwang (2007) pointed out that indigenous 

or cultural psychology draws on culturally-specific philosophies such as Confucians 

teachings and Buddhism beliefs with the purpose of developing new theories and 

models that can better explain the behaviors of indigenous people. Both Zheng and Ye 

(2007), and Paranjpe (2002) discussed the cultural, historical and political barriers to 

psychology emerging and developing as a science in developing countries such as 

China and India. They called for young psychologists to return to their home countries 

after finishing education in western countries to explore, expand and examine 

indigenous psychological constructs with real-life implications, such as the idea of self-

control embedded in meditative practices like yoga and Zen. The current study tries to 

apply the psychological constructs such as “dialectic cognitive style” and “interpersonal 

relatedness” that are indigenous to East Asian culture under a Western cultural context. 

The effort to validate these indigenous psychological construct has implications for the 

understanding of cross-cultural adjustment process. Meanwhile, with the increasing 

awareness and recognition of the need for more culturally sensitive and valid 

psychological assessment instruments in a culturally diversified Western society such as 

the United States, the research on cross-cultural application of indigenously developed 

psychological constructs such as “dialectic cognitive style” and “interpersonal 

relatedness” can also serve a purpose in expanding the European American model of 

understanding human cognition and personality. 
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Chapter 5: Summary 

        We live in a modern world where economic, political, cultural, social and 

intellectual interactions and exchanges among various cultures and countries have 

become the norm rather than the exception. Sometimes these interactions spark interests 

and curiosities while other times, they lead to misunderstandings and conflicts. As 

individuals and as nations living in this increasingly interdependent world, we strive to 

understand and appreciate others and at the same time, to be understood and to be 

appreciated by others. China, a country with about 5000 years of history and one of the 

fastest growing economies, is receiving more and more attention from the world. In 

2001, China entered the World Trade Organization and in the summer of 2008, China 

successfully hosted the 29th Summer Olympic Game. The number of foreigners working 

in China reached a record high of more than 150,000 in 2006 (The Chinese Ministry of 

Labor and Social Security, 2006). At the same time, more and more Chinese become 

fascinated with the world culture. Between 1978 and 2007, more than 1.2 million 

Chinese students studied abroad (The Chinese Ministry of Education, 2008).  

        Many international travelers, regardless of purpose and length of stay, are facing 

the challenges of approaching and establishing effective interpersonal relationships with 

host nationals to various degrees. Previous research on cross-cultural adjustment also 

speaks to the importance of effective interpersonal relationship with host nationals on 

the overall adjustment process for expatriates (Black et al., 1991; Ward, 1996).     

        Theoretical and empirical studies on contextual performance raised the potential of 

looking at personality variables such as Big Five personality factors as useful predictors 
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to the interpersonal aspects of job performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Van 

Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). However, the conclusion on the effect of Big Five on the 

process of cross-cultural adjustment is far from conclusive (Shaffer, Harrison, 

Gregersen, Black, & Ferzandi, 2006; Ward & Low, 2004; Cheng, et al., 2001; Swagler 

& Jome, 2005). Research on “cultural differences” showed that the larger the gap 

between host culture and home culture, the more difficult is for expatriates to adjust 

cross-culturally and therefore, even more crucial to learn from host nationals (Torbiorn, 

1982; Stahl & Caligiuri, 2005). Decades of social and cross-cultural psychology 

research has demonstrated the striking cultural differences in concepts of self, attention 

and perception, cognition and personality differences between Westerners and East 

Asians (Nisbett, 2003; Peng & Nisbett, 1999; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Cheung, et 

al., 1996). However, little empirical research has been done to relate these interesting 

concepts to the establishment of effective interpersonal relationships in both cultures.  

        The purpose of this study was to look at the relationships between potential 

predictors such as dialectic cognitive style, interpersonal relatedness, independent sense 

of self and interdependent sense of self as potential predictors to the establishment of 

interpersonal effectiveness for both a Chinese college student sample (N = 177) and a 

European American college student sample (N = 166). The study also examined the 

potential differences in predictive powers of these constructs for the independent 

variables of interpersonal competency between the two samples. In addition, the study 

served as an effort to provide cross-cultural evidence of validity for the indigenously 
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developed measurement instruments such as the Cross-Cultural/Chinese Personality 

Assessment Inventory (CPAI-II) and the Dialectic Self Scale (DSS).  

        Correlation analyses were performed between all the predictors and the outcome 

variable, self-perceived ability to establish interpersonal relationships for both the 

Chinese sample and the European American sample. Furthermore, Fisher’s Z 

transformation and moderator analysis were used to exam the possible differential 

power between the correlation coefficients from the two samples.  

        Several hypotheses were supported by the statistical analyses. The Big Five 

personality traits (extraversion, agreeableness, openness to experiences, emotional 

stability and conscientiousness) were all positively correlated with self-reported 

interpersonal effectiveness for both the Chinese and the European American samples. 

All the correlations were statistically significant at p < .01 level. The results were 

consistent with previous research in the U.S. which demonstrated that personality traits, 

such as extroversion and agreeableness, play important roles in the ability to establish 

effective interpersonal relationships (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1999; Van Scotter & 

Motowidlo, 1996). Despite previous evidence, reported in U.S. domestic literature, 

which indicates that openness to experience lacks predictive power, this study’s results 

showed that among the Chinese student, openness to experience was the strongest 

indicator for the self-perceived ability to establish interpersonal relationships.  

        Scores on Interpersonal Relatedness were significantly and positively correlated 

with self-perceived ability to establish interpersonal relationships for both samples. 

Previous research has been done to exam the universality of Interpersonal Relatedness 
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as a missing personality factor through administering the instruments in cultures outside 

East Asia (Cheung, et al., 2003; Lin & Church, 2004; Cheung, et al., 2006), however, 

limited effort exists in looking at the predictive power of this construct both 

domestically in East Asian countries and internationally. The current research confirms 

the previous research findings that Interpersonal Relatedness significantly predicts the 

ability to establish interpersonal relationships within the Chinese cultural context. In 

addition, it provides new evidence that Interpersonal Relatedness is also a useful 

predictor for the European Americans.  

        Consistent with the hypothesis, scores on the Interdependent Sense of Self 

correlated positively with interpersonal competency for both the Chinese and the 

European American sample although the correlation coefficient was not significant for 

the latter. Although not specified in the hypotheses, scores on the Independent Sense of 

Self also positively correlated with the outcome variable, self-perceived ability to 

establish interpersonal relationships for both samples.  

       However, several of the hypotheses were not supported by the results of this study. 

Contrary to the hypothesis, scores on Dialectic Cognitive Style were significantly and 

negatively correlated with the self-perceived interpersonal effectiveness for both the 

Chinese and the European American samples. Several factors might contribute to the 

significant negative correlation. Although no previous effort has been made to look at 

the predictive validity of Dialectic Cognitive style and interpersonal effectiveness, 

empirical evidence has been documented on the negative correlation between the 

Dialectic Cognitive Style and self-reported general well-being and happiness, 
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particularly among East Asians (Spencer-Rodgers et al., 2004). The authors proposed 

that East Asians have stronger tendencies to endorse a dialectic cognitive style, which 

enables them to acknowledge contradictions and accept fluctuations and changes. 

Therefore, the tendency to acknowledge and accept both the positive and negative 

aspects of self may lead to greater ambivalence when it comes to self-report measures 

such as general psychological well-being. There is possibility that the negative 

correlation between the Dialectic Cognitive Style and self-reported interpersonal 

competency scores was medicated by self-evaluative ambivalence for both samples.  

        In addition, results from both the Fisher’s Z transformation and moderator analysis 

produced very few statistically significant differences between the correlation 

coefficients from the two samples. Specifically, Fisher’s Z transformation yielded 

insignificant results for all predictors using the total score of self-perceived 

interpersonal competency. In other words, with a 2-tailed test at α = .05 level, there is 

no reason to doubt that the correlation between the predictors (Dialectic Cognitive 

Style, Interpersonal Relatedness, Interdependent Self-Construal and Independent Self-

Construal) and the outcome variable of Interpersonal Competency for the Chinese 

sample has the same strength as the correlation for the European American sample. 

Additional analyses were performed using the five subscales of self-perceived 

Interpersonal Competency scores (initiating relationship, self-disclosure, emotional 

support, conflict management and asserting influences) as outcome variables 

individually. Based on these additional analyses, only one additional significant 

difference between correlation coefficients of the two samples was found. Specifically, 
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the correlation between Interpersonal Relatedness and Initiating Relationships for the 

European American sample is significantly stronger compared to the correlation for the 

Chinese sample.  

        Results from the moderator analysis were slightly different but similar. When 

using the whole scale score of self-perceived Interpersonal Competency score, only one 

significant interaction effect was found. Specifically, Independent Sense of Self was a 

stronger predictor for Interpersonal Competency for the European American sample 

compared with the Chinese sample. Further analysis using the five subscales of the 

Interpersonal Competency score reviewed that specifically, Independent Sense of Self 

was a much stronger predictor for ability to initiate relationships for the European 

American sample than for the Chinese sample. This result is consistent with previous 

research that individuals raised within an East Asian cultural context, where 

Interdependent Sense of Self is highly valued, may adopt a more passive approach when 

initiating interpersonal relationships, while individuals raised within a European 

American cultural context may value a more direct and expressive approach (Sinclair & 

Fehr, 2005). 

        Two additional significant results from the moderator analyses, using the five 

subscales scores of the outcome variable, are related to the construct of Interpersonal 

Relatedness. Specifically, Interpersonal Relatedness was a stronger predictor for the 

ability to initiate relationships and provide emotional support for the European 

American sample than for the Chinese sample.  
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        The major limitations of this study involved the design issues and the measurement 

issues. The study utilized a cross-sectional design, which prevented the generalization 

of causality between the independent and dependent variables. Secondly, the study used 

a survey methodology, which had the advantage of convenience associated with data 

collection. However, the lack of experimental control for survey studies limited the 

internal validity of the study, restricting the inference of causality. Thirdly, surveying 

students instead of foreign nationals in host countries restricted the external validity of 

the study.  

