








27

the problem, and a description of issues specific to the assigned role were provided. 

Participants wrote solutions on the paper. When the 5-minute period was over, 

participants circled the best solution from the solutions they generated. After the 

individual problem-solving period, the experimenter prompted participants to discuss and 

generate a final solution as a group. Participants had ten minutes to do so. The time 

length was determined based on the pilot test. The participants in the pilot test 

concentrated on the task the best when they had only ten minutes to work on their group 

solutions. When other pilot test participants were provided more time, they tended to 

divert from the task and started to have conversations. The experimenter collected their 

individual solutions and the group solution after the 15-minute period.

The experimenter scored the solutions using a “standardized scoring book”. She 

pretended to match the collected answers to the answers provided in the book. In fact, 

the experimenter provided pre-assigned scores. The experimenter circled either 8 as a 

positive score or 3 as a negative score on a 10-point scale (see Appendix F). The positive 

and negative score were established through feedback from pilot testing. The participants 

in the pilot test indicated that they felt they did poorly when they received 3 points out of 

10. On the other hand, when other participants received 8 points out of 10, they said they 

felt good and that they did very well on the task. Meanwhile, students responded to a 

demographic questionnaire as a filler task (see Appendix H). When the experimenter 

finished scoring, scores for individual solutions and the group solution were given to each 

participant confidentially. The experimenter folded a piece of paper with scores so that 

scores could not be seen. The folded pieces of paper were given to the participants.
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Participants were instructed not to share the information with others. As soon as the 

scores were given, the experimenter distributed the 5-item self-evaluation scale to the 

participants. They rated their own performance as an individual according to the scale.

Upon completion of the rating, participants answered the cultural values measure 

developed by Wagner and Moch (1986). The degree of collectivist-individualist was 

measured after participants evaluated their performance so that the collectivist- 

individualist measurement would not contaminate the evaluation. As a manipulation 

check, participants answered two questions about believability of the scores they received 

(Appendix E). Finally, participants were debriefed. After the debriefing, the proof of 

participation was provided for extra credit for their psychology course or community 

service requirement.

American and Japanese participants were treated the same except for language 

use. Due to a low level of English proficiency, Japanese participants were given 

instructions in Japanese. Japanese participants used Japanese when they engaged in the 

problem-solving task. American and Japanese participants were never in the same room 

at the same time.
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Chapter III: Results

Manipulation Check

Appendix E shows the manipulation check questions. Fourteen American 

students said they did not believe that their scores were based on the standardized scoring 

book. Three of them believed that the experimenter was randomly assigning the numbers 

without using the scoring book. Eleven of them did not believe the scoring book because 

they knew their answers were right, indicating that they were confident about their own 

solutions. Therefore, only the three participants who actually detected the manipulation 

were excluded from the data. As for the Japanese participants, one participant indicated 

that she did not believe that the scoring book was used because she saw the experimenter 

randomly circling the number. As mentioned earlier, the total number for Japanese 

participants was 33 and 53 for American participants.

Group Variances

In order to ensure that there was no influence of group characteristics on self- 

evaluation scores, group variance was tested. In a study using various groups, Bushe and 

Coetzer (1995) used one-way ANOVA to test any pattern due to group characteristics 

regardless of conditions. The present study used the same technique. When group was

treated as a factor, there was no pattern across groups, F (26,60) = 1.187, ns. Because
*

there was no difference among groups, group characteristics did not have a significant 

impact on the self-evaluation. Removing thfe group effect when there is not a significant 

influence will weaken the power of the analysis. Therefore, group effects were not 

removed from the analysis.
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Cultural Value Measure

Prior to conducting one-way analysis of variance, homogeneity of variance and 

normality of the variables were tested. Because the current study has unequal cell sizes, 

violation of assumptions of ANOVA severely influences results (Keppel, 1991), 

homogeneity of variance and normality were tested using the SPSS program. 

Homogeneity of variance was examined for the cultural value measure using Levene’s 

statistics of equality of error variance, F (1, 85) = .085, ns. This demonstrates that 

homogeneity of variance was obtained. Normality for the Japanese and Americans’ 

cultural value score distributions was tested using a test for skewness. Skewness for 

Japanese sample was -.871 (SE = .409), and for American sample was -.223, (SE = .327). 

This indicates that there was not significant skewness among variables for each sample. 

