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ABSTRACT 

This research proposes that individuals understand their self partly by reflecting on their 

cultural experience.  I conceptualize the awareness of culture’s influence on the self as 

cultural self-clarity, and examine how such awareness develops through two psychological 

mechanisms.  First, cultural self-clarity mainly develops through the cognitive engagement 

route.  Individuals are more cognitively engaged in thinking about culture and realize 

culture’s influence during experience with an unfamiliar (vs. familiar) culture.  Such increase 

in cognitive engagement in turn contributes to cultural self-clarity.  Second, cultural self-

clarity also develops through the experience engagement route during experience with a 

familiar (vs. unfamiliar) culture.  Individuals think more about their personal experience with 

the culture, and in turn have higher cultural self-clarity.  Four studies were conducted to test 

the two routes and how simultaneous experience with an unfamiliar culture and a familiar 

culture affects the two routes.  Studies 1 and 2 found that the cognitive engagement route was 

activated when culture was salient (vs. non-salient).  Studies 3 and 4 found support for the 

two routes.  Study 4 also demonstrated that individuals were more cognitively engaged 

during experience with two cultures (vs. one culture), and in turn had higher cultural self-

clarity.  Results of the current research provide an alternative perspective to study 

individuals’ understanding of the self in cultural contexts, and expand the outcome scope of 

learning from cultural experience. 

	  



DEVELOPING	CULTURAL	SELF-CLARITY	
	

	 3 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

This research would not have been possible without many people.  I especially thank 

my advisor, Dr. Ching Wan, for her insightful advice, patient guidance, and kind support in 

my growth as both a researcher and a teacher.  I also thank my thesis advisory committee 

members, Dr. Chi-yue Chiu, Dr. Ringo Moon-ho Ho, and Dr. Chi-ying Cheng, for their 

generous comments throughout the development of this dissertation.  I am lucky that many 

scholars have shared their intellectual thoughts with me, from informal meetings to 

conference talks, which has stimulated many possibilities of moving forward this research.  I 

am grateful for our division staff’s assistance in my graduate school education and all 

research assistants’ help in many tasks related to the whole program of research.  Thanks to 

Pony, Cherie, Mengru, Sheryl, and other fellows in Singapore for accompanying my journey 

of learning and struggling.  Thanks to Wen-ju, Yu-chen, and other friends in Taiwan and the 

United States for their physically remote but mentally close presence.  Finally, special thanks 

to my partner Patrick, Aoiyama, the Chengs, the Pops, Xiaobei, Ryomao and others for the 

inspirations they bring.  Without their love and my family’s, it would be impossible for me to 

complete and continue this work. 

  



DEVELOPING	CULTURAL	SELF-CLARITY	
	

	 4 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................... 5 

CHAPTER II: STUDY 1 ......................................................................................................... 35 

CHAPTER III: STUDY 2 ........................................................................................................ 42 

CHAPTER IV: STUDY 3 ........................................................................................................ 55 

CHAPTER V: STUDY 4 ......................................................................................................... 70 

CHAPTER VI: GENERAL DISCUSSION ............................................................................. 84 

REFERENCES ...................................................................................................................... 101 

TABLES ................................................................................................................................ 110 

FIGURES ............................................................................................................................... 126 

APPENDICES ....................................................................................................................... 136 

 

  



DEVELOPING	CULTURAL	SELF-CLARITY	
	

	 5 

CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

 When individuals encounter cultural elements such as food, arts, and lifestyles, they 

might reflect on the encounter.  The current research posits that the reflection upon the 

cultural encounter would bring about an awareness of how culture has shaped the self.  This 

awareness is referred to as cultural self-clarity.  I contend that such awareness could facilitate 

individuals to reach a clear understanding of who they are in relation to their cultural 

experience.  In the current research, I aim to address the psychological processes through 

which individuals develop the awareness of culture’s influence on who they are.   

 I adopt the definition of culture as “a network of shared knowledge that is produced, 

distributed, and reproduced among a collection of interconnected individuals” (Chiu & Hong, 

2006; p. 18).  As individuals have extensive interaction with elements of a culture, they are 

often shaped by what the culture values and how members of the culture lead their lives.  

Extant research has found that individuals live in different cultures think and act in different 

ways (e.g., Heine, 2012).  They tend to notice different characteristics of the same stimulus 

(Chua, Boland, & Nisbett, 2005), have different interpretations toward the same event 

(Nisbett, Peng, Choi, & Norenayan, 2001), and interact with each other differently (Yuki, 

Maddux, Brewer, & Takemura, 2005).  Individuals with different cultural backgrounds also 

define who they are in different ways.  For instance, North Americans tend to define 

themselves based on their dispositional characteristics, whereas East Asians tend to define 

themselves based on their relationships with others (Markus & Kitayama, 1991).  Culture 

influences how individuals define who they are.  

Despite the rich literature on culture’s influence on individuals’ psychology, little 

research attention has been paid to individuals’ awareness of culture’s influence in their lives 

and on their self.  Individuals tend to reflect on their experience, and reach an understanding 

of who they are through making meaning from their experience (James, 1890).  For example, 
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when individuals encounter a foreign culture, they are likely to notice how they differ from 

members of the foreign culture (Randel, 2003).  When this happens, they would categorize 

themselves to their cultural group (e.g., “I am a Singaporean”; Schwartz, Vignoles, Brown, 

& Zagefka, 2014).  I posit that individuals would also become aware of how their culture has 

influenced them (e.g., “I know how Singaporean culture has affected what I value”), and 

reach different level of awareness of cultural influence on their self.  The current research 

focuses on how such awareness comes about, and contends that studying the development 

process of the awareness would contribute to the theoretical understanding in how individuals 

actively define who they are during cultural experience. 