        Two major measurement issues related to the study are translation and cross-

cultural validation of the survey instruments, and the use of self-report measures in 

cross-cultural research.  First of all, due to the limited existing evidence on the 

reliability, validity, stability and cross-cultural equivalence of the measurement 

instrument, the extent to which hypothesis-testing was feasible or accurate might have 

been compromised. Secondly, several issues associated with the use of self-reported 

measurement in cross-cultural research might be relevant in this study such as the 

validity of self-reported instruments instead of objective outcome measures (Spencer-

Rodgers et al., 2004), the reference-group effect on the use of cross-cultural 

comparisons of subjective likert scales (Heine et al., 2002), cultural differences on self-

reported frequency of observable (public) versus unobservable (private) behaviors (Ji, 

Schwarz & Nisbett, 2000), and concerns regarding the translation and back-translation 

of the instruments used cross-culturally (Ji, Zhang, & Nisbett, 2004). 
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        Despite the limitations, the current study serves as a preliminary effort to explore 

potential useful predictors that contribute to the establishment of effective interpersonal 

relationships both under East Asian cultural context and the European American 

cultural context. Results from the study not only confirmed that well-researched factors 

such as the ability of the Big Five predict interpersonal competencies for both cultures, 

but also brought attention to additional factors, such as cognitive styles, interpersonal 

relatedness and sense of self. Future research is needed to explore the specific 

mechanisms such as moderators and mediators through which they are related to the 

outcome variable in both cultures. The understanding of specific mechanisms will 

provide insights into designing training programs with the goal of helping expatriates to 

better adjust while they are on their assignments. In addition, the use of objective 

outcome evaluations in a longitudinal experimental design using actual expatriates on 

oversea assignments will strengthen the magnitude of internal validity and external 

validity of the study, therefore, offers more inferential power for causality.  

        Last but not the least, the effort to demonstrate evidence of validity for indigenous 

psychological constructs such as “dialectic cognitive style” and “interpersonal 

relatedness” under a European American cultural context has implications for the effort 

to extend and expand the understandings about universality of human cognition and 

personality. In addition, there are implications for the research and development of 

more culturally sensitive and valid psychological assessment instruments in a culturally 

diversified society such as the United States. 
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Table 1 
Description of Demographic Characteristics for the Chinese (N Chinese = 177) and 
European American Students Samples (N European American = 167)  
Demographic Variables  Chinese  European American    P-value 
Sex (%)   .13 

- Female  47.5 55.7  
- Male 52.5 44.3  

Age (Mean) 19.85 20.14 .24 
Year in College (%)   .02* 

- 1st year 61.6 52.3  
- 2nd year 30.5 27.1  
- 3rd year 5.1 13.5  
- 4th year 2.8 5.8  

Major (%)   .00**
- Science and Engineering 64.4 45.3  
- Arts and Social Science 19 27.7  
- Business 16.7 27  

GPA (%)   .00**
- A 1.7 61.4  
- B 54.3 35.4  
- C 38.2 0  
- D 5.2 1.9  
- F 0 1.3  

SES (%)   .00**
- Poor 14.1 3.0  
- Working Class 49.2 7.3  
- Middle Class 25.4 38.8  
- Upper Middle Class 11.3 46.1  
- Upper Class/Wealthy 0 4.8  

Father’s Education (%)   .00**
- Did not finish high school 42.9 1.8  
- High school 34.3 22.2  
- College  20.6 47.6  
- Graduate 2.3 28  

Mother’s Education (%)   .00**
- Did not finish high school 54.8 1.8  
- High school 32.2 21.1  
- College  13 55.7  
- Graduate 0 21.1  

Interests in the other Culture  3.56    2.49 .00**
Familiarity with the other Culture  3.11 2.60 .00**
Cultural Exposure  4.55 5.04 .00**
*p < .05  ** p < .01
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Table 2 
 
Correlation Matrix of all control variables and the outcome variable of interpersonal competency (ICQ) for the combined sample 
(NChinese=177, NEuropean American=167)  
 
Variables                                           1                    2                   3                   4                   5                   6              
 
1.  Interests                                              1.0               .57**             .49**             .05               -.01               .04 
 
2.  Familiarity                                         1.0                 .48**             .21**            .01               .10     
     
3.  Cultural Exposure                                                  1.0                 .15**            .05               .13*     
 
4.  Sex                                                                                                                      1.0                .20**          -.02 
 
5.  Major                                                                                                                            1.0               .07 
                                                        
6.  ICQ                                                                                               1.0 
 
                                          
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 3 
 
Correlation Matrix of all predictor variables and the outcome variable of interpersonal competency (ICQ) for the Chinese student 
sample ( n = 177) 
 
Variables                                           1            2            3            4            5             6            7            8            9            10              
 
1.  Extraversion                                        1.0       .27**      .12         .30**      .38**     -.15       -.18*      .29**      -.06        .53** 
 
2.  Agreeableness                     1.0          .25**     .23**      .33**     .30**      .01        .17*        .43**     .51**  
 
3.  Conscientiousness                         1.0         .21**      .20**     .28**     -.35**    .28**      .12         .39**  
 
4.  Emotional Stability                            1.0          .12         -.01       -.25**     .12          .03         .25**    
 
5.  Openness to Experience                    1.0         -.07       -.07         .41**      .02         .58**  
 
6.  Interpersonal Relatedness                                                                                          1.0        -.10         .04          .37**     .17* 
 
7.  Dialectic Cognitive Style                                                                                                          1.0        -.24**     .07        -.21**      
 
8.  Independent Self-Construal                                                                                                                    1.0          .18*       .45**         
 
9.  Interdependent Self-Construal                                                                                                                               1.0         .21*        
 
10. ICQ                                                                                                                                                                                      1.0    
     
                                          
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 4 
 
Correlation Matrix of all predictor variables and the outcome variable of interpersonal competency (ICQ) for the European American 
student sample ( n = 167) 
 
Variables                                           1            2            3            4            5             6            7            8            9            10              
 
1.  Extraversion                                        1.0       .28**      .13         .27**      .11        .07       -.34**      .57**      -.08        .66** 
 
2.  Agreeableness                     1.0          .26**     .03          .06       .29**    -.13          .08           .22**     .41**  
 
3.  Conscientiousness                         1.0         .13          .07       .33**     -.30**    .24**       -.06         .29**  
 
4.  Emotional Stability                            1.0          .01        .11       -.32**     .26**         .00         .36**    
 
5.  Openness to Experience                    1.0        .03        -.11         .17*         -.17*      .23**  
 
6.  Interpersonal Relatedness                                                                                          1.0       -.26**     .06            .50**     .27** 
 
7.  Dialectic Cognitive Style                                                                                                       1.0         -.44**        .13        -.32**      
 
8.  Independent Self-Construal                                                                                                                    1.0          -.11         .54*         
 
9.  Interdependent Self-Construal                                                                                                                                1.0         .11        
 
10. ICQ                                                                                                                                                                                       1.0    
     

 
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 5 
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interpersonal Relatedness and Country of Origin Predicting Interpersonal 
Competency (ICQ) (N Chinese = 177; N European American = 167) 
     

 
Variable                                       R     R2          R2

adj ∆ R2   Sig. ∆F         B           SE B         β           t             Sig.  
 
Step 1  
                                                            .24          .06         .05              .06**        .00  
                                  
Country of Origin                                                                                                                -.03           .02           -.08        -1.41         .16 
(Chinese = 1; European American = -1)  
 
Interpersonal Relatedness                                                                                                    .09**        .02            .23         4.25          .00 
 
 
Step 2               
                                                           .25          .06         .05               .01            .17 
                                                              
Country of Origin                                                                                                                -.03           .02            -.08        -1.41         .16 
(Chinese = 1; European American = -1)  
 
Interpersonal Relatedness                                                                                                    .09**        .02            .23          4.27          .00 
 
Interaction                                                                                                                           -.03           .02            -.07        -1.38         .17 
IR * Country of Origin     
 
 
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 6 
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Dialectic Cognitive Style and Country of Origin Predicting Interpersonal 
Competency (ICQ) (N Chinese = 177; N European American = 167) 
     

 
Variable                                       R     R2          R2

adj ∆ R2   Sig. ∆F         B           SE B         β           t             Sig.  
 
Step 1  
                                                            .29         .08         .08               .08**        .00     
                                  
Country of Origin                                                                                                                 .02            .02            .05         .80         .42 
(Chinese = 1; European American = -1)  
 
Dialectic Cognitive Style                                                                                                    -.12**         .02           -.30       -5.36       .00 
 
 
Step 2               
                                                           .29          .09         .08              .00            .47 
                                                              
Country of Origin                                                                                                                 .02            .02             .04         .69         .49 
(Chinese = 1; European American = -1) 
 
Dialectic Cognitive Style                                                                                                     -.11**        .02           -.29       -4.71        .00 
 
Interaction                                                                                                                             .02            .02             .04         .72         .47 
Dialectic Cognitive Style * Country of Origin     
 
 
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 7 
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interdependent Sense of Self and Country of Origin Predicting Interpersonal 
Competency (ICQ) (N Chinese = 177; N European American = 167) 
     

 
Variable                                       R     R2          R2

adj ∆ R2   Sig. ∆F         B           SE B         β           t             Sig.  
 
Step 1  
                                                            .17         .03         .02              .03**        .01 
                                  
Country of Origin                                                                                                               -.06*           .02          -.14        -2.42         .02 
(Chinese = 1; European American = -1)  
 
Interdependent Sense of Self                                                                                               .06**         .02            .16         2.84         .01 
 
 
Step 2               
                                                           .17          .03         .02              .00            .61 
                                                              
Country of Origin                                                                                                                -.06*          .02          -.14        -2.41         .02 
(Chinese = 1; European American = -1) 
 
Interdependent Sense of Self                                                                                                .06**        .02            .16         2.84         .01 
 
 
Interaction                                                                                                                             .01            .02            .03          .51         .61 
Interdependent * Country of Origin     
 
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 8 
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Independent Sense of Self and Country of Origin Predicting Interpersonal 
Competency (ICQ) (N Chinese = 177; N European American = 167) 
     

 
Variable                                       R     R2          R2

adj ∆ R2   Sig. ∆F         B           SE B         β           t             Sig.  
 
Step 1  
                                                            .50         .25         .25               .25**        .00      
                                  
Country of Origin                                                                                                                  .00           .02            .01         .23         .82 
(Chinese = 1; European American = -1)  
 
Independent Sense of Self                                                                                                    .20**        .02            .50       10.51       .00 
 
 
Step 2               
                                                           .51          .26         .25              .01*            .03 
                                                              
Country of Origin                                                                                                                  .00            .02            .01         .23        .82 
(Chinese = 1; European American = -1) 
 
Independent Sense of Self                                                                                                     .20**        .02            .50       10.44       .00 
 
Interaction                                                                                                                            -.04*          .02           -.10       -2.15        .03 
Independent * Country of Origin     
 
 
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 9 
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Independent Sense of Self and Country of Origin Predicting Interpersonal 
Competency with Chinese sample coded as 1 and European American sample coded as 0 (N Chinese = 177; N European American = 167) 
     

 
Variable                                                                                     B           SE B         β           t             Sig.  
 