Therefore, ANOVA was used to test the difference in cultural values between Japanese 

and Americans.

There was a significant difference between Japanese and American participants, F 

(1, 85) = 10.828, p < .001; however, it was in an unexpected direction. Japanese students 

scored significantly lower (M = 48.5758, SD = 7.42) than American students (M = 

54.0000, SD = 7.44). Table 1 summarizes the means and standard deviations for each 

condition. This result indicates that for the current study, American participants 

exhibited more collectivistic values than Japanese participants. The result was opposite 

from what previous studies have found.

Tests of Hypothesis
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Homogeneity of variance and skewness of variables were tested for self- 

evaluation scores prior to conducting analysis of variance. As noted earlier, this is to 

ensure that there was no violation of assumptions for ANOVA. Because this study used 

unequal cell sizes, it was important not to violate assumptions. Homogeneity of variance 

was examined using Levene’s test of equality of error variance, F (3, 83) = .520, ns. This 

shows that homogeneity of variance was obtained. The skewness for each condition was 

examined. Skewness for each condition (Japanese with positive individual feedback, 

with negative individual feedback, American with positive individual feedback, and with 

negative individual feedback) were the following: .957, SE = .550, .036, SE = .564, .272, 

SE = .456, and -.610, SE = .434 respectively. This indicates that there was not a 

significant skewness among the variables for each condition. Because homogeneity of 

variance and normality were obtained, ANOVA was conducted.

Two-way Analysis of Variance showed that there was not a significant interaction 

between culture and conditions, F (1, 83) = 2.127, ns. Observed power was .303. Eta 

square indicated that 2.5 % of variance in self-evaluation scores was explained by the 

interaction between culture and conditions. Therefore, that hypothesis was not supported.

Only the effect for country was significant, F (1, 83) = 4.901, p < .05. Observed 

power was .590. Eta square showed that 5.5 % of the variance in self-evaluation score 

was explained by country. Table 2 summarizes the ANOVA results. The results indicate 

that there was a significant difference in self-evaluation scores between Japanese and 

American participants regardless of conditions. Mean scores indicated that Americans 

(M = 26.7818, SD = 4.0901) evaluated their performance higher than Japanese (M =
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24.5455, SD = 5.1786). Table 3 describes means and standard deviations for each 

condition. Figure 1 shows the graph describing the results.

The other main effect, the effect of conditions, was not significant, F (1, 83) = 

3.165, p = .079. Observed power was .420. Eta square indicated that 3.6 % of the 

variance in self-evaluation score was explained by conditions. For the current study, the 

conditions did not account for any difference in self-evaluation scores.

Even though the interaction was not significant, the two conditions within 

Japanese participants were compared using one-way ANOVA. The analysis showed that 

there was a significant difference between conditions within the Japanese sample, F (1, 

83) = 3.144, p < .029. Japanese students who received positive group feedback and 

negative individual feedback scored themselves higher than Japanese students who 

received negative group feedback and positive individual feedback. On the other hand, 

American sample did not differ between feedback conditions. The result indicated that 

the hypothesis was partially supported.

Exploratory Analyses

Because the hypothesis was not supported, and the test for collectivism- 

individualism value did not show the expected result, a new question arose: What other 

variables accounted for the differences in self-evaluation scores besides the group size 

and the country. In order to test the question, multiple regression analyses were used.

First, the effect of the interaction between conditions and collectivism- 

individualism value was tested while gender, age, group size, and country were 

controlled. The interaction variable was entered last in order to examine the effect. The
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result showed that the interaction between conditions and cultural value did not
f

significantly account for variances in self-evaluation scores, R2 change = .021, ns. Only 

2.1 % of variance in self-evaluation scores was explained by the interaction between 

condition and cultural values.

Second, the amount of variance in selt-evaluation scores accounted for by culture 

was examined using a simple regression. Only 0.6 % of variance in self-evaluation score 

was explained by the coUectivistic-individualistic value (R2 = .006, ns).

Third, the effect of age on the self-evaluation scores was examined while gender, 

group size, country, and cultural values were controlled. Age explained 5.8 % of 

variance in self-evaluation scores (R2 = .058, p < .022). Therefore, only age significantly 

explained differences in self-evaluation scores among other variables listed above.

