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Abstract

This paper elaborates a research agenda on cultural norms in communi-

cation, negotiation, and conflict management. Our agenda is organized

around five questions on negotiation and conflict management, for

example: How do culture and norms relate to an individual’s propensity

to negotiate? Or How do tightness-looseness norms explain negotiators’

reactions to norm conformity and norm violation? And three questions

on communication, for example: What individual and cultural factors

lead negotiators to use miscommunication as an opportunity rather than

an obstacle? Or Are there cultural differences in whether and what forms

of schmoozing are normative? The present paper is based on three pil-

lars: (a) ideas provided by the think tank participants (full list on web-

site), (b) state of the art research and (c) the authors’ perspectives. Our

goal is to inspire young, as well as, established researchers to purse these

research streams and increase our understanding about the influence of

cultural norms.

In 2017, a top French executive confronted a Middle Eastern business partner who delayed (intention-

ally) for two days a meeting to negotiate a multimillion contract to set up telecommunications in the

partner’s country. From the French executive’s own cultural perspective delaying, the meeting was disre-

spectful, but instead of becoming frustrated and calling off the meeting entirely, this French executive

sought a cultural explanation for the counterpart’s behavior, recognizing that negotiating behaviors are

consistent with cultural norms. Cultural norms help us understand, interpret, and tolerate others behav-

ior, that is, foreign, annoying, and could be interpreted as disrespectful.

Norms are social patterns that govern behavior (Morris, Hong, Chiu, & Liu, 2015). A norm is a psy-

chological structure that is shared among members of a group. Norms predispose people to exhibit regu-

lar patterns of ideation, emotion, and action (Kashima, 2015), and limit the range of typical or

appropriate group behavior and opinions (Dannals & Miller, 2017). Norms are descriptive when they

refer to what most people do, but injunctive when they refer to what most people approve or disapprove

(Cialdini, Kallgren, & Reno, 1991). Norms contribute to cultural understanding, as they explain cultural

differences above and beyond personal and cultural values (Heine, Lehman, Peng, & Greenholtz, 2002;
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House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004; Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002; Taras, Steel,

& Kirkman, 2010; Zou & Leung, 2015). For example, in a study of personal values and descriptive norms

with Polish and American participants, descriptive norms for collectivism were higher for Polish partici-

pants than for Americans although there were no differences between cultural groups in personal values

for collectivism (Zou et al., 2010). Furthermore, descriptive cultural norms, for example, power plays are

appropriate, are well established as a unique and meaningful predictor of injunctive culturally normative

negotiator behavior, for example, the use of distributive tactics in Japan and Russia (Adair et al., 2004;

Brett & Okumura, 1998).

The proposed research agenda identifies five areas to extend what we already know about culture and

norms in the realm of negotiation and conflict management. First, we explore norms within honor and

face cultures relevant to initiating a negotiation, using negotiation strategy, and distributing resources in

order to explain cultural differences in these negotiation behaviors. Second, we explore these same three

factors for conflict management. Using the lens of tightness-looseness norms, our third topic examines if

and why cultural norm conformity can explain concession patterns in negotiation and when norm viola-

tion can actually be beneficial in negotiation. We then turn to communication processes and explore two

more future research areas. First, we examine individual differences and cultural norms to explain how

and when miscommunication might lead to positive versus negative consequences in negotiation and

conflict management. Then, we look at informal relationship building, schmoozing, as an unexplored

cultural norm.

Negotiation and Conflict Management

Our research agenda on norms is organized around two main topics that have implications for theory

development and practice. Our first topic proposes research on the nature of cultural differences in

norms relevant to the practice of negotiation and conflict management across cultures. Our second topic

proposes research on the influence of norm conformity and norm violation on negotiation and conflict

management. We use two recent perspectives in cultural theory to organize our review of recent research.

First, the cultural prototypes: dignity, face, and honor (Leung & Cohen, 2011) and second, the cultural

differences in tightness-looseness (Gelfand et al., 2011). Both perspectives provide insights into how cul-

tural norms influence negotiation and conflict management.

Cultural Norms and Negotiation

Negotiation is a social process by which two or more interdependent parties make decisions, allocate

resources, or resolve disputes (Brett, 2014). Conflict is a sharp disagreement or opposition which

includes the perceived divergence of interests, or the belief that the parties’ aspirations cannot be

achieved simultaneously (Pruitt & Rubin, 1986). A dispute begins when one part makes a claim and the

other party rejects that claim (Felsteiner, Abel, & Sarat, 1980/1981), it is an open manifestation of con-

flict. Dealmaking negotiations differ from disputes in at least three aspects (a) goals are not the same

(maximizing gains vs. minimizing losses) (b) in disputes emotions are more likely to arise, and (c) alter-

natives are linked in disputes. We present two research questions about dealmaking negotiation, and two

more on conflict management and dispute resolution in the following sections.

Research by Brett and colleagues found cross-cultural variation in descriptive norms for negotiation

behavior, for example, Japanese, Chinese, and Russian negotiators reporting it is more appropriate to

use distributive strategies (e.g., threats, referring to one’s BATNA) than United States, French, or Brazil-

ian negotiators (Brett, et al., 1998). Further research confirmed these culture-based negotiation norms

are reflected in actual negotiation behavior such that culturally normative negotiation behavior (e.g.,

power tactics in Japan vs. direct information exchange in the United States) predicts integrative negotia-

tion outcomes in same-culture negotiation (Adair, Okumura, & Brett, 2001; Adair et al., 2004; Brett &
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Okumura, 1998). This early research focused on cultural values (e.g., individualism-collectivism, egalitar-

ianism-hierarchy) and communication norms (i.e., low-high context) to predict culturally normative

negotiation strategy, that is, injunctive norms.

Recent research addresses the influence of a different set of cultural norms on the normative use of

negotiation strategy. The relatively recent conceptualization of cultural prototypes of dignity, face, and

honor (Leung & Cohen, 2011) elucidates culture-based descriptive norms that Aslani, Ramirez-Marin,

Semnani-Azad, Brett, and Tinsley (2013) apply to negotiation behavior. Dignity is the self-worth convic-

tion that at birth an individual’s value in society is equal to that of every other individual (Ayers, 1984).

Face is the self-worth understanding that an individual’s value in society is determined by others’ assess-

ments of whether the individual is fulfilling social role obligations (Heine, 2001; Kim & Cohen, 2010).

Honor is the self-worth belief that an individual’s value in society is based on the individual’s own assess-

ment of their reputation, that is, what others think of them (Nisbett & Cohen, 1996). In situations of

uncertainty or threat, U.S. (dignity) negotiators used more integrative and less distributive negotiation

strategies compared to Qatari (honor) or Chinese (face) negotiators (Aslani et al., 2016).