Step 1  
 
Country of Origin                                                                             .01            .04           .01         .23          .82 
(Chinese = 1; European American = 0)  
 
Independent Sense of Self                                                                .20**        .02           .50       10.51        .00 
 
Step 2               
                                                              
Country of Origin                                                                              .01            .04          .01         .23          .82 
(Chinese = 1; European American = 0)  
 
Independent Sense of Self                                                                .24**          .03          .60         9.14        .00 
 
Interaction                                                                                        -.08*           .04          -.14        -2.15       .03 
Independent * Country of Origin     
 
 
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 10 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Independent Sense of Self and Country of Origin Predicting Interpersonal 
Competency with Chinese sample coded as 0 and European American sample coded as 1 (N Chinese = 177; N European American = 167) 
     

 
Variable                                                                                     B           SE B         β           t             Sig.  
 
Step 1  
 
Country of Origin                                                                             .01            .04          -.01        -.23          .82 
(Chinese = 0; European American = 1)  
 
Independent Sense of Self                                                                .20**        .02           .50       10.51        .00 
 
Step 2               
                                                              
Country of Origin                                                                            -.01            .04          -.01        -.23          .82 
(Chinese = 0; European American = 1)  
 
Independent Sense of Self                                                                .16**         .03          .39         5.72        .00 
 
Interaction                                                                                         .08*           .04          .15        2.15         .03 
Independent * Country of Origin     
 
 
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 11 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interpersonal Relatedness and Country of Origin Predicting Initiating 
Relationships (N Chinese = 177; N European American = 167) 
     

 
Variable                                       R     R2          R2

adj ∆ R2   Sig. ∆F         B           SE B         β           t             Sig.  
 
Step 1  
                                                            .19          .04         .03              .04            .00       
                                  
Interpersonal Relatedness                                                                                                    .10**         .04           .14          2.67        .01 
 
Country of Origin                                                                                                             - .09*           .04           -.13        -2.33        .02 
(Chinese = 1; European American = -1)  
 
Step 2               
                                                           .22          .05         .04              .01*            .03 
                                                              
Interpersonal Relatedness                                                                                                   .10**           .04            .14          2.70        .01 
 
Country of Origin                                                                                                              -.09*             .04           -.13         -2.34       .02 
(Chinese = 1; European American = -1)  
 
Interaction                                                                                                                         -.08*             .04            -.12        -2.23        .03 
Interpersonal Relatedness * Country of Origin     
 
 
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 12 
  
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interpersonal Relatedness and Country of Origin Predicting Initiating 
Relationships with European American sample coded as 0 and Chinese sample coded as 1 (N Chinese = 177; N European American = 167) 
     

 
Variable                                                                                     B           SE B         β           t             Sig.  
 
Step 1  
 
Country of Origin                                                                            - .17*           .08         -.13       -2.33        .02 
(Chinese = 1; European American = 0)  
 
Interpersonal Relatedness                                                                 .10**          .04         .14          2.67        .01 
 
Step 2               
                                                              
Country of Origin                                                                            -.17*            .07         -.13         -2.34       .02 
(Chinese = 1; European American = 0)  
 
Interpersonal Relatedness                                                                .18**           .05          .26          3.47       .001 
 
Interaction                                                                                       -.17*            .07          -.17        -2.23        .03 
IR * Country of Origin     
 
 
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 13 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interpersonal Relatedness and Country of Origin Predicting Initiating 
Relationships with European American sample coded as 1 and Chinese sample coded as 0 (N Chinese = 177; N European American = 167) 
     

 
Variable                                                                                     B           SE B         β           t             Sig.  
 
Step 1  
 
Country of Origin                                                                              .17*           .08         .13        2.33         .02 
(Chinese = 0; European American = 1)  
 
Interpersonal Relatedness                                                                 .10**          .04         .14        2.67         .01 
 
Step 2               
                                                              
Country of Origin                                                                             .17*            .07         .13        2.34         .02 
(Chinese = 0; European American = 1)  
 
Interpersonal Relatedness                                                                 .02             .05         .03          .34         .74 
 
Interaction                                                                                        .17*            .07         .17        2.23         .03 
IR * Country of Origin     
 
 
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 14 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interpersonal Relatedness and Country of Origin Predicting Providing Emotional 
Support (N Chinese = 177; N European American = 167) 
     

 
Variable                                       R     R2          R2

adj ∆ R2   Sig. ∆F         B           SE B         β           t             Sig.  
 
Step 1  
                                                            .34         .12         .11              .12**          .00       
                                  
Country of Origin                                                                                                               -.09**         .03           -.19        -3.63       .00 
(Chinese = 1; European American = -1)  
 
Interpersonal Relatedness                                                                                                    .14**         .03            .29          5.62       .00 
 
 
Step 2               
                                                           .36          .13         .12              .01*            .03 
                                                              
Country of Origin                                                                                                              -.09**           .03           -.19        -3.65       .00 
(Chinese = 1; European American = -1) 
 
Interpersonal Relatedness                                                                                                   .14**           .03            .29          5.67       .00 
 
Interaction                                                                                                                          -.06*             .03           -.11        -2.20       .03 
IR * Country of Origin     
 
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 15 
 
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interpersonal Relatedness and Country of Origin Predicting Providing Emotional 
Support with European American sample coded as 0 and Chinese sample coded as 1 (N Chinese = 177; N European American = 167) 
     

 
Variable                                                                                     B           SE B         β           t             Sig.  
 
Step 1  
 
Country of Origin                                                                            - .18**         .05         -.19       -3.63        .00 
(Chinese = 1; European American = 0)  
 
Interpersonal Relatedness                                                                  .14**         .03          .29         5.62        .00 
 
Step 2               
                                                              
Country of Origin                                                                            -.18**          .05         -.19        -3.65       .00 
(Chinese = 1; European American = 0)  
 
Interpersonal Relatedness                                                                 .20**          .04          .40          5.54        .00 
 
Interaction                                                                                        -.11*            .05         -.16         -2.20       .03 
IR * Country of Origin     
 
 
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 16 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Interpersonal Relatedness and Country of Origin Predicting Providing Emotional 
Support with European American sample coded as 1 and Chinese sample coded as 0 (N Chinese = 177; N European American = 167)  
   

 
Variable                                                                                     B           SE B         β           t             Sig.  
 
Step 1  
 
Country of Origin                                                                              .18**         .05         .19        3.63         .00 
(Chinese = 0; European American = 1)  
 
Interpersonal Relatedness                                                                 .14**          .03         .29        5.62         .00 
 
Step 2               
                                                              
Country of Origin                                                                             .18**          .05         .19        3.65         .00 
(Chinese = 0; European American = 1)  
 
Interpersonal Relatedness                                                                 .09*            .04         .18        2.47         .01 
 
Interaction                                                                                         .11*            .05         .16        2.20         .03 
IR * Country of Origin     
 
 
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 17 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Independent Sense of Self and Country of Origin Predicting Initiating Relationships 
(N Chinese = 177; N European American = 167) 
     

 
Variable                                       R     R2          R2

adj ∆ R2   Sig. ∆F         B           SE B         β           t             Sig.  
 
Step 1  
                                                            .48         .23         .22               .23**          .00       
                                  
Country of Origin                                                                                                                 -.03            .03           -.05        -1.03       .30 
(Chinese = 1; European American = -1)  
 
Independent Sense of Self                                                                                                    .32**         .03            .46          9.58       .00 
 
 
Step 2               
                                                           .49          .24         .23              .01*            .02 
                                                              
Country of Origin                                                                                                                 -.03            .03           -.05        -1.01       .31 
(Chinese = 1; European American = -1) 
 
Independent Sense of Self                                                                                                    .33**         .03            .48         9.86       .00 
 
Interaction                                                                                                                            -.08*          .04            -.11        -2.27      .02 
Independent * Country of Origin     
 
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 18 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Independent Sense of Self and Country of Origin Predicting Initiating Relationships 
with European American sample coded as 0 and Chinese sample coded as 1 (N Chinese = 177; N European American = 167) 
     

 
Variable                                                                                     B           SE B         β           t             Sig.  
 
Step 1  
 
Country of Origin                                                                            - .07            .07         -.05       -1.03        .30 
(Chinese = 1; European American = 0)  
 
Independent Sense of Self                                                                .32**         .03          .46         9.58        .00 
 
Step 2               
                                                              
Country of Origin                                                                             -.07            .07         -.05        -1.05       .30 
(Chinese = 1; European American = 0)  
 
Independent Sense of Self                                                                .40**         .05          .57          8.64        .00 
 
Interaction                                                                                        -.16*           .07         -.16         -2.40       .02 
Independent * Country of Origin     
 
 
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Table 19 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Independent Sense of Self and Country of Origin Predicting Initiating Relationships 
with European American sample coded as 1 and Chinese sample coded as 0 (N Chinese = 177; N European American = 167) 
     

 
Variable                                                                                     B           SE B         β           t             Sig.  
 
Step 1  
 
Country of Origin                                                                              .07             .07         .05        1.03         .30 
(Chinese = 0; European American = 1)  
 
Independent Sense of Self                                                                 .32**          .03         .46        9.58         .00 
 
Step 2               
                                                              
Country of Origin                                                                              .07              .07         .05        1.05         .30 
(Chinese = 0; European American = 1)  
 
Independent Sense of Self                                                                 .24*            .05         .34        4.90         .00 
 
Interaction                                                                                         .16*            .07          .17        2.40         .02 
Independent * Country of Origin     
 
 
*p < .05, two-tailed.  **p < .01, two-tailed 
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Appendix A 
Measurement scales – English versions 
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Dialectic Scale 

 
Listed below are a number of statements about your thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. 
Select the number that best matches your agreement or disagreement with each 
statement. Use the following scale, which ranges from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 
(strongly agree). There is no right or wrong answer. 
 