Fourth, the experimenter analyzed difference in self-evaluation due to their 

assigned roles. Each participant was assigned one of four roles: a) finance department, b) 

admissions, c) student senate, or d) public relations. The analysis showed that there was 

no significant difference in self-evaluation due to their assigned roles, F (3, 84) = .989, 

ns. The role did not seem to influence how participants evaluated their own performance.

Although there was no significant difference in self-evaluation scores due to 

groups, the possible effect of group size was tested. Because 7 groups of 4 came from 

the American sample and only 2 groups from the Japanese sample, the effect of country 

was controlled in order to test the effect of group size using step-wise multiple regression 

analysis. In addition to the country effect, age was found to influence self-evaluation. 

Therefore, both country and age effects were entered first in a regression equation. Then,
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group size was entered to test the effect of the group size. The effect of group size 

accounted for significant variance in self-evaluation, R2 change = .043, F change (1, 84) 

= 4.052, p < .047. The participants who were in groups of four evaluated their own 

performance significantly higher (M = 27.4571, SD = 4.1681) than the participants in 

groups of three (M ~ 24.9434, SD = 4.6839). Even though a test for the significant 

difference due to each group as a factor did not yield any significant results, when group 

size was considered as a factor, there was significant difference. The difference in self- 

evaluation due to the size of groups may cast possible problems (see the Discussion 

section for more detailed discussion of the problem).
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Chapter IV: Discussion

General

The current study focused on a difference in concept of self between two distinct 

cultures. Cross-cultural difference in conceptualization of self has attracted attention 

over years as our society has become more diverse (Markus & Kitayama, 1991,1994; 

Triandis 1989). Based on the study by Earley et al. (1999), the present study investigated 

how conflicting group and individual feedback would be used for self-appraisal of 

performance within a framework of teamwork. Specifically, Japanese and American 

students were compared in terms of how they would evaluate their own performance 

based on conflicting group and individual feedback.

It was hypothesized that the Japanese students would use group feedback more 

heavily in evaluating their performance than Americans. This hypothesis was not 

completely supported. American and Japanese students did not differ in usage of 

feedback in self-appraisal. Even though in general, American participants scored 

significantly higher than Japanese participants, the difference was not accounted for by 

the usage of group or individual feedback. The results simply indicated that American 

students tended to evaluate own performance higher than Japanese students regardless of 

feedback. It is tempting to say that generally speaking, Japanese participants showed 

modesty bias in evaluation of their own performance as a study by Farh et al. (1991) 

demonstrated using Chinese workers. However, caution must be taken in drawing this 

conclusion because the present study did not support that Japanese students were more
i

collectivistic than American students.
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Even though the hypothesis was not fully supported, post-hoc analysis showed 

that there was a difference among Japanese students due to conditions. Japanese students 

who received positive group and negative individual feedback rated themselves higher 

than Japanese with negative group and positive individual feedback. The post-hoc results 

suggested that the usage of group feedback indeed influenced Japanese self-evaluation. 

On the other hand, American students tend not to be influenced by group feedback in 

self-evaluation. The results showed that American students seemed not to pay attention 

their group feedback in evaluating their performance.

The exploratory analyses found that age and group size significantly contributed 

to differences in self-evaluation scores. The older a participant was, the higher score s/he 

gave. There were two different sizes of group in the current study: groups of three and 

groups of four. The analysis showed that the participants who were in groups of four 

evaluated themselves significantly higher than those who were in groups of three 

regardless of the conditions. It is possible that difference in group dynamics might have 

influenced how the participants perceived their performance. Other variables such as 

gender and cultural values did not affect self-evaluation scores. 

Collectivistic-Individualistic Difference

The current study found that American participants identified with collectivistic 

values more than Japanese participants. The result was striking. Previous studies (e.g., 

Chu et al., 1999; Kitayama & Markus, 1995; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Triandis, 1989) 

used Japanese individuals as a collectivistic sample and showed that Japanese hold 

characteristics of collectivism. Despite strong support from previous studies, the current
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study showed that American students were significantly more collectivistic than Japanese 

students. There are several possible explanations as to why the present study showed 

reverse coUectivistic-individualistic characteristics between the two cultures.

The first possible explanation is the scale used to measure the collectivism- 

individualism cultural values. Wagner and Moch (1986) originally developed the scale. 