In negotiation dignity, cultural norms are associated with the use of questions and answers (Q&A, a

creating value strategy), while face and honor cultural norms are associated with substantiation and

offers (S&O, a claiming value strategy; Yao, Ramirez-Marin, Brett, Aslani, & Semnani-Azad, 2017). Con-

sistent with the cultural norms of dignity, face, and honor, a recent paper shows that Q&A strategy helps

U.S. negotiators reach creative agreements, but the same strategy is not functionally equivalent in Egypt.

This article identifies a strategy based on moral integrity (honor gain) to be positively associated with

creative agreements in Egypt (Gelfand et al., 2015). Taken together, the evidence of these papers raises

an important question: How do negotiators in face and honor cultures create value?

RQ1: Is there a norm for creating value negotiation strategy in face and honor cultures?

This question needs to be explored in future studies to identify face and honor culture injunctive

norms in negotiation as well as cultural norms that might serve as moderators. For example, a recent

paper reports a boundary condition (social rewards) for the effect of honor norms on negotiation behav-

ior. Such that when high honor culture participants recall a situation in which they are socially acknowl-

edged, they reduce their competitive aspirations compared to low honor culture participants (Ramirez-

Marin & Shafa, 2018).

While there is plenty of room to expand taxonomies of culturally normative negotiation behaviors as

well as our understanding of factors predicting behavioral adjustment in cross-cultural negotiation, our

research panel focused on extending this line of research specifically to address cultural norms surround-

ing (a) the decision whether or not to start a negotiation and (b) the impact of cultural norms on nego-

tiators’ outcome perceptions.

Individuals differ in how likely they are to begin a negotiation (Reif & Brodbeck, 2014). Propensity

to negotiate is the likelihood of initiating a negotiation (Magee, Galinsky, & Gruenfeld, 2007; Marks &

Harold, 2011). Turning to the current literature, we are aware of several individual differences that

predict propensity to negotiate, but our understanding of normative influences is quite limited. Indi-

vidual differences that lead to a greater propensity to negotiate include feeling more (vs. less) powerful

(Magee et al., 2007) as do a combination of high perceived ability to initiate the negotiation, as well

as beliefs about own negotiation skill (Reif & Brodbeck, 2017). Another study found that propensity

to negotiate is related to attachment orientation at the intra- and interpersonal level, such that individ-

uals who were high on attachment avoidance, one’s trust in others’ willingness and ability to offer sup-

port, had a greater propensity to negotiate with an anxious and avoidant counterpart (Bear & Segel-

Karpas, 2015).

Beyond individual differences, we ask what norms might tell us about propensity to negotiate. Litera-

ture on gender role norms (e.g., expectations that females will behave communally and cooperatively

whereas males will behave competitively and assertively), is the starting point for a body of literature
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exploring why females are less likely than males to initiate a negotiation (Magee et al., 2007; Small, Gel-

fand, Babcock, & Gettman, 2007). We only found one study that reported cultural influences on the

decision to negotiate. It found an interaction between national culture and risk propensity on the likeli-

hood of initiating a negotiation, such that U.S. participants with a high-risk propensity (i.e., risk-taking

norms) had a higher overall propensity to negotiate than Brazilian participants with a high-risk propen-

sity. An important limitation of this study is that it is based on self-report and not on actual initiation of

negotiation behavior (Volkema & Fleck, 2012). Given this current literature, it is not clear when individ-

uals from different cultures perceive negotiation as appropriate. More research is needed to understand

whether cultural norms facilitate and/or inhibit people from initiating a negotiation.

RQ2: How do culture and norms relate to propensity to negotiate?

There also may be cultural differences in norms for the distribution of resources in negotiation. An

early paper provides empirical evidence that in the United States, there is a descriptive norm for self-

interest (and problem-solving), whereas in Hong Kong (China), there is a descriptive norm for equality

in outcomes (Tinsley & Pillutla, 1998). Indirect evidence from cross-cultural research in social dilemmas

suggests the existence of descriptive norms regarding the distribution of resources between the parties,

such that participants from dignity and face cultures (Germany, Hong Kong and U.S.) expected the pow-

erful parties to claim less resources compared to honor cultures (Israel; Kopelman, Hardin, Myers, &

Tost, 2016). Therefore, negotiators in different cultures might have different expectations about the dis-

tribution of the outcomes. For example, in egalitarian cultures, descriptive cultural norms may indicate a

50–50% split (equal distribution of the outcomes), whereas in hierarchical cultures, descriptive cultural

norms might indicate 80–20% or 70–30% distribution is appropriate. On the other hand, injunctive cul-

tural norms about how outcomes should be distributed (e.g., equally vs. skewed) may also guide negotia-

tors’ expectations and goals. Future research should focus on understanding whether a norm for equality

has an influence on the distribution of outcomes between negotiators as well as proposing boundary con-

ditions for this effect.

RQ3: How do cultural norms relate to preferences for the distribution of resources in negotiation?

Cultural Norms and Conflict Management

While our discussion thus far has focused on transactional negotiation, we raise similar research ques-

tions for the context of conflict management. Recall that conflict management refers to the perceived

divergence of interests, or the belief that parties’ aspirations cannot be achieved simultaneously (Pruitt &

Rubin, 1986). The presence of strong emotions and low expectations for agreement in a conflict setting

suggests distinct injunctive and descriptive norms for engaging in conflict management across cultures.

Research on direct and indirect confrontation provides indirect evidence of the existence of injunctive

cultural norms to initiate conflict management (Brett, Behfar, & Sanchez-Burks, 2014). In cultures where

direct confrontation is appropriate, people will be more likely to initiate the conflict management pro-

cess. Beyond culture-based injunctive norms, a multilevel assessment of disputants’ conflict orientation

and the situation, as proposed by the Culture-based Situational Conflict Model (Ting-Toomey & Oetzel,

2013), can uncover distinct descriptive norms, for example, the finding that Chinese managers take a

competitive approach with their PNG employees, who prefer passive resistance and conflict avoidance

(Tommy & Oetzel, 2018).

Moreover, documented cultural differences on the likelihood of managers participating as third parties

suggest the presence of injunctive cultural norms that dictate when managers should intervene as third

parties. For example, North American managers actively engage in conflict management (as third par-

ties) when they perceive (a) that the conflict is not resolvable by the parties or (b) that the managers are

themselves incapable of reaching a settlement (Elangovan, 1998). A recent review uses the cultural
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prototype model of dignity, face, and honor to outline a research agenda on conflict management behav-

iors, emotions, and third party intervention (Brett, 2018). In addition, recent research highlights greater

differences in intergroup conflict when comparing along geographic north–south than east–west axes,
highlighting an alternative comparative lens when examining conflict management norms (Van de Vliert

& Conway, 2018).

The literature provides a normative perspective of conflict management as part of the interest, rights,

and power model of dispute resolution (Ury, Brett, & Goldberg, 1988). Three seminal papers report

empirical evidence of cultural differences on conflict management behaviors (Tinsley, 1998, 2001; Tinsley

& Brett, 2001). Differences in conflict resolution suggest the existence of cultural descriptive norms for

the use of status and power remarks in Japan, the reference to regulations in Germany, and the use of

interests in the United States (Tinsley, 1998, 2001). Another paper suggests descriptive norms in the Uni-

ted States about discussing interests and synthetizing multiple issues, and descriptive norms in Hong

Kong China about the concern for collective interests and concern for authority (Tinsley & Brett, 2001).