              1---------------2---------------3---------------4---------------5---------------6---------------7 
  Strongly disagree                Neither agree                            Strongly agree 
                            Nor disagree 
 
DT1      I am the same around my family as I am around my friends. (reversed) 
DT2  When I hear two sides of an argument, I often agree with both. 
DT3  I believe my habits are hard to change. (reversed) 
DT4  I believe my personality will stay the same all of my life. (reversed) 
DT5  I often change the way I am, depending on who I am with.    
DT6  I often find that things will contradict each other. 
DT7  If I’ve made up my mind about something, I stick to it. (reversed)  
DT8  I have a definite set of beliefs, which guide my behavior at all times. (reversed)              
DT9  I have a strong sense of who I am and don’t change my views when others  
             disagree with me. (reversed) 
DT10  The way I behave usually has more to do with immediate circumstances than  
             with my personal preferences. 
DT11  My outward behaviors reflect my true thoughts and feelings. (reversed) 
DT12  I sometimes believe two things that contradict each other. 
DT13  I often find that my beliefs and attitudes will change under different contexts. 
DT14  I find that my values and beliefs will change depending on who I am with. 
DT15  My world is full of contradictions that cannot be resolved. 
DT16  I am constantly changing and am different from one time to the next. 
DT17  I usually behave according to my principles. (reversed) 
DT18  I prefer to compromise than to hold on to a set of beliefs. 
DT19  I can never know for certain that any one thing is true.      
DT20  If there are two opposing sides to an argument, they cannot both be right.   
             (reversed) 
DT21  My core beliefs don’t change much over time. (reversed)   
DT22  Believing two things that contradict each other is illogical. (reversed) 
DT23    I sometimes find that I am a different person by the evening than I was in the 
             morning. 
DT24  I find that if I look hard enough, I can figure out which side of a controversial  
             issue is right. (reversed) 
DT25  For most important issues, there is one right answer. (reversed) 
DT26  I find that my world is relatively stable and consistent. (reversed) 
DT27  When two sides disagree, the truth is always somewhere in the middle. 
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DT28  When I am solving a problem, I focus on finding the truth. (reversed) 
DT29  If I think I am right, I am willing to fight to the end (reversed). 
DT30  I have a hard time making up my mind about controversial issues. 
DT31  When two of my friends disagree, I usually have a hard time deciding which of  
              them is right.         
DT32  There are always two sides to everything, depending on how you look at it. 
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International Personality Item Pool (IPIP) 

On the following pages, there are phrases describing people's behaviors. Please use the 
rating scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you. Describe 
yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe yourself 
as you honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same sex as 
you are, and roughly your same age. So that you can describe yourself in an honest 
manner, your responses will be kept in absolute confidence. Please read each statement 
carefully, and then fill in the bubble that corresponds to the number on the scale. 

Response Options 
1: Very Inaccurate  
2: Moderately Inaccurate 
3: Neither Inaccurate nor Accurate 
4: Moderately Accurate 
5: Very Accurate 

 
1.  Am the life of the party. (1+) 
2.  Feel little concern for others. (2-) 
3.  Am always prepared. (3+) 
4.  Get stressed out easily. (4-) 
5.  Have a rich vocabulary. (5+) 
6.   Don't talk a lot. (1-) 
7.  Am interested in people. (2+) 
8.   Leave my belongings around. (3-) 
9.   Am relaxed most of the time. (4+) 
10.  Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas. (5-) 
11.  Feel comfortable around people. (1+) 
12.  Insult people. (2-) 
13.                   Pay attention to details. (3+) 
14.                   Worry about things. (4-) 
15.   Have a vivid imagination. (5+) 
16.   Keep in the background. (1-) 
17.  Sympathize with others' feelings. (2+) 
18.  Make a mess of things. (3-) 
19.  Seldom feel blue. (4+) 
20.  Am not interested in abstract ideas. (5-) 
21.  Start conversations. (1+) 
22.   Am not interested in other people's problems. (2-) 
23.   Get chores done right away. (3+) 
24.  Am easily disturbed. (4-) 
25.  Have excellent ideas. (5+) 
26.  Have little to say. (1-) 
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27.   Have a soft heart. (2+) 
28.   Often forget to put things back in their proper place. (3-) 
29.  Get upset easily. (4-) 
30.   Do not have a good imagination. (5-) 
31.  Talk to a lot of different people at parties. (1+) 
32.  Am not really interested in others. (2-) 
33.  Like order. (3+) 
34.   Change my mood a lot. (4-) 
35.   Am quick to understand things. (5+) 
36.  Don't like to draw attention to myself. (1-) 
37.  Take time out for others. (2+) 
38.   Shirk my duties. (3-) 
39.   Have frequent mood swings. (4-) 
40.  Use difficult words. (5+) 
41.  Don't mind being the center of attention. (1+) 
42.   Feel others' emotions. (2+) 
43.   Follow a schedule. (3+) 
44.  Get irritated easily. (4-) 
45.  Spend time reflecting on things. (5+) 
46.  Am quiet around strangers. (1-) 
47.   Make people feel at ease. (2+) 
48.   Am exacting in my work. (3+) 
49.  Often feel blue. (4-) 
50.  Am full of ideas. (5+) 
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Self-Construal Scale (SCS) 
This is a questionnaire that measures a variety of feelings and behaviors in various 
situations. Listed below are a number of statements. Read each one as if it referred to 
you. Beside each statement write the number that best matches your agreement or 
disagreement. Please respond to every statement. Thank you. 

Response Options 
1: Strongly Disagree 
2: Disagree 
3: Somewhat Disagree 
4: Don’t Agree or Disagree 
5: Somewhat Agree 
6: Agree 
7: Strongly Agree 

1. I enjoy being unique and different from others in many respects. 
2. I can talk openly with a person who I meet for the first time, even when this  
            person is much older than I am. 
3. Even when I strongly disagree with group members, I avoid an argument. 
4. I have respect for the authority figures with whom I interact. 
5. I do my own thing, regardless of what others think. 
6.  I respect people who are modest about themselves. 
7. I feel it is important for me to act as an independent person. 
8.  I will sacrifice my self interest for the benefit of the group I am in. 
9.  I'd rather say "No" directly, than risk being misunderstood. 
10. Having a lively imagination is important to me. 
11. I should take into consideration my parents' advice when making  
            education/career plans. 
12. I feel my fate is intertwined with the fate of those around me. 
13.       I prefer to be direct and forthright when dealing with people I've just met. 
14.       I feel good when I cooperate with others. 
15.  I am comfortable with being singled out for praise or rewards. 
16.  If my brother or sister fails, I feel responsible. 
17. I often have the feeling that my relationships with others are more important  
            than my own accomplishments. 
18. Speaking up during a class (or a meeting) is not a problem for me. 
19. I would offer my seat in a bus to my professor (or my boss). 
20. I act the same way no matter who I am with. 
21. My happiness depends on the happiness of those around me. 
22.  I value being in good health above everything. 
23.  I will stay in a group if they need me, even when I am not happy with the group. 
24. I try to do what is best for me, regardless of how that might affect others. 
25. Being able to take care of myself is a primary concern for me. 
26. It is important to me to respect decisions made by the group. 
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27.  My personal identity, independent of others, is very important to me. 
28.  It is important for me to maintain harmony within my group. 
29. I act the same way at home that I do at school (or work). 
30.  I usually go along with what others want to do, even when I would rather do  
            something different. 
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Interpersonal Competence Questionnaire-Revised (ICQ) 
 
Answer the questions for each of the people listed on the right. On each blank line write 
a number from 1 to 5.  Look at the bottom of the page to see what each number means. 
 
Response Options: 
 
1 = Poor at this;  would be so uncomfortable and unable to handle this situation that it 
would be avoided if possible. 
2 = Fair at this;  would feel uncomfortable and would have some difficulty handling 
this situation. 
3 = O.K. at this;  would feel somewhat uncomfortable and have a little difficulty 
handling this situation.  
4 = Good at this;  would feel comfortable and able to handle this situation very well. 
5 = EXTREMELY good at this;  would feel very comfortable and could handle this 
situation very well. 
 
1. How good is this person at asking someone new to do things together, like go to   
            a ball game or a movie? 
2. How good is this person at making someone feel better when they or unhappy or  
            sad? 
3. How good is this person at getting people to go along with what he or she  
            wants? 
4. How good is this person at telling people private things about himself or herself? 
5. How good is this person at resolving disagreements in ways that make things  
            better instead of worse? 
6.  How good is this person at going out of his or her way to start up new  
            relationships? 
7. How good is this person at being able to make others feel like their problems are  
            understood? 
8.  How good is this person at taking charge? 
9.  How good is this person at letting someone see his or her sensitive side? 
10. How good is this person at dealing with disagreements in ways than make both  
            people happy in the long run? 
11. How good is this person at carrying on conversations with new people that he or  
            she would like to know better? 
12. How good is this person at helping people work through their thoughts and  
            feelings about important decisions? 
13.       How good is this person at sticking up for himself or herself? 
14.       How good is this person at telling someone embarrassing things about himself or  
            herself? 
15.  How good is this person at resolving disagreements in ways so neither person  
            feels hurt or resentful? 
16.  How good is this person at introducing himself or herself to people for the first  
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            time? 
17. How good is this person at helping people handle pressure or upsetting events? 
18. How good is this person at getting someone to agree with his or her point of  
            view? 
19. How good is this person at opening up and letting someone get to know  
            everything about himself or herself? 
20. How good is this person at dealing with disagreements in ways so that one  
            person does not always come out the loser. 
21. How good is this person at calling new people on the phone to set up a time to  
            get together to do things? 
22.  How good is this person at showing that he or she really cares when someone  
            talks about problems? 
23.  How good is this person at deciding what should be done? 
24. How good is this person at sharing personal thoughts and feelings with others? 
25. How good is this person at dealing with disagreements in ways that don’t lead to  
            big arguments. 
26. How good is this person at going places where there are unfamiliar people in  
            order to get to know new people? 
27.  How good is this person at helping others understand their problems better? 
28.  How good is this person at voicing his or her desires and opinions? 
29. How good is this person at telling someone things that he or she does not want  
            everyone to know? 
30.  How good is this person at getting over disagreements quickly? 
31. How good is this person at making good first impressions when getting to know  
            new people? 
32.  How good is this person at giving suggestions and advice in ways that are  
            received well by others? 
33.  How good is this person at getting his or her way with others? 
34. How good is this person at telling someone his or her true feelings about other  
            people? 
35. How good is this person controlling his or her temper when having a conflict  
            with someone? 
36. How good is this person at being an interesting and fun person to be with when  
            first getting to know people? 
37.  How good is this person at listening while others "let off steam" about problems  
            they are going through? 
38.  How good is this person at making decisions about where to go or what to do? 
39. How good is this person at telling someone what he or she personally thinks  
            about important things? 
40.  How good is this person at backing down in a disagreement once it becomes  
            clear that he or she is wrong? 
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Cross-cultural Personality Assessment Inventory (CPAI-2) 

 
Instructions: These following items are descriptions relevant to your personality 
characteristics. Please consider each item and decide if the content correctly describes 
your personality characteristics. If it does, please CIRCLE T (True). If not, please 
CIRCLE F (False). There are no correct or wrong answers to these questions. Please 
answer all the questions honestly.  
  

1  If a friend or relative was hospitalized, I would definitely go visit him/her. 
2  Children do not have to follow their parents' wishes when choosing a partner for 

marriage. 
3  I try my best to maintain harmony in my family because I believe that if a family 

lives in harmony, all things will prosper. 

4  I like to store old things for future use. 
5  I frequently buy snacks. 
6  I can remember how I have spent my money even if it were only a few dollars. 
7  It is a virtue to tolerate everything. 
8  When I see others feeling distressed, I am easily affected too. 
9  It is unworthy for me to talk to or socialize with people whose educational level or 

social status are lower than mine. 
10  I try my best to listen to my parents out of filial piety. 
11  Other people say that I am understanding. 
12  Parents should tolerate their children's "rebellious" behavior. 