To achieve awareness of cultural influence on the self, individuals need to notice the 

existence of culture and consider the influence of culture on people’s life.  They also need to 

apply the products of this thinking process to understand their self.  I theorize that cultural 

self-clarity mainly develops through making sense of a culture that one does not know much 

about.  The cognitive engagement route illustrates such process.  Nevertheless, I conceive 

that cultural self-clarity also develops, though less commonly, through thinking about one’s 

experience with a culture that one has immersed in.  I refer to this latter process as the 

experience engagement route.   

In the following, I will first define cultural self-clarity.  Then, I will elaborate on the 

psychological mechanisms through which cultural self-clarity develops.  This includes setting 

up the prerequisite for the proposed two routes, explicating the mechanisms of the two routes, 

and discussing the situations that activate the two routes.  I will also investigate how 

simultaneous experience with two cultures would affect the two routes.  Finally, I will recap 

my hypotheses and provide an overview of the four studies conducted to examine the 

proposed processes. 
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What is Cultural Self-clarity? 

Definition of the Construct 

The premise of this research is that individuals vary in the extent to which they are 

aware of how their cultural experience has shaped who they are.  I define this awareness of 

cultural influence on the self as cultural self-clarity.  Following this definition, individuals 

with high cultural self-clarity tend to see the influence of culture on various aspects of their 

self, such as their values, goals, behaviors, and relationships.  They may notice that some 

values important to them are emphasized by their culture.  They may notice that the ways 

they use to form relationship with others are regulated by the communication style of their 

culture.  Individuals with high awareness of how culture has influenced their self have 

engaged in the process of thinking about issues like which aspects of their self are shaped by 

culture, and in what ways have those aspects been shaped.  The end product of this thought 

process is a clear understanding of how one’s self has been shaped by culture.  The term 

“clarity” is used to describe such clear understanding.  Individuals with high clarity would 

report not only high awareness of but also high confidence in their thoughts about the 

influence of culture on who they are.  In contrast, individuals with low cultural self-clarity 

barely notice that who they are is influenced by culture.  These individuals seldom consider 

how their self is related to culture.  They are unclear and unconfident about how culture has 

shaped who they are. 

Cultural self-clarity concerns the level of individuals’ awareness of, not the content of 

their beliefs about, how a culture has influenced them.  Individuals may believe that a culture 

has strong or weak, positive or negative, influence on who they are.  Regardless of the beliefs 

about what kind of cultural influence has shaped the self, individuals are considered to have 

high cultural self-clarity as long as they are highly aware of the influence.  In other words, a 

culture’s influence does not need to be strong or positive to be made aware of.  Instead, 
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individuals can be highly aware that a culture has weakly or negatively influenced them.  The 

level of cultural self-clarity is to some extent independent from the content of one’s thoughts 

about a culture’s influence on the self.   

From the above, cultural self-clarity could tie to a culture that individuals do not 

belong to.  Individuals’ awareness of how a culture that they are not members of has (perhaps 

weakly) shaped them could be of similar level to their awareness of how their culture has 

(perhaps strongly) shaped them.  However, for the construct to be psychological meaningful, 

individuals need to have at least some idea about what the culture is like.  When individuals 

know nothing about a culture, they would of course think that the culture has nothing to do 

with them, in every way.  Such thought is a natural response toward an unknown culture, and 

is unlikely to have implications on individuals’ thoughts and behaviors.  In comparison, as 

long as individuals are not completely ignorant about a culture, they have the minimal 

knowledge base to consider the influence of the culture.  They can think about whether the 

culture has influenced them, and if so, what kind of influence it is and how the influence 

occurs.  I posit that such thinking process would participate in individuals’ understanding of 

their self. 

To simplify the research scope pertaining to the new construct cultural self-clarity, the 

current research would focus on the culture that individuals have extensive experience with 

or perceive themselves as members of.  This could ensure that individuals have the 

experience base with a culture to consider how their self has been influenced by the culture.  I 

also acknowledge that individuals may have been influenced by more than one culture, so if 

the design permits, individuals could choose the culture or cultures as the target when they 

evaluate their awareness of cultural influence.  
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Cultural Self-clarity and Cultural Identification 

Cultural self-clarity sounds similar to cultural identification at the first glance.  The 

two constructs share theoretical commonality as they both concern how individuals’ self is 

related to culture.  They also require minimal amount of cultural knowledge to be 

psychologically meaningful.  Given that cultural identification has been widely studied in the 

literature (e.g., Oetting & Beauvais, 1990; Phinney, 1990; Wan, Chiu, Tam, Lee, Lau & 

Peng, 2007), it is important to distinguish the two constructs.  Cultural identification refers to 

the extent to which individuals perceive a culture as an important part of who they are (Wan 

& Yu, 2013).  The construct mainly concerns the strength of how the self is related to a 

culture; high identification with a culture would mean that individuals perceive a strong 

relationship between their self and the culture.  They feel strongly attached to the culture, and 

consider being members of the culture as important to them.  They also often have positive 

feelings toward the culture (Maffini & Wong, 2015).  In the following, I will explain how 

cultural self-clarity is related to but distinct from cultural identification. 