In honor cultures, conflict management is more constructive compared to dignity cultures when mem-

bers of honor cultures are not insulted (Harinck, Shafa, Ellemers, & Beersma, 2013). People differ across

cultures in the extent to which they use interests, rights, and power-based arguments in conflict

management.

RQ4: Are there cultural norms for (a) conflict management initiation, and (b) conflict management behaviors?

Norm Conformity and Violation within and Across Cultures

There is empirical evidence of cultural differences in the extent to which people across cultures adhere to

social norms. Cultural tightness-looseness refers to the extent to which a culture has strong social norms,

and monitoring and sanctioning of deviance from those norms. Tight cultures have strong norms and a

low tolerance for deviant behavior loose cultures has weak social norms and a high tolerance of deviant

behavior (Gelfand et al., 2011). Therefore, we can expect cultural differences in the extent to which peo-

ple conform to social norms and the extent to which they tolerate (or sanction) deviant behavior based

on injunctive tightness-looseness norms.

Although norms are socially shared standards, recent research suggests that violating a norm can gen-

erate positive as well as negative outcomes. Research conducted in the United States and the Netherlands

suggests that after a norm violation, negative emotions increase, but so do perceptions of the power of

the transgressor (Stamkou, van Kleef, Homan, & Galinsky, 2016). Moreover, U.S. research shows that in

an organizational context, norm violations committed by low-ranking individuals are tolerated if this

behavior is the result of imitating a high-status norm-violating role model (Bauman, Tost, & Ong, 2016).

One study reports cultural variation in responses to incivility such that Korean participants experienced

more discomfort compared to British participants when both imagined interacting with someone dis-

playing uncivil behaviors. The authors attributed this effect to norm differences in the prevalence of such

behaviors in Korean and the U.K. (Moon, Weick, & Uskul, 2018). A recent study conducted in 19 coun-

tries provides insight on the perception of norm violators across cultures: cultural tightness-looseness.

Results show that in individualistic cultures, norm violators are perceived as more powerful and evoke

less moral outrage, whereas in collectivistic cultures, they are perceived as less powerful and evoke more

moral outrage; moreover members of tight cultures are more likely to prefer norm followers as leaders

(Stamkou et al., 2018). In other words, tightness norms may predict conformity to descriptive negotia-

tion and conflict management norms within culture. Given tightness norms, we might expect norm con-

formity to be functional and norm violation to be dysfunctional. There may also be cultural variation in

the means by which negotiation and conflict management norms are shared and promoted. But what do

tightness-looseness norms predict for cross-cultural negotiation?
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Since norms for use of negotiation strategy vary with culture, intercultural negotiations make it more

likely for negotiation strategies to mismatch. Research on mental models in negotiation shows that mis-

matches are particularly strong in intercultural negotiations (Liu, Friedman, Barry, Gelfand, & Zhang,

2012). Other studies that found a strategic mismatch between intercultural negotiators also found that

intercultural negotiators created less value compared to intracultural negotiators when using the same

research protocol (Adair & Brett, 2005; Adler & Graham, 1989; L€ugger, Geiger, Neun, & Backhaus,

2015). Cultural tightness-looseness may help explain which negotiators adapt when there is a strategic

mismatch. In tight cultures, expectations for strategic behavior are likely be more uniform; therefore,

individuals can accurately anticipate the counterpart’s strategic behavior. On the other hand, in loose

cultures, expectations for strategic behavior are likely to be less uniform; therefore, individuals may have

difficulty anticipating the counterpart’s strategic behavior. Thus, negotiators from loose cultures are

likely than negotiators from tight cultures to be more flexible in their choice of strategic behavior and

more likely to adapt to the counterpart when strategies mismatch. The role of tightness-looseness in

intercultural negotiation has not been studied so far. Additionally, new studies are needed to understand

when and why negotiators perceive strategic mismatch as a norm violation and whether they use it to

their advantage.

RQ5: How do tightness-looseness norms explain negotiators’ reactions to norm conformity and norm

violation?

Communication Processes

Communication serves both an instrumental and a relational function. However, when negotiators are

not “on the same page,” that is, when they cannot accurately convey their tangible needs and relationship

intentions, outcomes and relationships can be harmed. Clear, unimpeded communication is challenging

in cross-cultural negotiation, where negotiators typically have distinct negotiation schemas (Adair, Tay-

lor, & Tinsley, 2009; Liu et al., 2012) and scripts (Adair et al., 2001; Brett & Okumura, 1998; Liu, 2018),

that can result in misunderstanding. Communication quality differences in inter- and intracultural nego-

tiation suggest that accurately communicating needs and intentions is more challenging in intercultural

negotiations (Liu, Chua, & Stahl, 2010; Liu, Zhu, & Cionea, 2016). In part, the challenge occurs, as in the

opening example, because norms governing politeness and other aspects of communication put negotia-

tors from different cultures at risk of violating their counterparts’ expectations about social interactions.

In the following sections, we first address the topic of surface-level miscommunication and ask whether

it always has negative consequences. We then turn to one specific example of relationship building that

may leave cross-cultural negotiators vulnerable to miscommunication—schmoozing—and explore the

role of rapport in effective communication for cross-cultural negotiators. In the following sections, we

identify three research questions that we hope will further our understanding of the relationship between

cultural norms and communication in negotiation.

Miscommunication: Better Deals and Stronger Relationships?

Even defining miscommunication in negotiation is challenging. It could mean simple misunderstandings

that arise because of different accents, the (mis)use of idiomatic speech that constitute surface-level

errors and do not represent fundamental differences in negotiators’ goals and interests. But miscommu-

nication can also refer to deeper misunderstandings, such as a negotiator misreading a highly competitive

counterpart’s strategic friendliness as genuine. In general, we define surface-level miscommunication as a

simple lack of understanding leading to confusion and requests to clarify. We define deep-level miscom-

munication as misinterpretation of a counterpart’s motives and intention inciting feelings of suspicion

and doubt. Although miscommunication due to accents or idiomatic speech is often readily identified
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and so tolerated or acted upon to promote deeper understanding, it is possible that even such basic dif-

ferences may cause deeper tensions that sabotage trust in negotiation. For example, the French negotiator

in the opening example may have interpreted the three day wait as a strategic power gambit. We know

that display of negative emotion and power moves convey social information that can create feelings of

hostility toward one’s counterpart and decrease chances of reaching a deal (Friedman et al., 2004; Kopel-

man, Rosette, & Thompson, 2006). At our research incubator, we discussed how to measure miscommu-

nication and got curious about factors that influence the interpretation and impact of surface-level

miscommunication.