They were able to establish decent construct validity and reliability (Wagner & Moch, 

1986). For the current study, the reliabilities for the scale for both English and Japanese 

versions were relatively low. There was only one minor change made to the English 

version; the wording, “My group.. was changed to “A group.. The more serious 

possible problem was the translation problem as the scale was back-translated to 

Japanese. It is possible that the translation process contaminated the scale and changed 

the meaning of items in Japanese. As Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) and Pedhazur and 

Schmelkin (1991) suggested, translating a scale from one language to another often 

invites contamination of the scale. The measurement used for Japanese participants may 

have been contaminated. Thus, the contamination of the scale might be one of the 

possible reasons for the unexpected results of the present study.

The second possible explanation is the view that advocates weakened 

coUectivistic-individualistic cultural differences. Theories presented by Kagitchibasi 

(1995), Sampson (1985), Sampson (1988), and Minami (2000) argue that the distinctions 

between collectivistic and individualistic cultures have been diminished due to the global 

economy and rapid development of technology. Sampson (1988, 2000) stated that the 

simple coUectivistic-individualistic difference would not be able to explain cultural
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differences well because there are other variables such as religion and history that 

contribute to cultures. This point of view may be valid for the current study. In a similar 

vein, the trend that values teamwork in the workplace in the United States (e.g., Manz, 

1992) might have influenced how American participants responded to the cultural value 

scale. It is possible that the social desirability of showing “team-orientation” among 

American students affected accuracy of the measurement. On the other hand, lately, 

Japanese youths tend to desire to be more individualistic (Minami, 2000). The blurring 

distinction between collectivism and individualism might have been a factor that 

contributed to the surprising result in this study.

The third point is implied by a study by Minami (2000). More young Japanese 

individuals tend to show more individualistic characteristics (Minami, 2000). In addition, 

the Japanese sample in the current study consisted of young individuals who had decided 

to come to the United States to study. They might have demonstrated individualistic 

characteristics because of being in the United States for a few months. As American 

participants may think it is socially desirable to be more collectivistic, Japanese 

participants might think it is socially desirable to appear to be more individualistic in 

responding to the scale.

Possible Explanations for the Current Result

It was clear that one of the independent variables, coUectivistic-individualistic 

cultural difference, was not established in the study. The other independent variable, 

conditions, was not implemented weU either as there was limited difference due to 

conditions. The question is what factors may have contributed to the results. As
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mentioned in the coUectivistic-individualistic difference section, there were possible 

explanations for the unexpected finding in terms of the cultural difference in values. 

Aside from the value difference, there are other possible explanations for why the study 

did not fiiUy support the hypothesis.

First, the power for statistical analysis of the interaction was low. As noted in the 

results section, the observed power for the interaction term was .303. Because the study 

used a convenience sample, it was difficult to obtain a large number of participants. This 

was particularly true for Japanese participants. The total number of eligible Japanese 

participants was 33, resulting in having a small number of people in each condition. If 

there were more participants in the study, the results could have been different.

The second issue is related to using a convenience sample. Because the number 

of Japanese students was limited, it was necessary to vary the number of people in each 

group. Although the number was kept between 3-4 and statistical testing showed no 

difference between groups, the same number of people in each group may be very 

important for a study which uses a group task. The issue of the constant treatment of 

participants leads to the next explanation, the language difference.

The last explanation deals with translation. As many other cross-cultural studies 

(e.g., Chu, et al., 1999 Earley et al., 1999; Farh et al., 1991) have struggled to keep 

everything constant when using different groups with different language use, the same 

issue was present in this study. Because two groups received instructions expressed in a 

different language, there might be subtle differences in instructions. These small
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differences between two cultural groups might have affected manipulations in the present 

study.

Limitations of the Current Study and Suggestions for Future Research

There are several drawbacks/limitations in the present study. First, the power for 

testing the hypothesis was low. This was primarily due to small sample size, particularly 

for the Japanese sample. Relating to the small sample size, cell sizes were unequal.

When using ANOVA, assumptions of ANOVA must be met. However, if there are equal 

cell sizes, problems associated with the violation of assumptions become less severe. On 

the other hand, if there are unequal cell sizes, assumptions must be met. Although the 

assumptions were met for the current study, for future studies, I suggest the use of a 

larger sample size and if possible, the use of equal cell sizes.