First, whereas cultural identification is about how strongly one’s self is related to a 

culture, cultural self-clarity is about the extent to which one is aware of how the self is related 

to (influenced by) culture.  The two constructs associate with each other when individuals 

perceive a culture as having strongly influenced their self.  Being aware that a culture has 

strong impact on various aspects of one’s self often goes hand in hand with thinking that the 

culture is important to who one is (high cultural identification).  However, individuals could 

have high cultural self-clarity when they are highly aware that a culture has weak influence 

on their self.  In such case, they are unlikely to have high identification with the culture.  In 

other words, high identification with a culture often implies perceiving strong influence of the 

culture on the self, but high cultural self-clarity may indicate individuals are highly aware of 
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weak influence of a culture on the self.  As such, cultural self-clarity is theoretically distinct 

from cultural identification.   

Second, whereas cultural identification often develops on the basis of having positive 

feelings toward a culture, cultural self-clarity does not require such positive feelings to 

develop.  According to a recent review, individuals come to identify with a culture when their 

personal values are consistent with what the culture values, when being member of the 

culture satisfies their identity motive, and when they have interpersonal relationships with 

other members of the culture (Wan & Chew, 2013).  These processes that facilitate the 

development of cultural identification require individuals to have positive feelings toward the 

cultural values, cultural categories, and other cultural members.  In contrast, individuals could 

know a culture’s influence on who they are without feeling positive toward the culture.  

Individuals can be highly aware that a culture has negatively influenced them, while feeling 

negative toward the culture.  More detailed illustration on how cultural self-clarity develops 

will be elaborated shortly.  To demonstrate the psychological process that uniquely 

contributes to developing cultural self-clarity, the present research will measure cultural 

identification and statistically control for it in all the studies. 

Taken together, cultural self-clarity is the extent to which individuals are aware of 

how culture has influenced their self.  It is to some extent independent from the content of 

one’s beliefs about culture’s influence on them.  It can be about any culture, as long as one 

has minimal knowledge of the culture.  It could develop regardless of one’s identification 

with a culture.  The current research aims to investigate the psychological processes that 

develop cultural self-clarity. 

Developing Cultural Self-clarity through Thinking about Culture 

As cultural self-clarity concerns individuals’ thoughts on who they are with reference 

to the cultural experiences they have had, individuals need to be aware of their cultural 
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experiences before they could have any thought about those experiences.  The bottom line is 

that individuals need to notice culture in their experience.  The more individuals ponder on 

how their experience links to culture, the more they will learn about culture and culture’s role 

in their lives.  In this section, I will first illustrate the prerequisite role of culture salience in 

developing cultural self-clarity.  I will discuss how culture salience affects individuals’ 

information processing, and in what situations culture tends to be salient.  Then, I will 

introduce the two mechanisms through which cultural self-clarity develops.  The first and 

major mechanism is the cognitive engagement route, and the second mechanism is the 

experience engagement route.  I will explicate the psychological processes of the two routes, 

and the differing sources that activate the two routes.  

The research of cultural self-clarity provides a new perspective to study individuals’ 

understanding of who they are in different cultural contexts.  Some recent research has 

explored the identity formation processes related to culture (e.g., Benet-Martinez & Haritatos, 

2005; Phinney, 1990; Wan & Chew, 2013), but none of them has directly investigated 

individuals’ awareness of the relationship between their self and culture.  The investigation of 

such awareness focuses on how individuals reach a clear understanding of their self through 

active reflection upon their experiences.  The current research contributes to this new 

perspective by examining the development of cultural self-clarity.   

Culture Salience as the Prerequisite 

Before thinking about culture, individuals need to notice culture in their experience.  

Given that members of a culture share the elements of the culture, they often take the 

existence of those elements for granted.  They usually regard their cultural values as 

important, their cultural beliefs as reliable and valid, and their cultural practices as the ways 

things should be done (Triandis, 1996).  The cultural values, beliefs, and practices are not 

specifically cultural for members of the culture.  The members seldom notice that some 
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elements only exist in their culture, some values are not as important for other cultures’ 

members as for themselves, and some practices are just commonly adopted by members of 

their culture.  In other words, these members do not regard the elements as part of their 

culture, but as the universal reality.  For example, Taiwanese students call their teachers as 

“lao shi” (means teacher in Mandarin Chinese) from kindergarten to graduate school, not 

because they are Taiwanese, but because “that is the way students should call their teachers”.  

For most Taiwanese students, such practice feels natural.  The students seldom notice the 

association between the practice and their culture.  But from an outsider’s point of view, such 

way of calling teachers is just a Taiwanese cultural practice.  The practice being regarded as 

the reality for the Taiwanese people are viewed as part of “the Taiwanese cultural reality” for 

non-Taiwanese cultural members. 

Nevertheless, there are situations in which culture becomes salient and elements of a 

culture become cultural.  In such situations, individuals are more likely to pay attention to 

culture, perceiving and processing stimuli in the environment from a cultural perspective.  

Individuals would figure out the linkage (or lack thereof) between culture and the elements 

they encounter.  They may search for cultural origins of the food they consume, observe if the 

ways they greet others are only practiced in their own culture, or appraise whether their 

beliefs toward mannerism, achievement, or moral standards are specific to their culture.  