Simple misunderstandings can create moments of humor that generate positive affect and reduce

social distance. Humor that is consistent with politeness norms, for example, jokes about one’s own

cultural stereotypes or incongruity, can defuse tensions in cross-cultural negotiations (Brett, 2014;

Brown & Levinson, 1987; Scollon & Scollon, 1995; Vuorela, 2005). Negotiators with high cultural intel-

ligence, an individual’s ability to function and manage effectively in cross-cultural interactions (Earley

& Ang, 2003), may see the humor in their own mispronunciations or struggle to use idiomatic speech

and may display tolerance and patience in trying to understand the other negotiator, by nature of their

response may parlay the miscommunication into relationship building (Brislin, Worthley, & MacNab,

2006). Yet, in the same set of circumstances, negotiators without awareness of cultural differences or

with low cultural intelligence may feel embarrassment and frustration as they struggle to understand

each other, especially if they are laughed at (Brislin et al., 2006). Thus, our first research question asks

what factors lead cross-cultural negotiators to react to surface-level miscommunication with humor

versus shame.

RQ6: What individual and cultural characteristics predispose negotiators to see humor rather than harm in

surface level miscommunication; to respond with positive rather than negative emotions?

Negative Consequences of Miscommunication

Shame and embarrassment are negative emotions that may result from miscommunication and can cre-

ate tensions that start a downward spiral of increasing social distance (Brett, 2018). From a relationship

perspective, miscommunication has the potential to weaken a relationship simply because it stalls the

progress of the negotiation or cause deeper relationship rifts because it generates negative attributions

that call into question the other person’s intentions. Ren and Grey have identified relationship rupture as

particularly pernicious in cross-cultural negotiation, as communication norms may dictate very different

repair strategies (Ren & Gray, 2009). Thus, a breakdown in the negotiation and the relationship are

potential negative consequences of miscommunication in cross-cultural negotiation.

More proximal are negotiators’ strategic responses to a miscommunication. Within face and honor

cultures in particular negotiators may feel they are losing status and respect as the communication pro-

cess unravels. As noted above, negative emotions may take the form of shame for negotiators from both

honor and face cultures, but the subsequent normative behavior diverges, with honor negotiators

responding with defensive strategies and face negotiators responding with concessions. Both normative

responses however lead to lost opportunity for joint gains (Aslani et al., 2016).

Positive Consequences of Miscommunication

One potential benefit of miscommunication in negotiation due to cultural differences may be that it cre-

ates opportunities to redirect the negotiation process. More generally, disruptions to the negotiation pro-

cess, such as offering new information or suggesting a different perspective, mark turning points that

create opportunities to redirect the negotiation process (Druckman & Olekalns, 2013). Recommended

strategies to redirect following disruption include short pauses that may subtly change the dynamic

(Kolb, 2004) or process interventions that strategically redirect to a more constructive process (Brett,

Shapiro, & Lytle, 1998). Efforts to rectify miscommunication create a naturally occurring process
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intervention. For example, an attempt to resolve a miscommunication may involve revisiting or refram-

ing agreements without seeming to retreat from previous positions and without the accompanying loss

of face. Another example is using humor, as Brett shared the example of a French colleague who did not

understand her American counterpart’s LOE term; once “Lack of Efficiency” was explained, the French

colleague introduced another acronym, LOU that the team came to adopt as lack of understanding for

cross-cultural communication challenges (Brett, 2014, p. 137).

As the above example illustrates, a related positive consequence of miscommunication and its sur-

rounding ambiguity is that they also encourage clarifying conversation. As negotiators strive to better

understand each other, they expand their information search and information sharing strategies in ways

that support the identification of mutually beneficial solutions (Liu et al., 2010). Thus, by generating

ambiguity, miscommunication may indirectly lead negotiators to adopt a problem-solving approach.

Negotiators require flexibility to take advantage of the opportunities created by miscommunication.

Such flexibility can result in, a looser communication pattern, one that does not lock negotiators into

defensive and competitive exchanges (see Brett, Shapiro, and Lytle (1998), Putnam and Jones (1982) for

a similar idea in negotiations generally).

Beyond flexibility, negotiators may successfully weather a miscommunication mishap by engaging in

prosocial sensemaking. Developed to explain how individuals and groups can improve following trauma,

research on prosocial and resourceful sensemaking shows that displays of empathy and compassion fol-

lowing interpersonal transgressions foster forgiveness (Finkel, Rusbult, Kumashiro, & Hannon, 2002;

Grant, Dutton, & Rosso, 2008; Wright & Manning, 2004). Importantly, prosocial sensemaking moves

individuals away from self-conscious emotions such as shame—which increase social distance (Maitlis,

Vogus, & Lawrence, 2013) and toward feelings of gratitude that may foster empathy and perspective tak-

ing. Heaphy (2017), for example, shows that mediators encourage perspective taking by disputants when

they develop empathic accounts of a dispute. Likewise, listening, meaningful participation, and respect

are similar prosocial sensemaking strategies for effective cross-cultural negotiation and teamwork (Brett,

2014).

We know that in loose Western cultures, perspective taking, which is a form of sensemaking that

involves actively considering a counterpart’s alternatives, goals, etc., increases negotiators’ capacity to

identify hidden agreements and helps them to avoid impasses (Galinsky, Maddux, Gilin, & White, 2008;

Trotschel, Huffmeier, Loschelder, Schwartz, & Gollwitzer, 2011). In cross-cultural negotiations, the abil-

ity to engage in cultural perspective taking, or considering a counterpart’s culturally normative negotia-

tion strategies, benefits the perspective-taker (Lee, Adair, & Seo, 2013). Drawing on the sensemaking

literature suggests that, in the longer term, perspective taking and prosocial sensemaking may increase

empathy and lead to the development of a shared identity and a shared schema for the negotiation (see

McGinn and Keros (2003) for a discussion of shared schema) and strengthen the negotiating

relationship.

RQ7: What individual and cultural factors lead negotiators to use miscommunication as an opportunity rather

than an obstacle; to move the negotiation forward on an integrative rather than distributive path?

Schmoozing: The Relationship Fast-Track?

The quality of negotiators’ relationships is critical to how negotiations develop and to their outcomes

and may vary systematically with culture. In particular, in some cultures, strong positive relationships

between negotiators—for example, characterized by rapport, a sense of harmony, and mutual under-

standing (Bronstein, Nelson, Livnat, & Ben-Ari, 2012)—are central to negotiators’ willingness to engage

in problem-solving negotiation. Curhan and colleagues propose that rapport not only supports problem-

solving behaviors but also spills over to affect the outcomes of subsequent negotiations (Curhan,

Elfenbein, & Kilduff, 2009). Rapport has been shown to improve both social and economic outcomes in
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face-to-face and online negotiations, with positive relational effects lasting up to one week postnegotia-

tion (Drolet & Morris, 2000; Morris, Nadler, Kurtzberg, & Thompson, 2002; Nadler, 2004). The rapport

problem-solving link may be evident in a variety of relational cultures (Earley, 1997), but rapport may

not be a necessary predecessor in all cultures, with some Westerners reporting that if the deal works, the

relationship will follow (Brett, 2014). A question for researchers is what cultural factors determine

whether rapport is necessary to develop the relational bonds that underpin cooperation and problem-sol-

ving in negotiations.

