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Abstract

This research examines whether culture influences the extent to which people’s attitudes tune toward others’ egalitarian
beliefs. Hong Kong Chinese, but not American, participants were less prejudiced, explicitly and implicitly, toward homosexuals
when they interacted with a person who appeared to hold egalitarian views as opposed to neutral views (Experiment [). In
Experiments 2 and 3, cultural concepts were manipulated. Americans and Hong Kong Chinese who were primed with a
collectivist mind-set showed less explicit and implicit prejudice when the experimenter was thought to endorse egalitarian
views than when no views were conveyed. Such differences were not found when both cultural groups were primed with
an individualist mind-set. These findings suggest that cultural value orientations can help mitigate prejudice.
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Researchers are increasingly exploring cultural variation in
the expression of intergroup bias (Ditlmann, Purdie-
Vaughns, & Eibach, 2011; Durante et al., 2013; Fiske &
Cuddy, 2006; Glick et al., 2000, 2004; Guimond et al.,
2013; Neuberg et al., 2014; Pratto et al., 2012; Span & Vidal,
2003; Van de Vliert, 2011). Although this work illuminates
similarities and differences in the nature of stereotyping and
prejudice across national groups, it is limited in informing
how culture shapes the expression of prejudice in everyday
social interaction and whether cultural value orientations
could be a means to mitigate prejudice. Research on affiliative
social tuning (Huntsinger & Sinclair, 2014; Lun, Sinclair,
Whitchurch, & Glenn, 2007; Sinclair, Huntsinger, Skorinko,
& Hardin, 2005a; Sinclair, Lowery, Hardin, & Coangelo,
2005b) shows that spontaneously adopting others’ egalitarian
beliefs in social interaction (i.e., social tuning) can be an
effective means to reduce prejudice. This research examines
whether social tuning is influenced by cultural variation in
individualism versus collectivism (e.g., Markus & Kitiyama,
1991; Triandis & Gelfand, 2012). Specifically, we test the
hypothesis that collectivism, as compared to individualism,
facilitates the adoption of egalitarian views of those with
whom individuals interact. This work represents the first
effort, to our knowledge, to examine the intersection between
cultural variation in psychological propensities and the miti-
gation of prejudice.

The current understanding of how individualism and collec-
tivism affect the degree and nature of intergroup prejudice rests
on how intergroup identities are conceptualized differently

along this cultural dimension. For example, it has been theo-
rized that collectivists differentiate between in-groups and
out-groups more readily than individualists and, therefore,
should show stronger in-group favoring tendencies (Erez &
Earley, 1993; Triandis, 1995; Triandis, Bontempo, Villareal,
Asai, & Lucca, 1988). However, this point is debatable (Brewer
& Chen, 2007). An alternate perspective suggests that inter-
group prejudice may vary by culture because in collectivist cul-
tures an in-group constitutes direct interpersonal assemblages
such as friends or family, whereas in individualist cultures,
an in-group constitutes social categories such as ethnicity or
gender (Brewer & Chen, 2007; Brewer & Yuki, 2007).
Although these viewpoints suggest cultural differences in the
level of prejudice across individualist and collectivist cultures,
they say little about how culture may also play a role in the
interpersonal dynamics of changing prejudicial attitudes.
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Thus, this research charts new territory by considering the
role of affiliative social tuning as a cultural variation that may
mitigate intergroup prejudice (Sinclair et al., 2005a, 2005b).
Affiliative social tuning is the alignment of one’s attitudes
with the attitudes of an interaction partner in response to
affiliative motivation or the desire to get along with the part-
ner. Sinclair and colleagues found that indirectly communi-
cating egalitarian views in social interactions has powerful
effects on intergroup attitudes and self-evaluations (Sinclair
et al., 2005a, 2005b). Unlike strategic self-presentation stem-
ming from interpersonal demand (Jones & Pittman, 1982;
Schlenker, 2003; Zanna & Pack, 1975), this form of attitude
alignment affects both implicit and explicit outcomes and
occurs even when fulfilling affiliative goals have negative
reputational consequences or financial costs (Sinclair et al.,
2005a). Of particular relevance, past research shows that
when individuals wish to affiliate with an interaction partner,
their implicit prejudice aligns with the apparent views of the
partner. When such views are egalitarian, this leads to preju-
dice reduction (Sinclair et al., 2005a).