Individuals would have different thoughts about the same cultural stimulus when they 

experience the stimulus from a cultural perspective and from a non-cultural perspective.  

Take the Taiwanese calling practice as an example of a cultural stimulus.  When one thinks 

about the calling practice from a cultural perspective, “lao shi” is no longer simply a title that 

students should address their teachers as.  One would consider the link between the practice 

and Taiwanese culture.  Thoughts like “Is this calling practice unique to the Taiwanese? Why 

Taiwanese call teachers as ‘lao shi’ at all education level?” would come to one’s mind.   In 
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comparison, when culture is not salient in the situation, individuals tend to experience stimuli 

in the environment from a non-cultural perspective.  One would think “lao shi” as a decent 

title, view students who engage in such practice as well mannered, and perhaps address 

someone as “lao shi” in order to be polite and respectful.   

I posit that culture salience would vary in different types of cultural experiences, and 

is especially heightened in experience with a culture that one is not familiar with.  The 

unfamiliarity toward a culture could come from not knowing much about a culture.  The less 

knowledge individuals have about a culture, the more unfamiliar the culture is to the 

individuals, and the more likely elements of the culture would be novel to them.  For 

example, individuals usually have less knowledge of a foreign culture than a culture they 

belong to (i.e., their home culture), so foreign elements are more likely to be novel to the 

individuals than their home culture’s elements.  In an extreme case, all elements of a culture 

that individuals know nothing about are novel to the individuals.  When individuals encounter 

such a culture, they would start to learn about the culture and think about culture.  On one 

hand, individuals are no longer completely ignorant about the culture as they have begun to 

interact with elements of the culture.  On the other, learning about the culture direct 

individuals’ attention to culture.  Therefore, culture is more salient during experience with an 

unfamiliar culture than with a familiar culture.  Individuals are more likely to experience an 

unfamiliar cultural element from a cultural perspective, or through a cultural lens, than 

experience a familiar culture’s element.  As individuals have encountered more situations that 

heighten culture salience, they are likely to become more sensitive to the existence of culture, 

and more likely to view elements as part of a culture.  In other words, culture could be more 

salient to some individuals than others.   

Taken together, culture salience is a prerequisite for individuals to develop cultural 

self-clarity through thinking about culture.  Although culture is inconspicuous in most of 
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individuals’ encounters with cultural elements, culture is more salient during experience with 

an unfamiliar (vs. familiar) culture.  And individuals would experience a cultural element 

from a cultural perspective in culture salient situations.  When the prerequisite is met, the 

psychological mechanisms of developing cultural self-clarity, as elaborated below, could be 

activated. 

The Cognitive Engagement Route 

The central proposition of the present research is that cultural self-clarity mainly 

develops through the cognitive engagement route, which is evoked by encountering novel 

cultural elements of an unfamiliar culture.  To illustrate this route, I will first explain why 

individuals tend to be more cognitively engaged in thinking about culture during experience 

with an unfamiliar (vs. familiar) culture.  Then, I will explicate how they come to realize that 

culture influences individual during this thinking process.  I propose that such realization is 

achieved as individuals try to explain why elements of the unfamiliar culture exist as they do.  

Finally, I will discuss how such realization contributes to the development of cultural self-

clarity.  

Novel cultural elements evoke cognitive engagement.  Compared to experience 

with a familiar culture, individuals are more likely to encounter elements that are novel to 

them during experience with an unfamiliar culture.  Most elements of a familiar culture in 

which individuals have immersed, are not new to them.  These familiar elements often serve 

as cognitive structures that guide individuals to live a life with others in the culture (Chiu & 

Hong, 2006).  The cognitive structures include objects, scripts, and ideas.  Individuals have 

learned the names of iconic objects, the content of behavioral scripts, and the meaning of 

widely shared ideas of their home culture.  They have accumulated enough knowledge about 

the cognitive structures of their home culture to function smoothly in many contexts of the 

culture.  They can think and react in the culture without putting into much cognitive effort.  
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In contrast, many elements of an unfamiliar culture are new to the individuals.  The cognitive 

structures acquired from a familiar culture may not be sufficient for individuals to understand 

situations in the unfamiliar culture (Tadmor, Hong, Chao, Wiruchnipawan, & Wang, 2012).  

As individuals sense that their existing cultural knowledge is insufficient, they can no 

longer think and react with minimal cognitive effort as they are used to do in situations of a 

familiar culture.  Some theorists refer to processing information with little cognitive effort as 

the automatic mode of processing, and argue that individuals would switch to a conscious 

mode in an unfamiliar context (Kiesler & Sproull, 1982; Louis & Sutton, 1991).  The 

theorists’ claim has received some theoretical and empirical support (Crisp & Turner, 2011; 

Tadmor et al., 2012b).  For instance, in Crisp and Turner’s model, individuals who come into 

contact with an outgroup member behaving in unexpected ways would process information 

pertaining to the outgroup member and the behavior in an elaborative manner.  Individuals 

would scrutinize the information and carefully evaluate the content of the information, and 

eventually, they might adjust their expectation toward members of the outgroup. 

In the current research, I use cognitive engagement to describe the effortful thinking 

process that individuals would engage in when they encounter novel elements during 

experience with an unfamiliar culture.  I conceptualize such thinking process as a continuum.  

Higher cognitive engagement refers to putting more efforts and thoughts into information 

processing.  I predict that individuals would have higher cognitive engagement during 

experience with an unfamiliar culture than with a familiar culture.  In the following, I will 

explicate how individuals come to realize cultural influence in their effortful thinking about 

culture. 