The second drawback was the difference in group sizes. There were groups of 

three and groups of four in this study. The distribution of the two sizes of the groups was 

not equal across conditions; the Japanese sample had only two groups of four, whereas 

the American sample had seven groups of four. Even though the effect of group size was 

confounded with culture, it is possible that the group size influenced self-evaluation 

scores. Future studies should use the same number of group sizes to minimize extraneous 

variables.

The third problem is that there were times in which two groups engaged in the 

task at the same time in the same room. Even though those groups that were placed in 

the same room did not generate the same group solutions, and the two-group or one- 

group condition did not influence the self-evaluation (F (1,85) = .118, ns), it is possible
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that each group somehow influenced self-evaluation. Because the experimenter of the 

current study dealt with a limited sample, two groups were tested in the same room. 

However, this could trigger a spillover problem between groups in the same room. 

Therefore, future researchers should test one group at a time.

The fourth possible problem was the task. Even though Potter (1998) 

demonstrated that individuals could generate a variety of solutions to the parking 

problem, it was not the case in the current study. Compared to the average number of 

solutions 2.8 in Potter’s (1998) study, the current study showed the average of 3.16 

solutions. However, the Japanese participants generated significantly smaller number of 

solutions (M = 2.73, SD =1.206) than American participants (M = 3.43, SD = 1.25), F (1, 

85) = 6.55, p < .01. The choice of task may not have been appropriate for the Japanese 

sample. Even though Arias (2000) indicated that Japanese students have familiarity with 

the parking problem, they may not have faced the problems because many of them do not 

drive to school. In fact, only three of the Japanese participants said they drove to school, 

whereas all the American participants claimed that they drove to school at least twice a 

week. Future research must use an appropriate task for both samples when engaging in 

cross-cultural study.

Fifth, the process of translating experimental materials might not be optimal.

Even though the current study utilized back-translation by English-Japanese bilinguals, it 

is possible that certain meanings might not translate accurately. If a researcher has access 

to a published translated scale, one should use the established scale. In any cross-cultural 

study using different languages, extra caution must be taken in translation processes.
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Lastly, other suggestions for the future studies stem from measuring possible 

variables that may influence usage of feedback in self-evaluation. It may be useful to 

measure whether individualists and collectivists differ in desire to “fit in” a group. The 

measurement will give more information about difference in collectivistic and 

individualistic culture beyond what the scale measured in the current study. In addition, 

if researchers use the field setting, how the self-evaluation of job performance will be 

used in the organization need to be measured. The purpose of the self-evaluation may 

make a difference in how workers approach the process.

Conclusion

Even though the study did not support the hypothesis, there was a difference 

between the two cultures. Despite previous findings, the coUectivistic-individualistic did 

not match the traditional notion that Western country means individualistic, and Eastern 

country means coUectivistic. The results may suggest that the difference may not stem 

from the coUectivistic-individualistic differences. Beyond the traditional categorization, 

there may be something that can explain the difference in two cultures. It would be 

interesting to conduct an exploratory study to investigate what else may contribute to 

differences and what influences behaviors of people in two distinct cultures.
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Chapter VI: Table

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics of Cultural Value Score and Self-Evaluation Score

American Japanese Total

M SD M SD M SD

Cultural Value 54.00 7.44 48.58 7.42 51.92 7.85

Self-Evaluation 26.78 4.09 24.55 5.18 25.94 4.59

Note: The possible maximum cultural value score was 35. The possible maximum self- 

evaluation score was 77. The total number of participants was 86 (33 Japanese and 53 

Americans).
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Table 2

Analysis of Variance for Hypothesis Testing

Source df F £>

Country 1 4.901 .030

Condition 1 3.165 .079

Country x Condition 1 2.127 .148

Error 83 NA NA
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Table 3

Mean Self-Evaluation Scores and Standard Deviations for Each Condition

Individual +/Group - 

M SD

Individual -/Group + 

M SD

Total

M SD

Japanese 23.00 5.06 26.19 4.93 24.55 5.18

Americans 26.62 4.04 26.93 4.20 26.78 4.09

Total 25.19 4.76 26.67 4.31 25.94 4.63

Note. The interaction between country and condition was not significant. The main 

effect of country was significant at p< .03. The main effect of condition was not 

significant.
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Chapter VII: Figure 

Figure Caption

Figure 1. Mean self-evaluation scores for conditions x country.
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Chapter VIII: Appendix

Appendix A 

Parking Prohlem

It is difficult to find a parking space at UNO. There is approximately one parking 

space for every two people on campus, and although this doesn’t sound too bad, anyone 

who has tried to find a spot at 10 a.m. knows there is a problem. The park just south of 

the university provides additional spaces, but it is also filled during peak hours. The 

university would like to hear from representatives of various departments about concerns 

and needs in order to come to one solution to this parking problem.
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Appendix B

Admissions

We understand that there is not enough parking space for students, especially during the 

peak hours. However, we cannot agree with any solution that requires a decrease in the 

number of students because we need the growth of the student body at UNO.