13  Even though I am not very rich, I would still prefer to buy the most expensive out 
of several brands of the same product. 

14  When I talk to people, I seldom notice whether I am offending them. 
15  I am open and sincere when relating to people. 

16  I always discuss with others before I reject any particular suggestion. 
17  I believe most famous people have real substance and seldom rely on others to 

blow their trumpets. 
18  Kids that deserve the most praise are those who obey the rules just as adults do. 
19  It is acceptable for subordinates to voice their opinions if their superiors made a 

mistake. 
20  After I have been treated to a meal, I will try to return the favor as soon as possible.
21  When dealing with organizations, things can work out more smoothly through the  

 connections of friends working inside. 
22  There is no barrier between me and other people. 
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23  During the holiday seasons, I always visit relatives and friends for bonding or  

 strengthening our relationships. 
24  If a friend or a relative was hospitalized, I might not necessarily go visit him/her. 
25  I cannot stand people who spend money like water. 
26  In order to avoid offending others, it is best not to show off too much. 
27  My mind is at peace, and I have few desires. 

28  I am very demanding on myself; it would be great if everyone else was like that. 
29  I easily get into conflict with other people. 
30  My friends think that I am a trustworthy person. 
31  I follow the saying that "Those who are contented are always happy" as a principle 

in life. 
32  Students should concentrate on their studies and not get distracted by what is 

happening in the society. 
33  I believe traditional ideas or concepts should not be torn down. 
34  It would be great if everyone had a similar way of thinking or a similar value 

system. 
35  There is no stigma about marrying a divorced person. 

36  I do not insist on making detailed plans and arrangements for my work. 
37  I have followed rules carefully since I was young in order to avoid punishment. 
38  Cohabitation is acceptable. 

39  When people show me respect, I should show them more respect in return. 
40  I always try hard to get along well with others. 
41  No matter what kind of work I take up, I always plan and organize all the details. 

42  People may think I am a person who only follows conventions and regulations 

43  I never hesitate or feel sorry when I decide to throw away old things. 

44  Ancestral sacrifices, weddings, funerals, etc. should be conducted in keeping with 
their traditional forms and etiquette, and should not be modified casually. 

45  To maintain a pure and simple culture, eccentric clothes and hairstyles should be 
strictly banned. 

46  When I accomplish something important, I try hard not to get too excited, because I 
know that success does not happen very often. 

47  I have a much stricter sense of right or wrong than most people. 
48  In order to save money, I take public transport whenever I go out. 
49  I am very thrifty even when I am using public property. 

50  When I see strangers getting hurt, I feel hurt too. 
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51  Education is a sacred profession; therefore teachers should not mind too much 
about their pay. 

52  I often wish everyone would talk with me in a straightforward and unambiguous 
way. 

53  I actively try to understand other people's needs. 

54  No matter who supports the family financially, the man is still the head of the 
household. 

55  When I am interacting with others, I seldom notice whether I am giving them a 
hard time. 

56  If a dispute cannot be resolved, a family elder should be invited to act as an arbiter 
to uphold justice. 

57  At times, my friends remark that I am too self-centered. 

58  Even when I have new clothes, I continue to wear something old and save the new 
ones for important occasions. 

59  Wherever I am, the atmosphere is always lively. 
60  Rules and laws should be strictly enforced and should be without exception. 

61  One can avoid making serious mistakes by always following tradition. 
62  A woman's chastity is more important than her life. 

63  Blood is thicker than water, and no matter what, one's feelings for one's family are 
always stronger than for outsiders. 

64  When a friend borrows something from me and does not return it, I often feel 
uneasy about asking him/her to give it back. 

65  I like to save money for future necessities. 
66  I will keep new information to myself and do not feel the need to share it with 

others. 
67  I found it difficult to put myself in others' shoes to consider their points of view. 
68  To avoid mistakes in life, the best thing to do is to listen to the elders' suggestions. 
69  It is not difficult for me to say "No" to my friends' requests. 
70  I am good at sensing other people's emotions. 
71  I usually can maintain peace of mind. 
72  I will listen to other people's opinions before making my decisions. 

73  When facing a dilemma, I can always arrive at a compromise. 
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Biographic  Information 
 
 
1. Sex:   Male  Female                              2.  Age:  _____________           
 
3.  Major (if chosen): _____________                                 4.  GPA: _____________ 
 
5.  Race:   Caucasian                                                          American Indian 
                 Asian American/Pacific-Islander                      Black/African-American 
                 Chicano/Latino                                                 Other (please specify) ____ 
 
6.  Year in College:    Freshman    Sophomore    Junior     Senior    Other ____ 
 
7.  Compared to your peers, how INTERESTED are you in East Asian culture? 
(Note: East Asia includes countries such as China, Japan, Korea, Mongolia and 
Vietnam. East Asian culture is defined as culture shared Chinese-derived language 
characteristics, as well as shared religion, especially Buddhism and shared social and 
moral philosophy derived from Confucianism.) 
 

 Little or no interest   Slight interest    Moderate interest    Strong interest    
 Very strong interest 

 
8.  Compared to your peers, how FAMILIAR are you with East Asian culture? 
 

 Not at all     Not very well     Kind of familiar    Familiar   Very familiar 
 
9. Which of the following experiences have you had regarding East Asian culture?   
 
Yes             No                                                                                                             
                          Have had experience visiting one or more East Asian countries as a  
                                 tourist                                         
                          Have had study abroad experience(s) at one or more East Asian  
                                 countries   
                          Have had experience working at one or more East Asian countries                           
                          Have one or more friends from East Asian countries                       
                          Have taken a course on East Asian history or culture                         
                          Have had at least one year of instruction in an East Asian language 
                          Have a relative who has East Asian heritage 
                          Have had a teacher or college instructor of East Asian background 
                          Keep current on events in East Asian countries 
 
10.    If you had experience(s) traveling/studying/working in East Asia, what’s the 
length of your stay? _________________ 
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Measurement scales – Chinese versions 
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Dialectic Scale (Chinese) 

  辩证思维量表 

 在以下的问题中, 请从 1 到 7 选出一个最适合号码。 然后把它圈起来. 1 是非常反对, 7 
是非常赞成.  
 
                1---------------2---------------3---------------4---------------5---------------6---------------7 
     非常反对                                            都不是                                               非常赞成 

DT1  我和家人在一起与和朋友在一起都是一样的。 
DT2  当我听到两方的争执时, 我通常会同时同意两方的意见。 
DT3  我相信习惯是很难改变的。 
DT4  我相信这一生我的个性都会是相同的，不会改变。 
DT5  跟不同的人在一起我会有不同的表现。 
DT6  我经常发现很多事情都会互相矛盾。 
DT7  如果我做了决定后就不会轻易改变。  
DT8  我有个人处事的信念, 而这些信念影响我个人的行为。 
DT9  我有很强烈的自我认知, 所以当别人反对我意见的时候, 我也不会改变自 

                          己的想法。 
DT10  我所表现的行为大部份视情况而定而不是决定于个人喜好。 
DT11  我表现出来的行为就是我内心的想法。     
DT12  我有时候觉得两件事会互相矛盾。 
DT13  我经常觉得我的想法跟态度会随着情况而有所改变。 
DT14  我发现与不同的人在一起，我的价值观和想法会有所改变 
DT15  我的世界充满了解决不了的矛盾。 
DT16  我经常会随着时间而改变。 
DT17  我所做的行为是根据我个人的原则。 
DT18  与其坚持己见, 我宁愿妥协。 
DT19  我总是不能确定任何一件事是对的 
DT20  在争执中两方相对的意见不可能都是对的。 
DT21  我主要的原则不会因时间而改变。   
DT22  同时相信两个相反的观点是不合理的。 
DT23 我有时候发现我早上和晚上所表现的是两个完全不同的我。 
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DT24  我发现如果我仔细去想, 所有争议性的问题都一定会有对的一方。 
DT25  大部份的问题都一定会有一个对的答案。 
DT26  我觉得我的世界稳定而且一成不变。 
DT27  真相总是存在于两个相互冲突的论点之间。 
DT28  当我试着解决一个问题的时候, 我致力于找出事情的真相。 
DT29  如果我觉得我是对的，我一定会坚持到底。 
DT30  对于一个争议性的问题, 我很难决定哪一方才是对的。 
DT31              当我的两个朋友在争执时, 我很难决定哪一方才是对的。 
DT32              所有的事情都有两面, 看你怎么想。 
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International Personality Item Pool (IPIP) (Chinese) 

国际性格题库  

下面问卷中的短句用于描述人的行为。请用 1-5 来表示这些短句在多大程度上准确地描
述了你自己。请根据你现在的一般情况来描述自己,而不要根据你所希望的未来状况；请
参照你所认识的、与你同性别和年龄差不多的人，来真实地描述你眼中的自己。你的回
答会被完全保密，因此你可以放心地真实选择。 请仔细阅读每一个句子，然后在相应的
选项上划圈。 

选项 

1= 非常不准确 
2= 不太准确 
3= 说不准 
4= 比较准确 
5= 非常准确 
 
1.  我总是聚会上搞活气氛的人.  
2.  不关心其他人.  
3.  总有所准备.  
4.  很容易感觉压力过大.  
5.  词汇丰富.  
6.   话不多.  
7.  对人感兴趣.  
8.   把自己的东西到处乱放.  
9.   大部分时间很放松.  
10.  很难理解抽象的概念.  
11.  和别人相处时感觉很自然.  
12.  容易冒犯别人  
13.                   注重细节.  
14.                   担心的事多.  
15.   有生动的想象力.  
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16.   躲在人群的背后, 不喜欢引人注目.  
17.  能同情他人的感受.  
18.  常把事情搞得一团糟.  
19.  很少感到忧郁.  
20.  对抽象的观点不感兴趣.  
21.  主动与别人交谈.  
22.   对别人遇到的问题不感兴趣.  
23.   平常的事马上就处理,不拖.  
24.  很容易烦心.  
25.  总有好点子.  
26.  不健谈.  
27.   心很软.  
28.   常忘了将东西放回原处.  
29.  很容易不高兴.  
30.   想象力不丰富.  
31.  在聚会上和很多不同的人聊天.  
32.  对别人不怎么感兴趣.  
33.  喜欢有条理.  
34.   情绪变化很大.  
35.   理解事物快.  
36.  不喜欢被别人注意. 
37.  抽时间帮助别人. 
38.   逃避责任.  
39.   常常会心情起伏不定.  
40.  使用复杂艰深的词语.  
41.  不介意成为众人关注的焦点.  
42.   能感受别人的情绪.  
43.   按计划做事.  
44.  很容易发怒.  
45.  花时间反思一些事情.  
46.  不爱跟陌生人说话.  
47.   让别人在和我相处时感觉很放松.  
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48.   对工作要求准确无误.  
49.  经常感到忧郁.  
50.  主意很多.  
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Self-Construal Scale (SCS) (Chinese) 
 