Realizing culture’s influence on individual during cognitive engagement.  When 

individuals engage in effortful thinking during cultural experience, they do not just learn the 

names of objects, the content of behavioral scripts, and the meaning of ideas.  As the novel 
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elements often differ from that of individuals’ own culture, individuals are likely to ask why 

the elements exist as they do (Wong & Weiner, 1981).  Maddux and colleagues (2010) 

labeled the latter type of cultural learning as functional cultural learning, in contrast to the 

former type which involves learning the facts of a culture.  Their studies successfully primed 

functional cultural learning by asking participants to recall past experience of learning the 

underlying reasons of foreigners’ behaviors (Maddux, Adam, Galinsky, 2010).  The findings 

showed that individuals are able to search explanations for why cultural elements exist as 

they do, and individuals have done that in their previous foreign cultural encounters.  In the 

current research, I refer to the process in which individuals seek to explain the reasons for 

cultural elements’ existence as cultural explanation.   

Cultural explanation enables better understanding of and adjustment in an unfamiliar 

culture.  When individuals can explain why various elements are present in an unfamiliar 

culture, they are likely to see the connection among the elements.  The elements may have 

existed for a common reason.  The individuals could organize their dispersed encounters with 

the culture as a set of cultural experiences.  They would be clearer about why incidents occur 

as they do in the unfamiliar culture, and be able to predict what may happen in their next 

encounter with the culture.  For example, an American student studying in Singapore may 

notice that Singaporean students call their professors with “Prof” before the professors’ name.  

As this practice is different from the American practice that students address the professors 

by the professors’ first name, the American may wonder why Singaporeans have such 

practice and engage in cultural explanation.  The American might figure out that 

Singaporeans endorse the Confucius value of “respect the wise and the aged”, and calling 

professors with the title is a way to show respect to the professors.  Such explanation allows 

the American to better explain other calling practices in the local Singaporean culture by the 
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relative status of the locals involved.  S/he is also at a better place to predict what the young 

would address the elder as in other local situations.  

Since culture is salient during experience with an unfamiliar culture, individuals are 

likely to use their knowledge of the culture to explain why the cultural elements exist as they 

do.  Some early research found that a salient factor tends to be used in explaining observed 

phenomena (Pryor & Kriss, 1977; Taylor & Fiske, 1978).  Given that individuals do not 

possess enough knowledge about the unfamiliar culture, they need to optimize their use of 

knowledge of the culture in cultural explanation.  One way to achieve this is through drawing 

link between known elements of the unfamiliar culture.  In the previous example in which an 

American student explains Singaporean students’ calling practice, the American employs a 

value that is emphasized in Singaporean culture to explain why a practice exists in the 

culture.  As individuals draw link between different elements of a culture, they become aware 

of how cultural elements influence each other.  They would also realize that cultural elements 

influence cultural members’ behaviors, beliefs, and values. 

However, individuals may not possess the “right” piece of knowledge about the 

unfamiliar culture for cultural explanation.  In such case, they need to utilize their existing 

knowledge acquired from other cultures to formulate plausible explanations.  As knowledge 

of one culture may not be suitable to understand another culture, individuals cannot directly 

apply their existing knowledge to explain the existence of the unfamiliar culture’s elements.  

Instead, they need to refine the explanations based on how the unfamiliar culture is different 

from and similar to the culture from which they use as a source to formulate plausible 

explanations (i.e., the source culture).  As such, individuals would compare the unfamiliar 

culture with the source culture.  In the previous example, if the American does not know 

anything about Confucius value, s/he might formulate a plausible explanation for 

Singaporeans’ calling practice from his/her understanding of American culture.  S/he may 
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reason that calling is a way to address the relationship between two persons, and professors 

are not addressed by their affiliation in American schools because American culture puts less 

emphasis on social status in defining interpersonal relationships (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998), 

as compared to Singaporean culture.  Such explanation could only be reached when the 

American notice the differing importance of social status in the two cultures.   

Comparing elements of two cultures makes individuals aware of the role that culture 

plays in people’s life.  Individuals may see that people’s interactions with cultural elements 

have impact on people’s thoughts and behaviors, which results in the observed differences 

between people with different cultural backgrounds.  For instance, research in the workplace 

showed that in a multinational team, individuals find cultural backgrounds of their team 

members to be salient because team members from different cultures do their work in 

different ways (Randel, 2003).  Individuals may also see that members of similar cultures 

tend to have more similarities than differences, as compared to members of different cultures.  

Although such realization mostly limits to the domain of the elements that are of concern and 

the cultures that are involved in the comparison, the realization could be generalized to other 

domains and cultures as individuals become more practiced in the realization. 

Put together, individuals come to realize culture’s influence on individual as they 

engage in effortful thinking about culture during experience with an unfamiliar culture.  The 

realization is an outcome of understanding why cultural elements exist as they do.  Through 

cultural explanation, individuals draw link between different cultural elements and realize the 

elements’ influence on members of the culture.  They also apply their existing knowledge 

acquired from other cultures to understand the unfamiliar culture, and realize the influence of 

culture through comparing similarities and differences between cultures.   