Finance department

UNO cannot financially afford to provide any more services to students regarding the 

parking problem. It is expensive enough to operate the shuttle bus services. Anything 

that demands the university’s money is not an option.

Public relations

Anything that disturbs the surrounding neighborhood triggers complaints from the area 

residents. We need to decrease the complaints from area residents in order to maintain a 

good relationship between the university and the community.

Student senate governor 

We understand that it is better to park at Ak-Sar-Ben and take the shuttle bus to the 

campus. However, it is very time consuming. As most of students work outside of the 

campus, convenience is our biggest concern.
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Appendix C

Please answer following questions about your performance on the problem-solving task

using the feedback you just received. Please use the following scale and mark your

answers on the answer sheet provided.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

1. I was able to generate a good solution based on my assigned role.

2. My contribution to the group’s final solution was significant.

3. I played a critical role in the group’s final solution.

4. I was effective in presenting the point of view in my assigned role.

5. Using a 7-point scale, with 7 being VERY GOOD, what score would you give 
your performance as an individual? Please mark vour answer on the answer 
sheet provided.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very Poor Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Good Very 
poor poor good good
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Appendix D

Cultural Values Measure

This section asks about vour beliefs about working as a group. Please answer each 
question using the following scale and mark vour answers on the answer sheet 
provided.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

6. A work group is more productive when its members do what they want to do 
rather than what the group wants them to do.

7. A work group is more productive when its members do what they think is best 
rather than what the group wants them to do.

8. A work group is more productive when its members follow their own interests 
and concerns.

9. I prefer to work with others in a work group rather than work alone.

10. Given the choice, I would rather do a job where I can work alone rather than do a 
job where I have to work with others in a work group.

11.1 like it when members of a work group do things on their own, rather than 
working with others all the time.

12. People in a work group should be willing to make sacrifices for the sake of the 
work group.

13. People in a work group should realize that they sometimes are going to have to 
make sacrifices for the sake of the work group as a whole.

14. People in a work group should recognize that they are not always going to get 
what they want.

15. People should be aware that if they are going to be part of a work group, they are 
sometimes going to have to do things they don’t have to do.

16. People in a work group should do their best to cooperate with each other instead 
of trying to work things out on their own.
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Appendix E

1. Did you think the scores you received were accurate? Yes No 

Tell us why ,

2. Did you believe the scores were based on the previous solutions? Yes No 

Tell us why.
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Appendix F

Scores

Based on the standardized scoring system established through previous solutions, the

score for your individual solution was:

1 2  3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10
Poor Excellent

Based on the standardized scoring system established through previous solutions, the

score for the group solution was:

1 2 3 4 5
Poor

6 7 8 9 10
Excellent
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Appendix G 

Instructions

Please read the parking problem and the description of concerns/needs your position 

holds.

Your task is to 1) generate as many solutions as possible based on the description of 

concerns/needs specific to your assigned position, and circle the best solution, and 2) 

represent your position in a group discussion in generating one master solution as a 

group.

You will have 5 minutes to generate a solution according to your assigned position. You 

MUST work independently.

You will have 10 minutes to generate a master solution as a group. You MUST generate 

one solution as a group.

You MUST generate a unanimous solution as a group.
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Appendix H ED#_
Demographic Data

Age:_______

Gender: Male Female

Race: Caucasian African-American Asian Latino Other:

Year in College: 1 2 3 4 5 or more
(For American participants only)

Months in the United States:________months (For Japanese participants only)

Major:_________________

Occupation:______________

Have you engaged in a similar group task before? Yes No

If yes, did you enjoy it? Yes No

Do you drive to UNO? Yes No

If yes, how often?  days per week

Have you experienced any parking problem? Yes No

What do you think about the parking issue at UNO?