Rapport can be expressed nonverbally, and observers can accurately predict the outcome of a negotia-

tion based on the extent to which negotiators’ posture and gestures are similar, as well as the extent to

which their facial expressions convey compatibility (Drolet & Morris, 2000). Negotiators’ sense that they

have rapport with their partners is also influenced by verbal cues such as expressions of positivity and

coordination, and displays of mutual attention (Bronstein et al., 2012). Yet these cues take time to

develop and rely on negotiators to monitor social communications while they are also trying to negotiate

the issues. Given the importance of rapport in negotiations, we might then ask whether there is an alter-

native path to building relationships than verbal and nonverbal communication once the negotiation has

begun. This question is especially relevant in light of findings that the “thin slices” of behavior in the first

5 minutes of negotiation, including conversational engagement and vocal mirroring, are predictive of

final outcomes (Curhan & Pentland, 2007).

“Schmoozing,” the use of small talk as a social lubricant to build rapport, has emerged as a front run-

ner for the rapid development of relationships at the start of a negotiation. Mislin, Campagna, and Bot-

tom (2011) identify small talk as critical to the willingness to take risks in contracting negotiations.

Strategies such as flattering the other negotiator, sharing personal information, or identifying similarities,

and mimicking the other person’s verbal and nonverbal behaviors have all been suggested as means of

establishing rapport early in a negotiation (Tickle-Degnen & Rosenthal, 1987). Analyses of interpersonal

communication, for example, show that mimicry (linguistic matching) leads to more positive evalua-

tions of speakers (Romero, Swaab, Uzzi, & Galinsky, 2015) and perceived social closeness (Giles & Coup-

land, 1991). One investigation of schmoozing showed that individuals who shared personal information

over the telephone before an email negotiation obtained better outcomes than those who did not (Morris

et al., 2002). Yet not all schmoozing is created equal. Shaughnessy, Mislin, and Hentschel (2015), for

example, demonstrate that male negotiators gain greater social (likeability, cooperativeness) and eco-

nomic (personal gains) benefits from small talk than female negotiators. There is also evidence that the

effectiveness of some forms of schmoozing is culturally bounded. For example, referencing nonwork

roles as a means of building rapport in job interviews results in negative evaluations of United States but

not Indian job candidates in a within culture context (Uhlmann, Heaphy, Ashford, Zhu, & Sanchez-

Burks, 2013).

Uhlmann et al. (2013) finding hints that cultural norms influence the extent to which schmoozing

builds relationships, at least in the form of small talk. In some cultures, bringing the right gift to a

negotiation counterpart may be the most effective path to rapport. Schmoozing may mean talking

about the weather in some cultures, talking about one’s shared personal networks in others. We sug-

gest that there may be cultural differences in whether—and what kind of—schmoozing is perceived as

authentic or inauthentic. That is to say, negotiators are likely to make judgments about whether a

counterpart is offering information in a genuine attempt to establish common ground and build rap-

port or whether they are offering information strategically to gain advantage. We know relatively little

about how schmoozing is perceived within cultures and what information same-culture negotiators

use to determine whether schmoozing is authentic or instrumental. We know even less about cultural

differences in the function and assessment of schmoozing on negotiation process and outcomes. The

possibility that there are cultural differences in how schmoozing is perceived raises interesting ques-

tions to be pursed in future research. Given the prevailing wisdom that this strategy is a shortcut to
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developing rapport in negotiations, we urge researchers to start mapping cultural differences in

schmoozing.

RQ8: Are there cultural differences in whether and what forms of schmoozing are normative? In cross-cultural

negotiations, can culturally non-normative schmoozing cause offence?

Final Thoughts

In sum, our research agenda proposes questions to address current gaps in the literature of cultural

norms in negotiation, conflict management, and communication. In negotiation, our questions address

the influence on cultural norms on strategy, propensity to negotiate, and preferences for outcome distri-

bution. In conflict management, our question addresses cultural norms about when and how to manage

conflict. With these questions, our goal is to better understand cultural dynamics and help negotiators

reach integrative agreements and manage conflict effectively across cultures. We include a question about

cultural norms regarding the adherence to norms (norm conformity and norm violation) and how it

applies to negotiation. In communication, our questions address cultural norms on humor, the possible

advantages of miscommunication and cultural norms on “schmoozing” across cultures. The goal of this

set of research questions is to contribute to our understanding of which communication processes are

appropriate in different cultures as well as how to benefit from the naturally occurring miscommunica-

tion processes. We hope our literature review and proposed set of research questions will inspire culture

scholars to pursue research in this fascinating field.

References

Adair, W. L., & Brett, J. M. (2005). The negotiation dance: Time, culture, and behavioral sequences in negotiation.

Organization Science, 16, 33–51. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1040.0102
Adair, W. A., Brett, J. M., Lempereur, A., Okumura, T., Shikhirev, P., Tinsley, C. H., et al. (2004). Cul-

ture and negotiation strategy. Negotiation Journal, 20, 87–111. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1571-9979.2004.
00008.x

Adair, W. L., Okumura, T., & Brett, J. M. (2001). Negotiation behaviors when cultures collide: The U.S. and

Japan. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 371–385. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.371
Adair, W. L., Taylor, M. S., & Tinsley, C. H. (2009). Starting out on the right foot: Negotiation schemas when cul-

tures collide. Negotiation and Conflict Management Research, 2, 138–163. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-4716.
2009.00034.x

Adler, N. J., & Graham, J. L. (1989). Cross-cultural interaction: The international comparison fallacy? Journal of

International Business Studies, 20, 515–537. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490367
Aslani, S., Ramirez-Marin, J., Brett, J., Yao, J., Semnani-Azad, Z., Zhang, Z. X., et al. (2016). Dignity, face, and

honor cultures: A study of negotiation strategy and outcomes in three cultures. Journal of Organizational Behav-

ior, 37, 1178–1201. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2095
Aslani, S., Ramirez-Marin, J., Semnani-Azad, Z., Brett, J. M., & Tinsley, C. (2013). Dignity, Face, and honor cul-

tures: Implications for negotiation and conflict management. In M. Olekalns & W. L. Adair (Eds.), Handbook

of research on negotiation (pp. 249–282). Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar. https://doi.org/10.4337/

9781781005903

Ayers, E. L. (1984). Vengeance and justice: Crime and punishment in the 19th century American South. Oxford, UK:

Oxford University Press.