Applying realization of cultural influence to understand the self.  In formulating a 

plausible explanation for why cultural elements exist as they do, individuals are likely to use 



DEVELOPING	CULTURAL	SELF-CLARITY	
	

	 19 

the culture they belong to (i.e., their home culture) as the source culture to make sense of the 

unfamiliar culture’s element.  Individuals need certain level of understanding about the 

source culture to provide them with at least one plausible explanation of a cultural element 

that is comparable to the novel element.  They also need to know enough about the source 

culture to compare the unfamiliar culture against.  As such, the handiest candidate of source 

culture would be one’s home culture.  Individuals’ knowledge of the culture that they belong 

to is usually more fluent than their knowledge of a culture that they do not belong to.  The 

abundant knowledge of one’s home culture serves as a useful source for formulating 

plausible explanations of cultural elements.  Therefore, individuals would engage in effortful 

thinking about their home culture’s elements and the reasons why those elements exist as 

they do.  

More important, the comparison between one’s home culture and the unfamiliar 

culture that individuals make would result in their awareness of how their culture has 

influenced them (i.e., cultural self-clarity).  When individuals compare themselves with 

members of the unfamiliar culture, they would view themselves as endorsing the defining 

characteristics of their home culture to a greater extent.  This view is referred to as self-

stereotyping in the literature (e.g., Simon & Hamilton, 1994; Sinclair, Hardin, & Lowery, 

2006).  Individuals tend to self-stereotype when their group membership is heightened in the 

situation (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987).  Recent cultural psychologists 

also found that when elements from two cultures were presented to the participants 

simultaneously, participants attributed the defining cultural characteristics to members of 

their home culture (Chiu, Mallorie, Keh, & Law, 2009).  These findings suggested that 

comparing a foreign culture with one’s home culture leads one to being aware that one is 

strongly influenced by one’s home culture. 
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In addition, the realization of cultural influence on individual is useful in the need of 

understanding the self during encounters with an unfamiliar culture.  Acculturation 

researchers have suggested that contact with a foreign culture often brings a sense of 

uncertainty toward the self (e.g., Sussman, 2000; Zaharna, 1989).  Because foreign cultural 

encounter challenges the cognitive structures provided by individuals’ home culture, many 

deeply rooted ideas and worldviews that their self is built upon would also be challenged.  

Individuals need to understand the potential change of their self during the foreign cultural 

experience (Anderson, 1994; Sussman, 2000).  With the realization of cultural influence on 

individual, individuals could have clear understanding of who they are as shaped by the 

culture they have experienced.  They may realize that they are so different from members of 

the unfamiliar foreign culture due to the profound influence of their home culture in their 

lives.  They may realize that they partly agree with the values of the foreign culture, which 

brings them less similar to other members of their home culture.  They may realize that they 

could be influenced by both their home culture and the foreign culture.  Therefore, 

individuals would have higher cultural self-clarity.  

Taken together, the effortful thinking process evoked by experience with an 

unfamiliar culture would contribute to increasing cultural self-clarity.  In the current research, 

I seek to establish the cognitive engagement route by testing the prerequisite role of culture 

salience in developing cultural self-clarity (H1) and the mediating role of cognitive 

engagement in enhancing cultural self-clarity during experience with an unfamiliar culture 

(H2).  Hypothesis 1 predicts that when culture is salient (vs. non-salient), individuals would 

have higher cognitive engagement, and in turn have higher cultural self-clarity.  Hypothesis 2 

predicts that during experience with an unfamiliar (vs. familiar) culture, individuals would 

have higher cognitive engagement, and in turn have higher cultural self-clarity.   
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The Experience Engagement Route 

The second mechanism concerns how cultural self-clarity could develop during 

experience with a familiar culture.  Although culture salience is most likely to be heightened 

by encountering novel cultural elements during experience with an unfamiliar culture, some 

situations in a familiar culture can still make culture salient to the individuals.  For example, 

when the culture to which individuals belong is threatened and challenged, individuals would 

pay attention to the culture (Florack, Piontkowski, Rohmann, Balzer, Perzig, 2003).  The 

experience engagement route focuses on experience with a culture in which individuals have 

immersed.  I refer to experience engagement as the extent to which individuals think about 

their personal experience with culture.  This route is more likely to be activated when 

individuals take a cultural perspective to process information pertaining to the elements of a 

familiar culture that they have had much prior experience with.  As individuals often have 

most extensive experience with the culture they belong to (e.g., their home culture), I will 

elaborate on the proposition using the experience with one’s home culture. 

Retrieving personal experience enhances cultural self-clarity.  Individuals often 

encode and retrieve their experience with various elements of their home culture as personal 

experience, which is not particularly cultural.  As noted earlier, individuals seldom view the 

values, beliefs, and practices of the culture of which they are members as part of a specific 

culture, but usually as the universal reality.  Although the cultural elements exist in many 

incidents of individuals’ past personal experience, individuals seldom notice the existence 

and role of culture at the time when the incidents occur.  They do not pay attention to the link 

between the elements and the culture, and do not view the incidents as related to culture.  In 

culture salient situations, by contrast, individuals would retrieve the incidents from a cultural 

perspective.  The incidents that are often recalled as personal experiences would be recalled 

as cultural experiences.  Individuals would reprocess information of the elements occurred in 
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the incidents through a cultural lens.  The link between the elements and one’s home culture 

would be noticed, and the influence of the culture in one’s life would be realized.  Individuals 

may notice that they have (or have not) participated in various practices, endorsed important 

values, and preferred iconic symbols, of their home culture.   