自我量表 
 

这是一个测量不同情形下各种感受和行为的量表。请仔细阅读下列各项描述，根
据以下分级标准涂黑最能反映出你本人的赞成或不赞成程度的选项。 

选项 

1= 非常反对 
2= 反对 
3= 有些反对 
4= 都不是 
5= 有些赞成 
6= 赞成 
7= 非常赞成 
 
1. 在很多方面, 我喜欢自己标新立异, 与众不同。 
2. 我能和初次见面的人坦诚交谈，即使这个人比我的年龄大得多。 
3. 即使在我非常不赞同团体成员意见的时候，我也避免争论。 
4. 我对同我有过交往的权威人士怀有敬意。 
5. 我会我行我素，不管别人怎么想。 
6.  我尊重那些谦虚的人。 
7. 我觉得作为一个独立的人对我来说很重要。 
8.  我会为了所在的团体的利益牺牲自己的利益。 
9.  与其可能被误解, 不如直接说 “不”。 
10. 有生动的想象力对我很重要。 
11. 在制定教育/职业计划时，我会考虑我父母的意见。 
12. 我觉得自己的命运与周围的人的命运是连接在一起的。 
13.       我更喜欢用直截了当的方式与刚接触的人交往。 
14.       同别人合作时，我感觉愉快。 
15.  当被单独提名表扬或奖励时，我觉得舒服自在。 
16.  如果我的兄弟姐妹失败了，我觉得自己也有责任。 
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17. 我常常觉得与他人的良好关系胜过个人的成就。 
18. 在课堂上（或会议上）发言对我来说不成问题。 
19. 在公共汽车上，我会把我的座位让给我的教授(或我的老板)。 
20. 无论和谁在一起，我的行为举止都一样。 
21. 我的快乐有赖于我周围人的快乐。 
22.  我认为拥有健康比什么都有价值。 
23.  我会留在一个需要我的团体里面，即使我在这个团体里并不愉快。 
24. 我尽量去做对自己最有益的事，而不管这会给别人造成什么影响。 
25. 我最关心的是能把自己照顾好。 
26. 遵从团体的决定对我很重要。 
27.  我看重自己的个人身份，独立于他人。 
28.  维持所在团体的和谐融洽对我很重要。 
29. 我在家里和在学校里表现一致。 
30.  我常常追随别人想做的事，即使有时候我更想做其它的事。 
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Interpersonal Competence Questionnaire-Revised (Chinese) 

人际关系能力问卷 

 
指导语：人际交往过程中，每个人都会有独特的表现。想想你在和其他同学的交往过程
中表现是怎样的？你的最好朋友又是怎样和其他同学交往的？请分别对你自身和最好朋
友进行评价，根据实际情况在相应的数字上画圈。如果完全不符合请在“1”上画圈，比较
不符合请在“2”上画圈，一般符合请在“3”上画圈，比较符合请在“4”上画圈，完全符合请
在“5”上画圈。 

1. 能邀请刚认识的人一起玩，比方踢足球或看电影                                     
2. 当别人心情不好或难过时，能够让他感觉好一些             
3. 能让别人赞同他 
4. 能告诉别人有关自己的隐私的事情 
5. 能够以合理的方式解决争执而不会让事情变得更糟 
6.  努力和别人建立新的关系 
7. 能表示对他人问题的理解 
8.  承担责任领导责任 
9.  能让别人看到自己敏感的一面 
10. 能以合理的方式处理冲突而使双方最后都感觉比较舒服 
11. 能与想进一步加深了解的生人继续对话 
12. 能帮助别人理清对重要决定的思考和感受 
13.       做事情时能坚持自己的立场 
14.       会告诉别人有关自己的一些尴尬事 
15.  善于处理冲突，而使双方都不感觉受伤害或相互怨恨                                  
16.  初次见面时，善于向别人介绍自己                          
17. 能帮助别人解除压力或处理棘手的事件 
18. 能说服别人同意自己的观点 
19. 开诚布公，让别人了解自己的方方面面                                    
20. 能合理解决冲突，而不让一方总觉得自己是失败者 
21. 能给刚刚认识的人打电话约定时间一起做事情 
22.  当别人谈起自己遇到的麻烦时，能表示真诚的关心             
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23.  能决定应该去做什么 
24. 能与别人分享自己的想法或情感 
25. 善于协调彼此之间的分歧而不至于产生更大的矛盾 
26. 为了结识新的朋友，乐于去有很多不熟悉的人的地方 
27.  能帮助别人更好地理解他们的问题 
28.  善于表达自己的愿望或观点 
29. 能告诉别人自己不轻易告诉他人的小秘密 
30.  能够迅速地解决冲突 
31. 能给初次相识的人留下好印象 
32.  能以别人可以接受的方式提出意见和建议 
33.  能让别人遵从自己处世的方式 
34. 能告诉别人自己对其他人的真实感受 
35. 和别人发生冲突的时候，能够控制自己的情绪                                    
36. 留给别人的第一印象是一个风趣幽默的人 
37.  当别人发牢骚时，能认真倾听                                                           
38.  能决定去哪里或该做什么 
39. 能告诉别人自己对重要事件的个人想法 
40.  当与别人发生冲突时，一旦证明自己是错误的，能够放弃原来的主张   
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Chinese (Cross-Cultural) Personality Asssessment Inventory – II 
(CPAI-2) 

 
中 国 人 (跨 文 化) 个 性 测 量 表 2 

 
指导语: 以下描述针对人的性格特征。阅读时，请考虑每一项目的内容是否能够描述你的
性格特征。如果项目所述的内容与您的性格「相符」，请在「是」下划钩（√）。如果
「不相符」，请在「否」下划钩（√）。答案并没有对或错之分，请您尽量真实回答所有
的问题。 

  
1 我宁愿自己平时节省些，但请客送礼时一定要出手大方。 
2 假如亲戚朋友生病住院，我一定会去探望。 
3 子女选择婚姻对象，不必听从父母之命。. 

4 我相信“家和万事兴”，所以尽量保持家庭和睦。 

5 我喜欢把旧东西收起来，以备将来之用。 
6 我经常买零食。 
7 即使是一、两块钱，我也能记住是怎么花的。 
8 凡事忍让是一种美德。 
9 当我看见别人难过时，我也很容易被感染。 

10 对文化程度或社会地位比我低的人，我不屑于与他们谈话或往来。 
11 我尽量顺从父母的意见，以表孝心。 
12 别人说我善解人意。 

13 父母应该容忍孩子的"反叛"行为。 
14 尽管我不是很有钱，我也喜欢买同类商品中最名贵的。 
15 我讲话很少留意是否会得罪别人。 

16 我待人很坦诚。 
17 我经常先与别人讨论过后才会否决某一提议。 

18 我很少留意别人对我的态度。 

19 我不在乎别人是否喜欢我。 

20 我觉得大多数名人，都有真才实学，很少是靠别人吹捧出来的。 
21 最值得称赞的小孩，就是像成人一样守规矩的小孩。 
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22 如果上司有错，下属可以提出意见。 
23 别人请我吃饭，我会尽快找机会回报。 
24 和机构单位打交道时，如果能通过内部熟人的介绍，办起事来会比较顺利。 
25 我与其他人没有隔膜。 

26 我通常衣着讲究，以免受人轻视。 

27 逢年过节，我一定拜访亲友，以联络感情。 

28 请人家吃饭，一定要体面。 

29 假如亲戚朋友生病住院，我也不一定会去探望。 
30 我看不惯那些一掷千金的人。 
31 为了避免得罪别人，最好不要太表现自己。 
32 我内心平静，没有什么欲望。 

33 我对自己要求很高，如果大家都像我那样要求自己就好了。 
34 别人若不领我的情，会令我觉得丢脸。 
35 我容易与人发生冲突。 
36 朋友们认为我是值得信任的人。 
37 我处世以「知足者常乐」为原则。 

38 学生应该专心读书求学，不要为社会上的事情去分心。 

39 我认为传统观念不应打破。 
40 如果每个人都有相同的思想或价值观就好了。 
41 与离过婚的人结婚没有什么不光彩的。 

42 有时我装作懂得很多，以免被他人轻视。 

43 我不会坚持要仔细计划和安排我的工作。 
44 我自小谨守规则，以免受罚。 
45 婚前同居是可以接受的。 

46 人家敬我一尺，我应敬人一丈。 
47 我总是努力与别人和谐相处。 
48 不管承担什么工作，我都会对其细节作好计划与组织。 

49 别人可能会觉得我是一个墨守成规的人。 
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50 当我决定要扔掉旧东西时，从不犹豫，也从不感到可惜。 

51 祭祖、婚庆、丧事等应该按照传统礼节进行，不可随意更改。 
52 即使我钱不多，我也会尽量买一件体面的外衣。 
53 为了维持民风纯朴，奇装异服、古怪发型应该严格取缔。 
54 在取得重要成就时，我尽量不过份激动，因为我知道成功是不会经常发生的。 

55 我比大多数人更坚持是非曲直的原则。 
56 为了省钱，我外出时尽量乘坐公共汽车或地铁。 
57 尽管我有时知道自己错了，我也不愿意当众认错。 

58 即使是公家的东西，我使用时也很节俭。 
59 当我看见陌生人受伤时，我也感同身受。 
60 教育是一种神圣的工作，因此教师不应该去计较待遇的高低。 

61 我常希望其他人凡事都能对我说得一清二楚,不要含糊。 
62 我会主动了解别人的需要。 

63 我不在乎其他人如何看我。 

64 不论谁养家，男人始终是一家之主。 
65 与人相处时，我很少留意是否使别人为难。 
66 如果因事争执不下，应请辈份高的人来主持公道。 
67 朋友们有时说我太自我中心。 
68 因为害怕遭到拒绝，我总是回避向他人表白感情。 
69 即使有新衣服，我也是尽量穿旧的，而把新衣服留到重要的场合才穿。 
70 有我在的时候，气氛总是很活跃。 
71 规则和法例应该严格执行，不应有任何例外情况。 

72 只要凡事遵循传统便不会有很大的错误。 
73 对女子而言，贞节比她的生命更为重要。 

74 血浓于水，无论如何，对待家人的感情总是比对外人要深一些。 

75 对于朋友借走不还的东西，我常不好意思向他要回来。 

76 我喜欢把钱存起来，到必要的时候再花。 
77 有什么新的信息，我总是一人独享，觉得没有必要与他人交流。 

78 我觉得很难设身处地去考虑别人的观点。 
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79 为避免走错人生路，最好是听从长者的建议。 

80 对我而言，拒绝朋友的请求和嘱托并不是件很为难的事。 
81 我能敏锐地察觉别人的情感。 
82 我通常能够保持内心平和。 

83 我会先听取别人的意见才作出决定。 
84 在左右为难的情况下，我总能作出折衷的选择。 
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个人基本情况 

 
2. 你的性别:   男       女 
 
2.  年龄: _________________          3.  专业: _________________ 
 
4.  平均成绩:    A (94-100)     B (75-85)     C(60-75)     D(<60)   F(<60)   
 
5.  年级:     大一     大二     大三     大四 
 
6.  你对以欧美为代表的西方文化的兴趣程度:   
  

 完全没有兴趣     不太有兴趣     一般    有兴趣     非常有兴趣   
 
7.  你对以欧美为代表的西方文化的了解程度: 
 

 完全不了解     不太了解     说不准    有所了解     非常了解 
 
8. 你有以下同欧美文化接触的经历吗? 
 