Bauman, C. W., Tost, L. P., & Ong, M. (2016). Blame the shepherd not the sheep: Imitating higher-ranking trans-

gressors mitigates punishment for unethical behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,

137, 123–141. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2016.08.006
Bear, J. B., & Segel-Karpas, D. (2015). Effects of attachment anxiety and avoidance on negotiation propensity and

performance. Negotiation and Conflict Management Research, 8, 153–173. https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12055

Volume 12, Number 2, Pages 146–160 155

Ramirez Marin et al. Norms and Communication

https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1040.0102
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1571-9979.2004.00008.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1571-9979.2004.00008.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.371
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-4716.2009.00034.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-4716.2009.00034.x
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490367
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2095
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781781005903
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781781005903
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2016.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12055


Brett, J. M. (2014). Negotiating globally: How to negotiate deals, resolve disputes, and make decisions across cultural

boundaries. San Francisco, CA: John Wiley & Sons.

Brett, J. (2018). Intercultural challenges in managing workplace conflict–a call for research. Cross Cultural &
Strategic Management, 25, 32–52. https://doi.org/10.1108/CCSM-11-2016-0190

Brett, J. M., Adair, W., Lempereur, A., Okumura, T., Shikhirev, P., Tinsley, C. H., et al. (1998). Culture and joint

gains in negotiation. Negotiation Journal, 14, 61–86. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1571-9979.1998.tb00148.x
Brett, J., Behfar, K., & Sanchez-Burks, J. (2014). Managing cross-culture conflicts: A close look at the implication

of direct versus indirect confrontation. In B. Oluremi, M. A. Neal, & A. J. Karen (Eds.), Handbook of research in

conflict management (pp. 136–154). Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar.

Brett, J. M., & Okumura, T. (1998). Inter-and intracultural negotiation: US and Japanese negotiators. Academy of

Management Journal, 41, 495–510.
Brett, J. M., Shapiro, D. L., & Lytle, A. L. (1998). Refocusing rights- and power-oriented negotiators toward inte-

grative negotiations: Process and outcome effects. Academy of Management Journal, 15, 31–49.
Brislin, R., Worthley, R., & MacNab, B. (2006). Cultural intelligence: Understanding behaviors that serve people’s

goals. Group & Organization Management, 31, 40–55. https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601105275262
Bronstein, I., Nelson, N., Livnat, Z., & Ben-Ari, R. (2012). Rapport in negotiation: The contribution of the verbal

channel. Journal of Conflict Resolution., 56, 1089–1115. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002712448913
Brown, P., & Levinson, S. C. (1987). Politeness: Some universals in language usage. New York, NY: Cambridge

University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511813085

Cialdini, R. B., Kallgren, C. A., & Reno, R. R. (1991). A focus theory of normative conduct: A theoretical refine-

ment and reevaluation of the role of norms in human behavior. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 24,

1–243. https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672002610009
Curhan, J. R., Elfenbein, H. A., & Kilduff, G. J. (2009). Getting off on the right foot: Subjective value versus eco-

nomic value in predicting longitudinal job outcomes from job offer negotiations. Journal of Applied Psychology,

94, 524–534. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013746
Curhan, J., & Pentland, A. (2007). Thin slices of negotiation: Predicting outcomes from conversational dynamics

within the first 5 minutes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 802–811. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.
802

Dannals, J. E., & Miller, D. T. (2017). Social norm perception in groups with outliers. Journal of Experimental Psy-

chology: General, 146, 1342–1359. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000336
Drolet, A. L., & Morris, M. W. (2000). Rapport in conflict resolution: Accounting for how face-to-face contact

fosters mutual cooperation in mixed-motive conflicts. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 36(1), 26–50.
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1999.1395

Druckman, D., & Olekalns, M. (2013). Punctuated negotiations: Transitions, interruptions and turning points in

negotiation. In M. Olekalns & W. Adair (Eds.), Handbook of research on negotiation (pp. 357–386). London,
UK: Edward Elgar.

Earley, P. C. (1997). Face, harmony, & social structure: An analysis of organizational behavior across cultures. New

York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Earley, P. C., & Ang, S. (2003). Cultural intelligence: Individual interactions across cultures. Stanford, CA: Stanford

University Press.

Elangovan, A. R. (1998). Managerial intervention in organizational disputes: Testing a prescriptive model of

strategy selection. International Journal of Conflict Management, 9, 301–335. https://doi.org/10.1108/eb
022813

Felsteiner, W. L. F., Abel, R. L., & Sarat, A. (1980/1981). The emergence and transformation of disputes: Naming,

blaming, and claiming. Law & Society Review, 15, 631–654. https://doi.org/10.2307/3053505
Finkel, E., Rusbult, C., Kumashiro, M., & Hannon, P. (2002). Dealing with betrayal in close relationships: Does

commitment promote forgiveness? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82, 956–974. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0022-3514.82.6.956

Friedman, R., Anderson, C., Brett, J., Olekalns, M., Goates, N., & Lisco, C. C. (2004). The positive and negative

effects of anger on dispute resolution: Evidence from electronically mediated disputes. Journal of Applied Psy-

chology, 89, 369. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.2.369

Volume 12, Number 2, Pages 146–160156

Norms and Communication Ramirez Marin et al.

https://doi.org/10.1108/CCSM-11-2016-0190
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1571-9979.1998.tb00148.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601105275262
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002712448913
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511813085
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672002610009
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013746
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.802
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.802
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000336
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1999.1395
https://doi.org/10.1108/eb022813
https://doi.org/10.1108/eb022813
https://doi.org/10.2307/3053505
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.956
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.956
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.2.369


Galinsky, A. D., Maddux, W. W., Gilin, D., & White, J. B. (2008). Why it pays to get inside the head of your oppo-

nent: The differential effects of perspective taking and empathy in negotiations. Psychological Science, 19, 378–
384. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02096.x

Gelfand, M. J., Raver, J. L., Nishii, L., Leslie, L. M., Lun, J., Lim, B. C., et al. (2011). Differences between tight and

loose cultures: A 33-nation study. Science, 332, 1100–1104. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1197754
Gelfand, M. J., Severance, L., Lee, T., Bruss, C. B., Lun, J., Abdel-Latif, A. H., et al. (2015). Culture and getting to

yes: The linguistic signature of creative agreements in the United States and Egypt. Journal of Organizational

Behavior, 36, 967–989. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2026
Giles, H., & Coupland, N. (1991). Language: Contexts and consequences. Milton Keynes, UK: Open University Press.

Grant, A. M., Dutton, J. E., & Rosso, B. D. (2008). Giving commitment: Employee support programs and the

prosocial sensemaking process. Academy of Management Journal, 51, 898–918. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.

2008.34789652

Harinck, F., Shafa, S., Ellemers, N., & Beersma, B. (2013). The good news about honor culture: The preference for

cooperative conflict management in the absence of insults. Negotiation and Conflict Management Research, 6,

67–78. https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12007

Heaphy, E. (2017). “Dancing on hot coals”: How emotion work facilitates collective sensemaking. Academy of

Management Journal, 60, 642–670. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0101

Heine, S. J. (2001). Self as cultural product: An examination of East Asian and North American selves. Journal of

Personality, 69, 881–905. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6494.696168
Heine, S. J., Lehman, D. R., Peng, K., & Greenholtz, J. (2002). What’s wrong with cross-cultural comparisons of

subjective Likert scales?: The reference-group effect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82, 903–918.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.903

House, R. J., Hanges, P. J., Javidan, M., Dorfman, P. W., & Gupta, V. (Eds.) (2004). Culture, leadership, and orga-

nizations: The GLOBE study of 62 societies. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage publications.