The central role of affiliative motivation in social tuning
suggests that there may be cultural variation in the extent to
which individuals socially tune. In individualist cultures such
as the United States, the self is thought to be independent,
autonomous, and separate from others. In collectivist cultures
such as Hong Kong, the self is thought to be interdependent
and coordinated with others (Brewer & Chen, 2007; Markus
& Kitiyama, 1991; Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier,
2002). Consistent with this distinction, collectivists are more
likely to adjust their beliefs and behaviors to fit with those
around them than individualists (Bond & Smith, 1996; Kim
& Markus, 1999; Morling & Fiske, 1999; Morling, Kitayama,
& Miyamoto, 2002; Oh, 2013; Oishi & Diener, 2001; Savani,
Morris, Naidu, Kumar, & Berlia, 2011). For example, Morling
(2000) found that collectivists tended to adjust their move-
ments when trying to perform a difficult step in an aerobics
class, whereas individualists tended to change the difficult
step. Moreover, social adjustment occurs in the service of
social connection and bonding (Morling et al., 2002; Savani
etal., 2011). If collectivism is associated with adjusting to the
apparent needs, beliefs, and behaviors of others in the service
of social bonding, it is likely that it also inspires tuning of
one’s attitudes without specific invocation of affiliative moti-
vation. Thus, in collectivist cultures or when a collectivist
orientation is psychologically available, the concomitant
desire to connect with others via social adjustment should
cause people to “tune” to an egalitarian belief expressed by
a social interaction partner, thereby reducing the expression
of prejudiced attitudes. However, this should not be the case
in individualist cultures or when individualism is made psy-
chologically available due to the emphasis on autonomy and
social distance. In fact, individualism may inspire contrasting
oneself with an interaction partner (Gardner, Gabriel, &
Hochschild, 2002) or “antituning” where individuals contrast
themselves from their interaction partner to maintain social
distance in the interaction (Sinclair et al., 2005a).

In sum, the current research tests the prediction that collec-
tivists’, but not individualists’, expression of group-based pre-
judice will be spontaneously shaped by the ostensible views
of an interaction partner. Experiment 1 is a cross-cultural
study in which we compare the extent to which implicit and
explicit attitudes of collectivists (i.e., Hong Kong Chinese)
versus individualists (i.e., American) tune toward the appar-
ent egalitarian beliefs of an interaction partner. We then
manipulate cultural mind-sets among Americans (Experiment
2) and Hong Kong Chinese (Experiment 3) to establish the
causal effect of cultural mind-set on the propensity to social
tune. We examined sexual orientation bias across all three
samples because this group-based distinction is salient in both
the United States and Hong Kong (Aronowitz, 2009; Mayer,
2011; Span & Vidal, 2003). In Experiment 2, we also looked
at racial bias in order to connect this work with previous work
on social tuning (Lun et al., 2007; Sinclair et al., 2005a,
2005b) and to assess the generalizability of the effects of
cultural differences in social tuning on bias.

Experiment |

Method
Participants

One hundred twenty-six heterosexual undergraduates at
English-speaking universities (94 females and 32 males) par-
ticipated in this experiment. Eighty-nine lived in the United
States and 37 lived in Hong Kong, Special Administrative
Region. American participants earned class credit and Hong
Kong participants earned Hong Kong dollar (HKD) 50
(approximately US$6).

Procedure and Materials

The experiment was conducted in English. Participants were
greeted by an experimenter who wore a blank T-shirt or a
T-shirt that read “People don’t discriminate, they learn it,”
conveying egalitarian beliefs.! Participants learned that the
experiment investigated cognitive skills and that they would
complete several different tasks, including a computer game
and some questionnaires. After giving informed consent, parti-
cipants completed a “vision” test to ostensibly ensure that they
could complete the computer tasks. The experimenter feigned
that the eye chart was missing and asked, in an impromptu fash-
ion, whether the participants would read either (a) the message
on the T-shirt (egalitarian views condition) or (b) a string of
random letters written on a piece of paper (neutral views con-
dition). The T-shirt procedure served as our perceived views
manipulation. Based on previous experiments (Lun et al.,
2007; Sinclair et al., 2005a), participant should be more likely
to think of the experimenter in the “people don’t discriminate”
T-shirt as holding egalitarian beliefs than the experimenter in
the blank T-shirt. The eye test helped ensure that participants
processed the message on the T-shirt. All participants agreed
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to the vision test and read the message or letters successfully,
and no one reported being suspicious. After the vision test,
participants completed computerized implicit and explicit mea-
sures of attitudes toward homosexuals and were reminded that
all responses were anonymous. Participants provided demo-
graphic information, including gender, birthplace, and sexual
orientation (option of “‘do not wish to disclose” was provided).
Participants were debriefed and thanked.