The information reprocessing of past encounters with one’s home culture would 

contribute to realizing how the culture has influenced one’s self.  First, the easiness of 

retrieving incidents that involve the culture’s elements would affect individuals’ awareness of 

how much the culture has influenced their self.  The easier individuals can recall many 

incidents of interacting with the culture’s elements in the past, the more frequent they would 

perceive that such incidents have occurred (Kahneman & Tversky, 1973; Unkelbach & 

Greifeneder, 2013).  Sensing that one has many interactions with a culture would make one 

feel that the culture is vital to one’s life, and has influenced one’s self strongly.  In 

comparison, if individuals cannot easily retrieve sizable amount of memories that involve the 

culture’s elements, they would perceive that the culture does not play a vital role in their life, 

and think that the culture has not influenced them strongly.  No matter individuals perceive 

the culture as constituting a vital part of their life or not, they would become aware of how 

much the culture has influenced them. 

In addition, depending on the kinds of incidents involving home cultural elements 

being recalled, individuals would realize different kinds of influence of the culture on their 

self.  For instance, retrieving positive or negative prior experience with the culture’s elements 

through a cultural lens would highlight positive or negative influence of the culture.  If the 

retrieved cultural memories are mostly positive, such as enjoyable moments with a cultural 

festival, individuals will think that the culture has positive impact on them.  If the retrieved 

memories are negative, such as suppressing personal needs to follow cultural norms, 

individuals will notice that the culture has negatively affected them.  The more individuals 
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have thought about their personal experience through a cultural lens, the more they would 

realize various kinds of influence that culture has on who they are.   

Taken together, when individuals take a cultural perspective to experience elements of 

a culture that they have immersed in, they would think about incidents involving the culture 

in their personal experience, and realize the culture’s influence on them.  The more 

experience individuals have had with a culture, the more likely they would think about their 

personal experience when culture is salient during their encounter with the culture’s 

elements.  Hypothesis 3 predicts that during experience with a familiar (vs. unfamiliar) 

culture, individuals would have higher experience engagement, and in turn have higher 

cultural self-clarity. 

Activation of the Two Engagement Routes 

The two engagement routes suggest that cultural self-clarity develops through 

different mechanisms during experience with cultures toward which individuals vary on the 

level of familiarity.  The cognitive engagement route is activated by experience with an 

unfamiliar culture that individuals have little knowledge of, whereas the experience 

engagement route is activated by experience with a familiar culture that individuals have 

extensive experience with.  As the two engagement routes involve different sources of 

unfamiliarity/familiarity toward a culture, activation of the one route would not fully depend 

on activation of the other route.   

Activation of the cognitive engagement route, on one hand, mainly depends on the 

amount of knowledge individuals have about a culture, or more precisely, the novelty of 

cultural elements that individuals encounter at the moment.  The less knowledge individuals 

have about a culture, the more elements of the culture would be novel to them, and the more 

likely the cognitive engagement route would be activated.  When individuals engage in 

making sense of why a novel cultural element exists as it does, they would learn something 
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about the cultural element, and likely, the culture to which the element belongs.  This process 

is to some extent independent from the amount of past experience individuals have with the 

culture.  Although knowledge of a culture often increases as individuals have more 

experience with the culture, some individuals learn more about the culture than others do 

during the same experience.  As compared to encountering a culture that individuals know a 

little about, the cognitive engagement route is less likely to be activated when individuals 

encounter a culture that they have more knowledge about.   

Activation of the experience engagement route, on the other hand, mainly depends on 

the amount of prior experience individuals have with a culture.  The more prior experience 

individuals have with a culture, the more likely that the experience engagement route would 

be activated.  As long as individuals retrieve their personal experiences with elements of a 

culture from a cultural perspective, they would think about the culture’s role in their life.  

This process can be activated regardless of individuals’ knowledge level of a culture.  As 

compared to encountering a culture that individuals have much prior experience with, the 

experience engagement route is less likely to be activated when individuals encounter a 

culture that they have less prior experience with.   

Taken together, as the two engagement routes of developing cultural self-clarity 

concerns different sources of individuals’ unfamiliarity/familiarity toward a culture, the 

activation of each route would depend on each of the two sources in the given situations.  For 

any specific cultural experience instance, one route can be activated no matter the other route 

is activated or not.   

Simultaneous Experience with Two Cultures and the Two Routes  

This section explores the effect of simultaneously experiencing two cultures on the 

two engagement routes through which cultural self-clarity develops.  Individuals can 

experience more than one culture at a time.  In fact, the coexistence of elements of different 
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cultures in the same space is common nowadays due to globalization (Chiu, et al., 2009).  To 

simplify the discussion, I will focus on simultaneous experience with two cultures: an 

unfamiliar culture that one has little knowledge of (e.g., a foreign culture) and a familiar 

culture that one has extensive experience with (e.g., one’s home culture).  The prediction 

generated from this discussion may not be able to generalize to simultaneous experience with 

more than two cultures. 

Also, individuals can belong to more than one culture.  Some researchers even argue 

that it is almost impossible to find a mono-cultural individual in modern society, as everyone 

is exposed to knowledge networks shared by various groups of people (e.g., Sinclair, Hardin, 

& Lowery, 2006).  Individuals are simultaneously members of cultures that fellows of their 

national group, ethnic group, professional group, religious group, and gender group share 

(Cohen, 2009).  Even within the same type of groups’ culture, individuals could belong to 

multiple cultures.  They could hold passports of multiple nations, they could be mixed-blood 

of multiple ethnicities, or they could possess interdisciplinary professions.  Experience with 

multiple cultures that one belongs to could have significant impact on the development of 

cultural self-clarity, but such process is beyond the scope of the current research. 