有    没有 

         到欧美国家旅游 
         到欧美国家留学 
         到欧美国家工作 
         有一个或更多来自欧美国家的朋友(不包括在欧美的中国留学生,包括互联网朋友) 
         修过至少一门关于欧美历史文化的课程 
         修过至少一年以上的英文 (英文程度: _______________________) 
         修过来自欧美国家的外籍教师主将的课程 
         随时关注欧美国家的事实新闻 

 
9. 如果你有过在欧美国家旅/留学/工作的经验, 请注明停留长度: _________________ 
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Appendix C 
Factor Analysis Results 
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Table 20:  Maximum Likelihood, Promax Rotation with Restriction to 5 Factors Exploratory 
Factor Analysis of the Interpersonal Competence Questionnaire-Revised with the Chinese 
Sample (N Chinese = 177) 
 

                                  Factor                                                Extracted 
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Communality

ICQ21 0.76 -0.17 -0.07 0.09 -0.10 0.45
ICQ26 0.71 -0.18 -0.07 0.00 0.05 0.37
ICQ16 0.66 -0.05 -0.01 -0.01 0.06 0.40
ICQ1 0.62 -0.09 -0.02 -0.02 0.01 0.32
ICQ8 0.56 0.14 -0.11 -0.05 0.00 0.34
ICQ11 0.45 0.13 0.00 -0.05 -0.01 0.27
ICQ6 0.41 0.18 -0.07 -0.04 0.12 0.26
ICQ28 0.36 0.10 0.15 0.17 -0.01 0.35
ICQ17 0.29 0.28 0.22 -0.12 -0.22 0.42
ICQ36 0.25 0.20 0.06 0.07 -0.07 0.21
ICQ15 0.04 0.81 -0.13 0.01 0.01 0.58
ICQ10 0.01 0.78 -0.13 0.00 0.04 0.52
ICQ5 -0.18 0.77 -0.13 0.11 0.05 0.44
ICQ25 -0.16 0.58 0.19 -0.04 0.11 0.40
ICQ20 0.08 0.47 0.07 0.04 0.15 0.38
ICQ30 0.16 0.40 0.07 0.08 -0.04 0.33
ICQ18 0.34 0.34 -0.16 -0.04 0.14 0.29
ICQ7 -0.06 0.33 0.29 -0.02 0.11 0.28
ICQ33 -0.03 0.23 0.15 0.01 0.19 0.16
ICQ3 0.13 0.22 0.21 0.08 0.02 0.26
ICQ37 -0.17 -0.15 0.62 0.03 0.12 0.30
ICQ27 0.04 0.06 0.55 -0.09 -0.19 0.34
ICQ22 0.00 -0.18 0.47 0.07 0.13 0.21
ICQ32 -0.01 0.23 0.44 -0.02 -0.09 0.33
ICQ13 0.17 -0.09 0.41 -0.01 0.31 0.36
ICQ39 0.09 -0.16 0.40 0.24 0.10 0.27
ICQ35 -0.21 0.18 0.36 -0.01 -0.06 0.15
ICQ2 0.11 0.24 0.34 -0.06 -0.22 0.34
ICQ31 0.28 0.01 0.34 0.04 0.13 0.35
ICQ12 0.11 0.11 0.33 -0.03 0.00 0.22
ICQ40 -0.08 0.00 0.28 0.07 0.09 0.09
ICQ4 -0.17 0.08 0.05 0.75 -0.14 0.59
ICQ29 0.03 -0.01 -0.04 0.68 -0.17 0.49
ICQ19 0.22 0.08 -0.17 0.49 0.13 0.34
ICQ24 -0.01 -0.02 0.17 0.47 0.03 0.28
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ICQ14 0.10 0.06 0.01 0.43 -0.09 0.25
ICQ34 -0.13 -0.02 0.17 0.41 0.17 0.23
ICQ9 0.05 0.25 -0.02 0.29 -0.05 0.20
ICQ23 -0.03 0.17 0.02 -0.02 0.84 0.75
ICQ38 0.08 0.04 0.14 -0.13 0.59 0.44

 
Extracted 
eigenvalue 

        7.33 
 

     1.90 
 

     1.76 
 

        1.41 
 

       1.16 
 

 

% Variance       18.32      4.74      4.40         3.53        2.89  
Total % 
Variance 

                         
             33.88 
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Table 21:  Maximum Likelihood, Promax Rotation with Restriction to 5 Factors Exploratory 
Factor Analysis of the Interpersonal Competence Questionnaire-Revised with the European 
American Sample (N European American = 167) 
 

                                  Factor                                                Extracted 
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Communality

ICQ6 0.81 -0.05 -0.17 0.15 -0.05 0.61
ICQ26 0.77 -0.05 -0.01 -0.11 0.01 0.54
ICQ21 0.76 0.05 0.08 0.04 -0.04 0.66
ICQ16 0.72 0.02 0.01 0.08 -0.01 0.57
ICQ11 0.72 0.03 -0.08 0.11 0.06 0.57
ICQ1 0.71 -0.01 0.08 -0.14 -0.03 0.50
ICQ36 0.63 0.06 0.19 -0.15 0.04 0.51
ICQ31 0.38 0.00 0.21 0.01 0.16 0.32
ICQ19 0.04 0.91 -0.03 -0.08 0.09 0.82
ICQ4 -0.03 0.86 0.01 -0.10 0.02 0.69
ICQ24 -0.03 0.85 0.03 -0.01 0.05 0.73
ICQ29 -0.01 0.68 0.03 0.10 0.00 0.53
ICQ9 -0.06 0.68 -0.07 0.16 0.12 0.52
ICQ34 0.01 0.55 0.16 0.11 -0.20 0.44
ICQ14 0.24 0.42 -0.15 -0.13 0.13 0.25
ICQ18 -0.18 0.00 0.76 -0.18 0.12 0.49
ICQ33 -0.02 -0.11 0.72 -0.09 0.14 0.49
ICQ3 -0.06 -0.02 0.68 0.01 0.00 0.43
ICQ28 0.08 0.14 0.65 -0.06 -0.15 0.49
ICQ8 0.20 -0.05 0.62 -0.03 -0.13 0.44
ICQ23 0.02 0.01 0.53 0.08 0.03 0.34
ICQ13 0.02 0.07 0.49 0.00 -0.10 0.26
ICQ39 0.03 0.21 0.46 0.27 -0.20 0.46
ICQ38 0.12 0.01 0.45 0.02 0.03 0.28
ICQ32 0.06 -0.18 0.33 0.31 0.24 0.43
ICQ40 -0.01 0.10 -0.19 0.01 0.18 0.05
ICQ7 0.10 -0.03 -0.19 0.78 -0.01 0.57
ICQ22 -0.18 0.05 0.02 0.73 -0.12 0.46
ICQ37 0.03 -0.01 -0.23 0.68 -0.06 0.39
ICQ12 0.14 0.04 -0.01 0.62 0.07 0.51
ICQ27 -0.07 0.04 0.16 0.59 -0.04 0.41
ICQ2 -0.05 0.03 0.01 0.50 0.11 0.31
ICQ17 0.01 -0.06 0.16 0.49 0.06 0.33
ICQ15 0.07 0.00 -0.07 0.16 0.77 0.73
ICQ20 0.00 -0.01 0.02 0.08 0.73 0.59
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ICQ35 0.09 0.04 -0.15 -0.23 0.66 0.36
ICQ25 -0.19 0.13 -0.01 0.01 0.66 0.42
ICQ10 -0.06 -0.01 0.07 0.12 0.63 0.50
ICQ5 0.01 -0.05 0.21 0.07 0.61 0.53
ICQ30 0.14 0.07 -0.03 -0.15 0.32 0.11

 
Extracted 
eigenvalue 

        8.15 
 

     3.57 
 

     2.77 
 

        2.56 
 

       1.65 
 

 

% Variance       20.38      8.93      6.92         6.39        4.11  
Total % 
Variance 

                         
             46.72 
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Table 22:  Maximum Likelihood, Promax Rotation with Restriction to 3 Factors Exploratory 
Factor Analysis of the Dialectic Self Scale with the Chinese Sample (N Chinese = 177) 
 
                               Factor                  

 
   Extracted 
Communality 1 2 3 

Dia5 0.55 0.03 -0.02 0.30
Dia13 0.53 0.11 0.13 0.34
Dia6 0.49 -0.02 0.23 0.33
Dia14 0.45 0.15 0.16 0.29
Dia3 -0.44 0.17 0.21 0.21
Dia16 0.43 0.00 0.36 0.37
Dia23 0.41 -0.06 0.09 0.19
Dia19 0.40 -0.01 -0.17 0.16
Dia15 0.40 -0.11 -0.17 0.16
Dia2 0.30 0.05 -0.16 0.10
Dia31 0.26 0.12 -0.02 0.09
Dia18 0.25 0.24 -0.16 0.14
Dia24 -0.19 0.15 0.17 0.07
Dia30 0.19 0.17 0.01 0.07
Dia27 0.18 -0.03 -0.01 0.03
Dia10 0.15 0.03 0.14 0.05
Dia9 0.04 0.62 -0.11 0.41
Dia7 -0.02 0.60 0.22 0.38
Dia17 -0.16 0.56 -0.10 0.35
Dia29 0.07 0.47 -0.39 0.40
Dia21 0.18 0.33 0.00 0.15
Dia11 -0.01 0.28 0.07 0.08
Dia22 -0.14 0.25 0.17 0.09
Dia1 0.10 0.16 0.03 0.04
Dia4 -0.22 0.23 0.61 0.39
Dia8 0.05 0.32 -0.44 0.32
Dia28 -0.02 0.09 -0.38 0.16
Dia26 -0.08 0.00 0.31 0.09
Dia12 0.28 0.12 0.30 0.22
Dia25 -0.03 0.05 0.19 0.04
Dia32 0.12 -0.04 0.17 0.05
Dia20 -0.05 -0.02 -0.05 0.01
Extracted 
eigenvalue        2.68 