Implicit attitudes measure. Implicit attitudes toward homosex-
uals were measured using an Implicit Associations Test (IAT;
Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998; Greenwald, Nosek, &
Banaji, 2003), which assessed how strongly people associated
positive and negative concepts with homosexuals and was
scored according to the algorithm recommended by Nosek,
Greenwald, and Banaji (2005). Higher positive d scores indicate
stronger negative implicit evaluations of homosexuals relative to
heterosexuals. Two participants failed to complete the IAT, so
their scores were not included in the analysis.

Explicit attitudes toward homosexuals’ measure. We measured
explicit attitudes toward homosexuals using a modified
16-item Attitudes Towards Gays and Lesbians (ATLG) scale
(Herek, 1998). We removed four questions that were specific
to American culture, law, or institutions (e.g., State laws
against private sexual behavior between consenting adult
women should be abolished). Two participants from the Hong
Kong sample reported purposely skewing their responses on
this measure, and their data were removed from the analyses.
A principle components factor analysis with varimax rotation
was used to verify the factor structure of the ATLG scale in
each culture sample. To adjust for systematic response bias
across cultures, all items were first standardized within each
culture sample before the factor analysis. For both cultures,
all ATLG questions loaded into one factor. For the Hong
Kong sample, the scree plot revealed one factor that
accounted for 45% of the total variance (eigenvalue = 6.78;
factor loading range = .29—.85; Cronbach’s oo = .91). For the
American sample, there was one factor that accounted for
59% of the total variance (eigenvalue = 8.85; Cronbach’s
o = .95; factor loading range = .45-.91). Ratings were aver-
aged and higher numbers indicate more explicit prejudice
toward homosexuals.

Results and Discussion

We conducted an analysis of variance (ANOV A) with partici-
pant’s cultural background (collectivist or individualist) and
the perceived views of the partner (egalitarian or neutral
views) as between-participant factors on the implicit and
explicit attitudes’ scores.

Implicit Attitudes Toward Homosexuals

There was no main effect for cultural background (p > .8) but
a main effect of perceived views, F(1, 120) = 5.76, p = .02,

Perceived
Views

ONeutral
B egalitarian

600

S

400+

200

Implicit Prejudice Towards Homosexuals

000

Individualist (US)
Cultural Background

Collectivist (HK)

Figure |. The effects of perceived views and cultural background on
implicit attitudes toward homosexuals (Experiment ).

np2 =.05. However, this main effect was qualified by a signif-
icant interaction between cultural background and perceived
views on implicit attitudes, F(1, 120) = 4.57, p = .03, np2 =
.04 (see Figure 1). As predicted, Hong Kong Chinese (i.e.,
collectivists) in the egalitarian views condition exhibited lower
implicit prejudice toward homosexuals (M = .30, SD = .42)
than collectivists in the neutral views condition (M = .61,
SD = .31), F(1, 120) = 7.25, p = .01, npz = .06. Also, as
predicted, Americans’ (i.e., individualists) implicit attitudes
toward homosexuals did not differ significantly as a func-
tion of the experimenter’s views, p > .80 (M,gasitarian = 43,
SDegalitariun = 247 Mneutrul = 45: SDneutral = 40)

Explicit Attitudes Toward Homosexuals

Similar to the IAT results, although there was no main effect
for cultural background (p > .9), there was a main effect of
perceived views, F(1, 120) = 4.33 p = .04, an = .04. How-
ever, this was qualified by a significant interaction between
cultural background and perceived views on explicit atti-
tudes, F(1, 120) = 4.73, p = .03, np2 = .04 (see Figure 2).
As with the implicit prejudice measure, collectivists in
the egalitarian views condition (M = —.38, SD = .88) exhib-
ited lower explicit prejudice toward homosexuals than those
in the neutral views condition (M = .44, SD = .93), F(1,120) =
6.37,p=.01, npz =.05. There was no difference between the
perceived view conditions among individualists, p > .9
(Megalitarian = .03, SDegal[tarian = 1.01; Myeutrar = .01,
SDneutral = 99)
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Figure 2. The effects of perceived views and cultural background on
explicit attitudes toward homosexuals (Experiment I).