Kashima, Y. (2015). Norms, grounding, and cultural dynamics. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 46, 1306–
1310. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022115611750

Kim, Y. H., & Cohen, D. (2010). Information, perspective, and judgments about the self in face and dig-

nity cultures. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36, 537–550. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167210362398

Kolb, D. (2004). Staying in the game or changing it: An analysis of moves and turns in negotiation. Negotiation

Journal, 20, 253–267. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1571-9979.2004.00021.x
Kopelman, S., Hardin, A. E., Myers, C. G., & Tost, L. P. (2016). Cooperation in multicultural negotiations: How

the cultures of people with low and high power interact. Journal of Applied Psychology, 101, 721–730. https://d
oi.org/10.1037/apl0000065

Kopelman, S., Rosette, A. S., & Thompson, L. (2006). The three faces of Eve: Strategic displays of positive, nega-

tive, and neutral emotions in negotiations. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 99, 81–101.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2005.08.003

Lee, S., Adair, W. L., & Seo, S.-J. (2013). Cultural perspective taking in cross-cultural negotiation. Group Decision

and Negotiation, 22, 389–405. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10726-011-9272-4
Leung, A. K. Y., & Cohen, D. (2011). Within-and between-culture variation: Individual differences and the cul-

tural logics of honor, face, and dignity cultures. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 100, 507–526.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022151

Liu, M. (2018). How power distance interacts with culture and status to explain intra-and intercultural negotia-

tion behaviors: A multilevel analysis. Negotiation and Conflict Management Research. Advance on-line

publication. https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12140

Liu, L. A., Chua, C. H., & Stahl, G. K. (2010). Quality of communication experience: Definition, measurement,

and implications for intercultural negotiations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95, 469. https://doi.org/10.1037/

a0019094

Liu, L. A., Friedman, R., Barry, B., Gelfand, M. J., & Zhang, Z. X. (2012). The dynamics of consensus building in

intracultural and intercultural negotiations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 57, 269–304. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0001839212453456

Volume 12, Number 2, Pages 146–160 157

Ramirez Marin et al. Norms and Communication

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02096.x
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1197754
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2026
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2008.34789652
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2008.34789652
https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12007
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0101
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6494.696168
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.903
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022115611750
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210362398
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210362398
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1571-9979.2004.00021.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000065
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000065
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2005.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10726-011-9272-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022151
https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12140
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019094
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019094
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839212453456
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839212453456


Liu, M., Zhu, L., & Cionea, I. A. (2016). What makes some intercultural negotiations more difficult than others?

Power distance and culture-role combinations. Communication Research. https://doi.org/10.1177/

0093650216631096

L€ugger, K., Geiger, I., Neun, H., & Backhaus, K. (2015). When East meets West at the bargaining table: Adapta-

tion, behavior and outcomes in intra-and intercultural German-Chinese business negotiations. Journal of Busi-

ness Economics, 85, 15–43. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11573-013-0703-3
Magee, J. C., Galinsky, A. D., & Gruenfeld, D. H. (2007). Power, propensity to negotiate, and moving first in com-

petitive interactions. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 33(2), 200–212. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167206294413

Maitlis, S., Vogus, T. J., & Lawrence, T. B. (2013). Sensemaking and emotion in organizations. Organizational Psy-

chology Review, 3, 222–247. https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386613489062
Marks, M., & Harold, C. (2011). Who asks and who receives in salary negotiation. Journal of Organizational

Behavior, 32, 371–394. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.671
McGinn, K. L., & Keros, A. (2003). Improvisation and the logic of exchange in embedded negotiations. Adminis-

trative Science Quarterly, 47, 442–473.
Mislin, A. A., Campagna, R. L., & Bottom, W. P. (2011). After the deal: Talk, trust building and the implementa-

tion of negotiated agreements. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 115, 55–68. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.01.002

Moon, C., Weick, M., & Uskul, A. K. (2018). Cultural variation in individuals’ responses to incivility by perpetra-

tors of different rank: The mediating role of descriptive and injunctive norms. European Journal of Social Psy-

chology, 48, 472–489. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2344
Morris, M. W., Hong, Y. Y., Chiu, C. Y., & Liu, Z. (2015). Normology: Integrating insights about social norms to

understand cultural dynamics. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 129, 1–13. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2015.03.001

Morris, M., Nadler, J., Kurtzberg, T., & Thompson, L. (2002). Schmooze or lose: Social friction and lubrication in

e-mail negotiations. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 6, 89–100. https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-
2699.6.1.89

Nadler, J. (2004). Rapport in legal negotiation: How small talk can facilitate e-mail dealmaking. Harvard Negotia-

tion Law Review, 9, 223–252.
Nisbett, R. E., & Cohen, D. (1996). New directions in social psychology. Culture of honor: The psychology of violence

in the South. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Oyserman, D., Coon, H. M., & Kemmelmeier, M. (2002). Rethinking individualism and collectivism: Evaluation

of theoretical assumptions and meta-analyses. Psychological Bulletin, 128, 3–72. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.128.1.3

Pruitt, D. G., & Rubin, J. Z. (1986). Social conflict: Escalation, stalemate, and settlement. New York, NY: Random

House.

Putnam, L. L., & Jones, T. S. (1982). The role of communication in bargaining. Communication Monographs, 49,

262–282.
Ramirez-Marin, J. Y., & Shafa, S. (2018). Social rewards: The basis for collaboration in honor cultures. Cross Cul-

tural & Strategic Management, 25, 53–69. https://doi.org/10.1108/CCSM-10-2016-0180

Reif, J. A., & Brodbeck, F. C. (2014). Initiation of negotiation and its role in negotiation research: Founda-

tions of a theoretical model. Organizational Psychology Review, 4, 363–381. https://doi.org/10.1177/
2041386614547248

Reif, J. A., & Brodbeck, F. C. (2017). When do people initiate a negotiation? The role of discrepancy, satisfaction,

and ability beliefs. Negotiation and Conflict Management Research, 10, 46–66. https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.

12089

Ren, H., & Gray, B. (2009). Repairing relationship conflict: How violation types and culture influence the effectiveness

of restoration rituals. Academy of Management Review, 34, 105–126. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.35713307

Romero, D. M., Swaab, R. I., Uzzi, B., & Galinsky, A. D. (2015). Mimicry is presidential: Linguistic style matching

in presidential debates and improved polling numbers. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 41, 1311–
1319. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215591168

Volume 12, Number 2, Pages 146–160158

Norms and Communication Ramirez Marin et al.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650216631096
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650216631096
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11573-013-0703-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206294413
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206294413
https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386613489062
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.671
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2344
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2015.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2015.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2699.6.1.89
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2699.6.1.89
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.128.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.128.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1108/CCSM-10-2016-0180
https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386614547248
https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386614547248
https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12089
https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12089
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.35713307
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215591168


Scollon, R., & Scollon, S. W. (1995). Inter cultural Communication: A discourse approach. Oxford, UK: Blackwell.