                 
           2.03 

                 
1.38  

% Variance            8.38            6.33 
   
4.30  

Total % Variance      19.02 
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Table 23:  Maximum Likelihood, Promax Rotation with Restriction to 3 Factors Exploratory 
Factor Analysis of the Dialectic Self Scale with the European American Sample (N European American 
= 167) 

                              Factor                     Extracted 
Communality 1 2 3 

Dia18 0.99 0.08 -0.02 0.99
Dia4 0.97 -0.06 0.05 0.95
Dia2 0.70 0.00 0.03 0.49
Dia5 -0.03 0.56 0.05 0.32
Dia1 0.08 -0.55 0.26 0.35
Dia21 -0.07 -0.51 0.17 0.28
Dia30 -0.02 0.46 -0.17 0.23
Dia16 0.17 0.45 0.04 0.24
Dia11 0.15 -0.40 -0.22 0.25
Dia10 0.14 0.37 0.01 0.16
Dia31 0.00 0.36 0.13 0.15
Dia29 0.01 -0.30 0.10 0.10
Dia22 0.05 -0.26 -0.14 0.09
Dia15 -0.01 0.25 0.08 0.07
Dia24 0.01 -0.24 0.03 0.06
Dia23 -0.03 0.23 0.02 0.05
Dia20 0.09 -0.18 0.17 0.06
Dia12 0.04 0.15 -0.07 0.03
Dia28 0.01 -0.12 0.03 0.01
Dia7 0.00 -0.11 0.02 0.01
Dia13 0.02 0.10 -0.07 0.01
Dia25 0.02 0.09 0.00 0.01
Dia26 0.00 -0.09 0.00 0.01
Dia8 0.01 -0.06 0.04 0.00
Dia3 -0.01 0.04 0.00 0.00
Dia17 0.01 -0.02 0.75 0.56
Dia19 0.00 0.10 0.67 0.48
Dia9 0.01 0.15 0.53 0.32
Dia27 0.01 -0.01 0.07 0.00
Dia14 0.00 0.02 -0.04 0.00
Dia6 -0.01 0.02 -0.02 0.00
Dia32 0.01 -0.01 0.02 0.00
Extracted 
eigenvalue        2.52 

                 
        2.22 

    
1.56  

% Variance           7.86         6.93 
    
4.89  

Total % Variance       19.68 
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Table 24:  Maximum Likelihood, Promax Rotation with Restriction to 5 Factors Exploratory 
Factor Analysis of the International Personality Item Pool with the Chinese Sample (N Chinese = 
177) 
 

                                  Factor                                               Extracted 
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Communality

IP49 0.77 0.14 -0.07 -0.12 0.02 0.65
IP24 0.70 0.04 0.01 0.02 -0.01 0.52
IP34 0.67 -0.12 0.03 0.15 0.07 0.48
IP29 0.66 -0.01 0.04 -0.09 0.24 0.52
IP39 0.64 -0.05 0.07 0.20 -0.08 0.47
IP4 0.60 -0.02 0.06 -0.08 -0.04 0.36
IP14 0.60 0.11 0.03 -0.18 -0.17 0.43
IP44 0.60 -0.30 -0.01 0.20 0.18 0.46
IP19 0.59 0.16 0.02 -0.11 -0.03 0.42
IP12 0.41 -0.13 0.03 0.14 0.07 0.21
IP40 -0.27 -0.04 0.20 -0.13 0.12 0.13
IP26 -0.08 0.81 -0.01 -0.07 0.03 0.63
IP6 -0.03 0.74 -0.04 -0.18 0.04 0.56
IP16 0.07 0.74 -0.10 0.13 -0.20 0.52
IP21 -0.01 0.64 -0.10 0.03 0.12 0.39
IP36 0.06 0.59 -0.05 0.09 -0.07 0.34
IP1 0.00 0.56 0.20 0.08 -0.01 0.45
IP31 -0.03 0.55 0.16 0.13 0.10 0.45
IP46 0.01 0.49 0.02 0.14 0.11 0.31
IP41 -0.06 0.47 0.29 -0.08 -0.05 0.39
IP11 -0.01 0.46 -0.01 0.13 0.09 0.24
IP25 0.05 -0.09 0.81 0.06 -0.25 0.58
IP50 0.11 0.07 0.76 0.03 -0.16 0.62
IP15 -0.06 -0.08 0.71 -0.03 -0.11 0.42
IP30 0.12 -0.01 0.58 -0.04 0.12 0.41
IP35 0.00 0.00 0.54 0.05 0.05 0.32
IP5 0.07 0.06 0.53 -0.07 0.02 0.33
IP10 -0.06 0.05 0.47 0.20 0.04 0.31
IP20 -0.15 0.03 0.37 0.17 0.11 0.23
IP9 0.29 -0.02 0.35 -0.27 0.06 0.27
IP8 0.02 0.08 -0.23 0.68 -0.04 0.46
IP23 -0.03 0.18 -0.01 0.62 -0.07 0.39
IP43 0.13 0.07 -0.02 0.53 0.03 0.33
IP33 -0.07 0.03 0.10 0.48 0.15 0.30
IP3 -0.03 0.01 0.23 0.46 -0.08 0.27
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IP18 0.19 0.16 0.07 0.45 -0.11 0.30
IP13 -0.07 -0.11 0.12 0.44 0.16 0.28
IP28 0.20 -0.08 -0.03 0.42 -0.03 0.23
IP48 -0.15 -0.02 0.09 0.33 0.05 0.14
IP38 0.19 0.14 -0.10 0.23 0.22 0.21
IP37 -0.08 -0.02 -0.06 -0.01 0.62 0.36
IP17 0.09 -0.21 -0.02 0.08 0.57 0.36
IP32 0.09 0.20 0.04 -0.25 0.50 0.38
IP2 0.12 0.04 -0.19 0.01 0.47 0.23
IP22 0.03 0.26 -0.13 -0.03 0.44 0.26
IP42 -0.04 0.09 0.02 0.17 0.44 0.28
IP7 -0.08 0.10 0.23 -0.09 0.39 0.28
IP27 -0.27 -0.16 0.05 -0.05 0.29 0.17
IP47 0.09 0.20 0.23 0.05 0.29 0.32
IP45 -0.16 -0.03 0.26 0.15 0.27 0.23
Extracted 
eigenvalue 

      7.43 
 

     3.62 
 

     3.20 
 

       2.12 
 

       1.85 
 

 

% Variance     14.86      7.24      6.39        4.23        3.70  
Total % 
Variance 

                         
             36.43 
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Table 25:  Maximum Likelihood, Promax Rotation with Restriction to 5 Factors Exploratory 
Factor Analysis of the International Personality Item Pool with the European American Sample 
(N European American = 167) 
 

                                  Factor                                                Extracted 
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 Communality

IP16 0.86 -0.02 -0.06 -0.08 -0.04 0.68
IP6 0.82 -0.11 -0.06 0.08 -0.01 0.66
IP21 0.74 0.01 0.04 0.09 0.01 0.62
IP46 0.72 0.06 -0.10 0.02 0.11 0.56
IP11 0.72 0.18 0.10 -0.10 -0.10 0.62
IP41 0.68 -0.01 0.00 -0.25 0.12 0.46
IP36 0.66 0.02 -0.10 -0.12 -0.07 0.40
IP31 0.64 0.10 0.02 0.13 -0.10 0.51
IP1 0.64 0.06 -0.06 0.03 -0.08 0.42
IP26 0.63 -0.04 -0.01 0.22 0.11 0.54
IP7 0.47 -0.22 0.17 0.35 0.05 0.52
IP47 0.26 0.26 0.20 0.05 0.02 0.26
IP44 -0.13 0.83 -0.05 0.21 0.08 0.68
IP4 -0.02 0.75 -0.08 -0.07 -0.02 0.55
IP34 0.03 0.71 0.08 0.03 0.03 0.54
IP39 -0.06 0.70 0.16 0.02 0.02 0.53
IP9 0.09 0.70 -0.06 -0.06 0.05 0.52
IP14 0.04 0.68 -0.08 -0.30 0.03 0.55
IP29 -0.09 0.66 -0.15 0.11 -0.01 0.42
IP49 0.29 0.50 0.07 0.01 -0.04 0.42
IP24 0.10 0.48 0.00 0.12 0.02 0.28
IP19 0.21 0.42 0.20 -0.13 0.00 0.32
IP33 -0.10 -0.16 0.74 -0.12 -0.04 0.51
IP23 -0.03 -0.01 0.73 -0.03 -0.10 0.51
IP43 0.04 -0.19 0.71 -0.06 -0.14 0.50
IP18 -0.02 0.22 0.62 0.12 -0.08 0.51
IP13 -0.03 -0.12 0.61 0.09 0.20 0.47
IP3 0.06 -0.01 0.61 0.02 0.02 0.40
IP8 -0.09 0.09 0.60 -0.05 -0.03 0.36
IP48 -0.01 -0.01 0.57 0.03 0.17 0.39
IP28 -0.03 0.23 0.50 0.03 -0.07 0.33
IP38 -0.02 0.06 0.46 0.00 0.01 0.22
IP17 -0.07 0.00 -0.06 0.74 -0.01 0.51
IP42 0.05 -0.01 -0.05 0.70 0.07 0.51
IP22 0.18 0.02 -0.16 0.62 0.00 0.44
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IP2 -0.11 0.04 0.00 0.50 -0.03 0.23
IP32 0.32 -0.07 -0.05 0.49 -0.17 0.39
IP27 -0.06 -0.02 0.21 0.47 -0.03 0.29
IP37 0.08 0.05 0.01 0.46 0.06 0.26
IP12 -0.25 0.25 0.19 0.41 -0.02 0.27
IP45 -0.10 -0.22 0.12 0.26 0.26 0.24
IP50 0.03 -0.01 0.07 0.06 0.65 0.46
IP5 0.06 -0.08 -0.04 -0.08 0.64 0.43
IP15 -0.07 0.01 -0.17 0.10 0.59 0.37
IP40 -0.05 -0.08 0.00 -0.17 0.56 0.33
IP35 0.10 0.16 0.11 -0.03 0.48 0.30
IP20 -0.12 0.17 -0.10 0.05 0.48 0.24
IP10 -0.04 0.23 -0.01 0.00 0.47 0.25
IP25 0.24 -0.08 0.19 -0.20 0.46 0.34
IP30 -0.07 -0.01 -0.07 0.15 0.46 0.24
Extracted 
eigenvalue 

      7.68 
 

     4.37 
 

     4.02 
 

        2.69 
 

       2.57 
 

 

% Variance     15.35      8.74      8.05         5.37        5.14  
Total % 
Variance 

                         
             42.66 
 

 