Conclusion

Results of Experiment 1 provide initial evidence that cultural
backgrounds influence the propensity to engage in social tun-
ing. Collectivists’ implicit and explicit prejudice was lower
when interacting with an apparently egalitarian person, but this
was not the case among individualists.

Experiment 2

Research demonstrates that cultural tendencies can be tempo-
rarily evoked by making culturally relevant mind-sets cogni-
tively available (Oyserman & Lee, 2008; Trafimow, Triandis,
& Goto, 1991). Using this method, Experiment 2 investigates
whether priming participants from an individualist back-
ground (the United States) with collectivist or individualist
values influences the likelihood of engaging in social tuning.
Similar to Experiment 1, we assess attitudes toward homosex-
uals. Additionally, in Experiment 2 we evaluate attitudes
toward Blacks, a stigmatized group in the U.S. context that
was the focus of previous social tuning research (e.g., Sinclair
et al., 2005a, 2005b), to see whether the findings generalize to
other stigmatized groups.

Method
Participants

Ninety-five U.S. undergraduates from a Northeastern univer-
sity participated to fulfill a partial requirement for a psychol-
ogy class. We excluded data of the following participants
from analysis because their cultural or ethnic background
might influence the effectiveness of the manipulation or their

responses to the dependent measures: five participants origi-
nally from Mainland China, three self-identified homosex-
uals/bisexuals, and three self-reported Black participants.
Thus, the data are based on 84 participants (28 females and
56 males).

Procedure and Material

The procedure is the same as in Experiment 1, with the addi-
tion of a cultural concepts priming task after the vision test
and the inclusion of anti-Black prejudice-dependent vari-
ables. We primed cultural mind-sets by having participants
read a story about a warrior who made a self-interested deci-
sion (individualist prime) or a family-interested decision (col-
lectivist prime; Oyserman & Lee, 2008; Trafimow et al.,
1991). After reading the story, participants completed implicit
attitude measures regarding homosexuals and Blacks using
separate, counterbalanced IATs. In addition to the ATLG
(o0 = .96), we then measured explicit attitudes toward Blacks
using the Pro- and Anti-Black Scale (Katz & Hass, 1988; Pro-
Black oo = .72, Anti-Black o = .85). We created a difference
score to measure explicit attitudes toward Blacks (Anti-Black
items—Pro-Black items), with higher positive numbers indi-
cating greater prejudice. The explicit measures were standar-
dized to remain consistent with the analyses reported in
Experiment 1 and their order was counterbalanced.

Results and Discussion

We conducted an ANOVA with cultural concept prime (Col-
lectivist or Individualist) and the perceived views of the part-
ner (egalitarian or neutral views) as between-participant
factors on our different dependent measures. The order of the
implicit and explicit measures did not influence the results.

Attitudes Toward Homosexuals

Implicit attitudes. As seen in Figure 3, there was a significant
interaction between prime and perceived views on implicit
attitudes toward homosexuals, F(1, 78) = 5.84, p = .02,
npz = .07, with no main effects, ps > .4. American partici-
pants primed with a collectivist mind-set exhibited lower
implicit prejudice toward homosexuals when in the egalitar-
ian views (M = .26, SD = .28) than the neutral views condi-
tion (M = .45,8SD = .28), F(1,78) = 5.64,p = .02, n,, 2= .07.
However, the implicit attitudes of those primed with an
individualist mind-set did not differ as a function of the
experimenter’s views (Megaritarian = 41, SDegatitarian = -19;
Mcutrar = 32, SDyewtrar = 32)»p >.3.

Explicit attitudes. There was no main effect for views, p > .7, but
a significant main effect of prime, F(1, 78) = 3.96, p = .05,
np2 = .05. Importantly, this was qualified by a significant
interaction between prime and perceived views, F(1, 78) =
9.1, p = .01, np2 = .11 (see Figure 4). When primed with a
collectivist mind-set, participants had lower explicit prejudice
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Figure 3. The effects of perceived views and prime on implicit atti-
tudes toward homosexuals (Experiment 2).
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Figure 4. The effects of perceived views and prime on explicit atti-
tudes toward homosexuals (Experiment 2).

toward homosexuals (M = —.55, SD = .39) in the egalitarian
views than in the neutral views condition (M = .11, SD = .81),
F(1,78) =6.12, p = .02, np2 =.07. When primed with an indi-
vidualist mind-set, explicit attitudes did not differ as a function
of the experimenter’s views (Megasitarian = 43, SDegatitarian =
1.25; Myersrar = —-09, SD,eiyr = -81), p > .07.