Shaughnessy, B. A., Mislin, A., & Hentschel, T. (2015). Should he chit chat? The benefits of small talk for male vs.

female negotiators. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 37, 105–117. https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2014.
999074

Small, D. A., Gelfand, M., Babcock, L., & Gettman, H. (2007). Who goes to the bargaining table? The influence of

gender and framing on the initiation of negotiation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 93, 600–613.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.4.600

Stamkou, E., van Kleef, G. A., Homan, A. C., & Galinsky, A. D. (2016). How norm violations shape social hierar-

chies: Those who stand on top block norm violators from rising up. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 19,

608–629. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216641305
Stamkou, E., Van Kleef, G. A., Homan, A. C., Gelfand, M. J., Van de Vijver, F., van, Egmond, M. C., et al. (2018).

Cultural collectivism and tightness moderate responses to norm violators: Effects on power perception, moral

emotions, and leader support. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin. Advance on-line publication. https://

doi.org/10.1177/0146167218802832

Taras, V., Steel, P., & Kirkman, B. L. (2010). Negative practice–value correlations in the GLOBE data: Unexpected

findings, questionnaire limitations and research directions. Journal of International Business Studies, 41, 1330–
1338. https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2010.30

Tickle-Degnen, L., & Rosenthal, R. (1987). Group rapport and nonverbal behavior. In C. Hendrick (Ed.), Review

of personality and social psychology, Vol. 9. Group processes and intergroup relations (pp. 113–136). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications Inc.

Ting-Toomey, S., & Oetzel, J. G. (2013). Culture-based situational conflict model: An update and expansion. In J.

G. Oetzel & S. Ting-Toomey (Eds.), The Sage handbook of conflict communication (2nd ed., pp. 763–789). Thou-
sand Oaks, CA: Sage. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452281988

Tinsley, C. (1998). Models of conflict resolution in Japanese, German, and American cultures. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 83, 316–323. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.316
Tinsley, C. H. (2001). How negotiators get to yes: Predicting the constellation of strategies used across cultures to

negotiate conflict. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 583–593. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.4.583
Tinsley, C. H., & Brett, J. M. (2001). Managing workplace conflict in the United States and Hong Kong. Organiza-

tional Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 85, 360–381. https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.2000.2944
Tinsley, C. H., & Pillutla, M. M. (1998). Negotiating in the United States and Hong Kong. Journal of International

Business Studies, 29, 711–727. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490049
Tommy, P. F., & Oetzel, J. G. (2018). Managerial and employee conflict communication in Papua New Guinea:

Application of the culture-based social ecological conflict model. Negotiation and Conflict Management

Research. Advance on-line publication. https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12137

Trotschel, R., Huffmeier, J., Loschelder, D. D., Schwartz, K., & Gollwitzer, P. M. (2011). Perspective taking as a

means to overcome motivational barriers in negotiations: When putting oneself into the opponent’s shoes helps

to walk toward agreements. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101, 771–790. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0023801

Uhlmann, E. L., Heaphy, E., Ashford, S. J., Zhu, L., & Sanchez-Burks, J. (2013). Acting professional: An explo-

ration of culturally bounded norms against nonwork role referencing. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 34,

866–886. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1874
Ury, W. L., Brett, J. M., & Goldberg, S. B. (1988). Getting disputes resolved: Designing systems to cut the costs of con-

flict. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Van de Vliert, E., & Conway, L. G. III (2018). Northerners and southerners differ in conflict culture. Negotiation

and Conflict Management Research. Advance on-line publication. https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12138

Volkema, R. J., & Fleck, D. (2012). Understanding propensity to initiate negotiations: An examination of the

effects of culture and personality. International Journal of Conflict Management, 23, 266–289. https://doi.org/10.
1108/10444061211248976

Vuorela, T. (2005). Laughing matters: A case study of humor in multicultural business negotiations. Negotiation

Journal, 21(1), 105–130. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1571-9979.2005.00049.x

Volume 12, Number 2, Pages 146–160 159

Ramirez Marin et al. Norms and Communication

https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2014.999074
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2014.999074
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.4.600
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216641305
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218802832
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218802832
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.2010.30
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452281988
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.316
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.4.583
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.2000.2944
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490049
https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12137
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023801
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023801
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1874
https://doi.org/10.1111/ncmr.12138
https://doi.org/10.1108/10444061211248976
https://doi.org/10.1108/10444061211248976
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1571-9979.2005.00049.x


Wright, C. R., & Manning, M. R. (2004). Resourceful sensemaking in an administrative group. Journal of Manage-

ment Studies, 41, 623–643. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2004.00447.x
Yao, J., Ramirez-Marin, J., Brett, J., Aslani, S., & Semnani-Azad, Z. (2017). A measurement model for dignity,

face, and honor cultural norms.Management and Organization Review, 13, 713–738. https://doi.org/10.
1017/mor.2017.49

Zou, X., & Leung, A. K. Y. (2015). Enriching cultural psychology with research insights on norms and intersubjec-

tive representations. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 46, 1238–1244. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0022022115614203

Zou, X., Tam, K., Morris, M. W., Lee, S., Lau, I. Y., & Chiu, C. (2010). Culture as common sense: Perceived con-

sensus versus personal beliefs as mechanisms of cultural influence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

97, 579–597.

Jimena Ramirez Marin is Associate Professor in international Negotiation at IESEG School of Manage-

ment (France). Her main research goal is understanding the influences of culture on the expectations,

the use of strategy, and negotiation outcomes. She has worked with samples from Qatar, Spain, China,

France, and the US. She is part of an international research team focusing particularly in honor culture.

Mara Olekalns is a Professor of Management (Negotiations) at the Melbourne Business School and an

Honorary Professor in the Melbourne School of Psychological Sciences at the University of Melbourne.

Her primary research focus is on communication processes, including communication sequences, in

negotiation. More recently, her research has explored trust, turning points and adversity, gender, and

micro-ethical judgments in negotiation.

Wendi Adair is Associate Professor and Director of the Culture at Work Lab at University of Waterloo,

Ontario. Professor Adair’s current research examines the impact of culture on communication, for

example what is said and what is not said, and interdependent work outcomes, such as communication

effectiveness, conflict resolution, trust, and team performance. She also investigates culture and the self

at work, examining work values, the meaning of work, and adaptation in multicultural teams.

Volume 12, Number 2, Pages 146–160160

Norms and Communication Ramirez Marin et al.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2004.00447.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/mor.2017.49
https://doi.org/10.1017/mor.2017.49
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022115614203
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022115614203