Figure 5. The effects of perceived views and prime on implicit atti-
tudes toward Blacks (Experiment 2).

Attitudes Toward Blacks

Implicit attitudes. There was no main effect for perceived views
(p > .6) but a significant main effect for prime, F(1, 77) =
4.87, p = .03, np2 = .06. However, this was qualified by a
significant interaction between prime and perceived views
on implicit prejudice, F(1, 77) = 6.29, p = .01, npz =.08
(see Figure 5), showing that participants primed with a col-
lectivist mind-set had less implicit prejudice toward Blacks
in the egalitarian views (Mjpricir = 28, SDimpiicic = -27) than
in the neutral views condition (M = .49, SD = .22), F(1,77) =
4.94, p = .03, np2 = .06. There was no difference between
perceived views condition when they were primed with an
individualist mind-set (Mgasitarian = -61, SDegatitarian = -28;
Meutrar = A7, SDneutral = 45)9p > 2.

Explicit attitudes. There were no main effects for prime or per-
ceived views, ps > .3, but there was a significant interaction
between these variables, F(1, 77) = 4.15, p = .05, np2 =
.05 (see Figure 6). Among participants primed with a collec-
tivist mind-set, those in the egalitarian views condition (M =
—.27, 8D = .68) showed less explicit prejudice toward Blacks
than those in the neutral views condition (M = .31, SD =
1.09), F(1,77) =4.92 p = .03, np2 = .06. The explicit attitudes
of those primed with an individualist mind-set did not change
as a function of the experimenter’s views (Megaiitarian = -22,
SDegalitarian = 56’ Mneutral = 02) SDneutral = 100)7 p >.5.

Conclusion

Experiment 2 conceptually replicated the results in Experi-
ment 1, suggesting that a collectivist mind-set facilitates
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Figure 6. The effects of perceived views and prime on explicit atti-
tudes toward Blacks (Experiment 2).

social tuning of implicit and explicit attitudes—even for those
from individualist backgrounds. Experiment 2 also demon-
strates that these findings are not limited to attitudes toward
homosexuals.

Experiment 3

Experiment 3 is a conceptual replication of Experiment 2 but
with a sample of Hong Kong Chinese. Research has shown
that because Hong Kong Chinese have been exposed to both
Western and Eastern influences, they are capable of switching
cultural mind-sets when they are primed with either Eastern or
Western cultural symbols (Hong, Morris, Chiu, & Benet-Mar-
tinez, 2000; Wong & Hong, 2009). We predict that when the
Hong Kong participants are primed with a collectivist mind-
set by exposure to Chinese cultural symbols, they will social
tune toward the egalitarian views of the experimenter more
than when they are primed with an individualist mind-set by
exposure to American cultural symbols.

Method
Participants

Eighty-six heterosexual students (54 females and 32 males)
from two English-speaking universities in Hong Kong partici-
pated and received a compensation of HK$50 (approximately
US$6). One participant reported purposely manipulating his
or her IAT scores and another participant reported purposely
changing his or her explicit responses. Both participants’ data
were removed from the analyses, leaving a total of 84
participants.

Figure 7. The effects of perceived views and prime on implicit atti-
tudes toward Homosexuals (Experiment 3).

Procedure and Material

We replicated Experiment 2 except for the cultural mind-set
manipulation and omission of the anti-Black prejudice-
dependent variables® (ATLG, o = .88). For the cultural
mind-set manipulation, participants were randomly assigned
to view either five pictures of Chinese cultural icons (i.e.,
Confucius, Chinese opera, dragon, Forbidden City, and Great
Wall) or five pictures of American cultural icons (i.e.,
American flag, Bald Eagle, Capitol Hill, Marilyn Monroe, and
the Statue of Liberty). Participants identified the pictures
and briefly wrote about what each cultural icon represented
and what it meant to them (procedure and images adopted
from Hong et al., 2000; Wong & Hong, 2009). Most partici-
pants wrote their responses in both English and Chinese
(regardless of condition), and all participants correctly identi-
fied the majority of the Chinese or American cultural icons.

Results and Discussion
Implicit Attitudes Toward Homosexuals

A two-way ANOVA with cultural concept prime and per-
ceived views as between-participant factors showed no main
effects, ps > .6. However, there was a significant interaction
between prime and perceived views on implicit attitudes
toward homosexuals, F(1, 81) =5.82, p = .02, np2 =.07 (see
Figure 7). Hong Kong Chinese participants primed with a
collectivist mind-set (i.e., Chinese cultural icons) showed
lower implicit prejudice in the egalitarian views (M = .20,
SD = .36) than the neutral views condition (M = .42, SD =
36), F(1,81) = 3.9, p = .05, 1,” = .05. The implicit attitudes
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Figure 8. The effects of perceived views and prime on explicit atti-
tudes toward Homosexuals (Experiment 3).

of those primed with an individualist mind-set (i.e., American
cultural icons) did not differ as a function of the experimen-
ter’s views (Megalitarian = 429 SDegalitarian = 427 Mneutral =
27, SD,eutrar = -19), p > 0.2.

Explicit Attitudes Toward Homosexuals

A two-way ANOVA showed no main effects for cultural con-
cept prime or perceived views (ps > .5). However, there was
the expected interaction between prime and perceived views,
F(1, 82) = 12.68, p = .01, np2 = .13 (see Figure 8). Hong
Kong Chinese primed with a collectivist mind-set expressed
less explicit prejudice in the egalitarian views (M = —0.44,
SD = 0.64) than in the neutral views condition (M = 0.42,
SD =1.23), F(1,81) =5.9,p =.02, npz =.07. We also found
that Hong Kong Chinese primed with an individualist mind-
set showed more explicit prejudice when in the egalitarian
views (M = 0.39, SD = 0.70) than the neutral views condition
(M = —0.19, SD = 1.07), F(1, 81) = 5.6, p = .02, npz =.07.
This latter finding suggests a contrasting or distancing effect
as a result of having an individualist mind-set. Previous
research has shown similar contrasting effect when partici-
pants were primed with motivation to distance from others
(Sinclair et al., 2005a, study 4). The individualist mind-set
might have cued a sense of independence consistent with a
social distancing motivation in a collectivist environment.

General Discussion

Across three experiments with three instantiations of cultural
variation in collectivism and individualism (i.e., nationality

and two primes), two target groups (i.e., gay/straight, White/
Black), and two ways of assessing prejudice (i.e., implicit,
explicit), we found consistent evidence of cultural variation
in the propensity to social tune. Experiment 1 demonstrated
that people from a collectivist culture (i.e., Hong Kong)
expressed lower implicit and explicit prejudice toward a stig-
matized group when interacting with a person believed to hold
egalitarian views than people from an individualist culture
(i.e., United States). Experiments 2 and 3 illustrated that situa-
tionally activated cultural orientations have corresponding
effects on social tuning, thus establishing causality. Overall,
the results of this research complement and expand past work
on social tuning (Lun et al., 2007; Sinclair et al., 2005a,
2005b) by showing that social tuning can also be motivated
by cultural context.

The findings of the present research raise new considera-
tions and future research questions regarding the relationship
between culture and prejudice. First, although the current
research demonstrates that prejudice is mitigated when col-
lectivists interact with a partner who endorses egalitarian
beliefs, the pattern of results when participants were not cued
regarding their partner’s beliefs is consistent with the conten-
tion that collectivism generally enhances in-group bias (Tri-
andis, 1995). Although this was not a focus of the present
research, we noticed that across experiments collectivists, as
compared to individualists, seemed to express more prejudice
in the neutral (blank T-shirt) condition and confirmed the
presence of this pattern with an exploratory meta-analysis.>
This finding is consistent with the theoretical perspectives
contending that collectivists more readily differentiate
between in-groups and out-groups and therefore tend to express
more prejudice under neutral conditions (Erez & Earley, 1993;
Triandis et al., 1988). Although our findings show that collec-
tivists tend to express more prejudice in neutral situations, the
current work extends this research by demonstrating that col-
lectivists do not always express more prejudice. Rather, we
found that when egalitarian views are expressed in an interac-
tion, collectivists more readily adopted and expressed nonpre-
judicial attitudes. Thus, the current work makes an important
and novel contribution to the literature by showing that the
past findings are more nuanced than previously thought.

Second, we also noticed across experiments that individual-
ists, at times, expressed views that contrasted from their inter-
action partner. An exploratory meta-analysis found a
contrasting effect for individualists on explicit measures but
not for implicit measures.* This pattern of findings is in line,
to some extent, with previous research on social tuning that has
found antituning effects on explicit and implicit measures when
no affiliative motivation is present (Sinclair et al., 2005a). This
finding is also in line with research showing that independent
self-construal can lead to greater social comparison than inter-
dependent self-construal (Gardner et al., 2002). However,
given the inconsistent effects for implicit measures, future
research should examine the extent that the differences in pre-
judice reduction across individualism and collectivism are also
attributed to the antituning tendency in individualists.
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The findings of this research also highlight the importance
of asking whether it is possible that social tuning could lead to
increased prejudiced attitudes—if an interaction partner
endorses these types of beliefs. Previous research demon-
strated that social tuning can support the views of an osten-
sibly prejudiced interaction partner among those in
individualist cultures when affiliative goals are active
(Sinclair et al., 2005a). Future research should investigate the
degree to which the valence of the endorsed attitude moder-
ates tuning among collectivists to better understand when
social tuning might mitigate or increase prejudice.

Future research should also examine the mechanisms by
which cultural differences in social tuning occur. Recent
debate regarding the nature of social coordination in collecti-
vist cultures distinguishes between harmony-seeking and
rejection avoidance accounts. According to the former, social
coordination in collectivist cultures is the product of volunta-
rily and genuinely accommodating to the needs and wishes of
others to find harmonious synchrony within the interpersonal
context (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). According to the latter,
collectivists accommodate because they feel like they must
do so to avoid accrual of a negative reputation and interper-
sonal rejection (e.g., Yamagishi, Cook, & Watabe, 1998;
Yamagishi & Suzuki, 2009). It would be interesting to
explore which of these accounts best characterize cultural
social tuning and whether they differentially implicate mod-
eration of implicit attitudes via cognitive control or fluctua-
tions in underlying associations (Calanchini & Sherman,
2013). In addition, there may be other processes underlying
cultural variance in social tuning such as epistemic goals
(Lun et al., 2007) and other cultural values and beliefs such
as uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 2001). Future research
on these questions will help us better understand why and
how people adopt egalitarian attitudes in different cultural
contexts.

Finally, by pioneering in combining the theoretical perspec-
tives of culture and social tuning, the current research opens up
new avenues of research with implications beyond prejudice
reduction. For instance, future research may examine whether
cultural differences in social tuning also apply to other domains
such as mood (e.g., Huntsinger, Lun, Sinclair, & Clore, 2009),
self-concepts (Sinclair et al., 2005a), and the psychological
experience of shared reality (Shteynberg, 2010).

In sum, this research illustrates the importance of integrat-
ing research on culture and intergroup relations to increase
our understanding of prejudice across cultures and to develop
culturally relevant interventions that limit the effects of preju-
dice across the globe. It also highlights numerous ways in
which research on culture can be fruitfully combined with that
on social cognition to explain the promulgation and mitiga-
tion of a variety of important attitudes and experiences.
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Notes

1. Pretesting in both the United States and Hong Kong showed that
people interpreted the shirt as expressing egalitarian views. The
shirt was obtained from Hong Kong Unison a nongovernmental
organization that promotes equality.

2. We attempted to measure attitudes toward Arabs. Unfortunately,
participants expressed confusion regarding the Arabic names in the
Arabic/Chinese Implicit Associations Test, thereby invalidating
the task. These results are omitted from the article but are available
from the first author.

3. Meta-analysis of findings from the neutral conditions of Studies
1-3: Fipiicit (1, 287) = 4.2, Pimpicit = -04, My implicic = -01 and
Fexpticic (1, 288) = 5.4, pexpiicic = 02, npzexplicit: .02.

4. Meta-analysis of findings from the individualistic conditions
of Studies 1-3: Fypiicit (1, 287) = .99, pimpticis = 32, npzimplicit =
003 and Feypiicir (1, 288) = 4.04, Pexpicic = 05, My expricie= -01.
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