As previous research has documented some cognitive consequences of simultaneous 

experience with two cultures (e.g., Chiu & Cheng, 2007; Chiu et al., 2009; Tadmor, 

Ganlinsky, & Maddux, 2012), I infer that the psychological process of simultaneous 

experience with a foreign culture and one’s home culture would not simply be a combination 

of experiencing one of the two cultures at a time.  I posit that individuals are more cognitively 

engaged during simultaneous experience with two cultures than experience with either one of 

the two cultures.  As I predict that the cognitive engagement route would be activated during 

experience with an unfamiliar foreign (vs. a familiar home) culture, the following discussion 
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will focus on the comparison of simultaneous experience with two cultures against 

experience with an unfamiliar foreign culture alone.  

Experiencing Two Cultures and the Cognitive Engagement Route  

Simultaneously encountering elements of two cultures brings individuals to compare 

the two cultures and pay attention to cultural differences.  At the basic perceptual level, 

individuals tend to notice distinct characteristics of two options when the two options are 

presented side-by-side, as compared to presented separately (Hsee, 1996).  Individuals also 

perceive a group as homogeneous and possessing essential traits when the group is seen 

together with another seemingly different group, as compared to when the group is seen alone 

(Ip, Chiu, & Wan, 2006).  Similarly, two cultures are perceived as more incompatible when 

icons of the two cultures are juxtaposed, as compared to when icons of either a foreign 

culture or a home culture were presented alone (Chiu et al., 2009).  These findings showed 

that individuals adopt a comparison mindset and pay attention to difference between cultures 

when the cultures are experienced simultaneously (vs. separately). 

Adopting the comparison mindset during experience with two cultures may result in 

higher cognitive engagement than during experience with an unfamiliar foreign culture.  

When individuals pay attention to differences between a foreign element and an element from 

their home culture, they are likely to perceive the foreign element as even more different 

from the home element.  It is arguably more difficult to explain why a foreign element exists 

as it does when the element is perceived to be more different from one’s home cultural 

element.  As such, individuals need to put in more cognitive effort to understand the foreign 

element.  In addition, information pertaining to two cultures is usually greater in amount than 

information pertaining to one culture.  As long as the loading of information to be processed 

does not exceed individuals’ cognitive capacity, they would be more cognitively engaged in 

comparing two cultures than considering one culture.   
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Several studies have provided empirical findings corresponding to the proposition that 

experiencing two cultures is more cognitively engaged than experiencing a foreign culture.  

Simultaneous experience with elements from two cultures was found to stimulate individuals’ 

conscious and thoughtful consideration on their prior beliefs (Tadmor, et al., 2012b).  

Moreover, bicultural individuals who have extensive experience with two cultures tend to 

encounter situations that require them to resolve discrepancy between two cultures.  Such 

situations bring about more complex cognitive capability (Tadmor & Tetlock, 2006).  For 

instance, bicultural individuals are more cognitively complex in their cultural representations 

(Benet-Martinez, Lee, & Leu, 2006).  Individuals who have lived abroad for longer period of 

time and who have been more active in learning about multiple cultures possess better 

cognitive capability of differentiating and integrating different perspectives (Maddux, 

Bivolaru, Hafenbrack, Tadmor, & Galinsky, 2014; Tadmor, et al., 2012a).  

The extra thoughts individuals put into understanding the unfamiliar culture under the 

comparison mindset would contribute to cultural self-clarity for three reasons.  First, since 

differences between two cultures are more likely to be compared and considered than 

similarities are, individuals are more likely to view themselves as different, instead of similar, 

to members of the foreign culture.  They would become aware of the strong influence that 

their home culture has on them (e.g., “I am so different from foreigners because of the 

influence of my home culture on me”).  Also, when individuals compare two cultures, there 

are two cultural groups that they could refer to in evaluating who they are.  They could 

evaluate the extent to which they are different from or similar to foreigners as well as 

members of their home culture.  They may realize that they are alike the foreigners in some 

aspects whereas similar to fellows of their home culture in other aspects.  They may also 

realize that some aspects of their self are neither close to the foreign culture, nor to their 

home culture.  Such evaluation in which two cultures are used as reference to understand the 
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self is one way that individuals could come to realize how the two cultures have (and have 

not) influenced who they are.   

Second, the comparison mindset could contribute to awareness of the influence of 

culture as a general concept, not of any specific culture.  In explaining the existence of a 

novel foreign element, individuals may realize that the seemingly different foreign element 

and a familiar home cultural element can exist for a common reason.  For example, when 

individuals consider why foreigners and members of their home culture carry out different 

practices, they may realize that members of the two cultures both try to be similar to others in 

their own cultures in order to be accepted by others.  In other cases, individuals may think 

that when different cultures’ members adopt the respective practices of their cultures, 

communication among members of the same culture is more efficient.  Even though different 

cultures may influence their members to behave in different ways, the reasons that members 

are influenced by the culture can be common.  Realizing that different cultures could 

influence their members via similar mechanisms could be useful in understanding how one’s 

culture shapes one’s self. 

Third, experiencing a foreign culture with one’s home culture (vs. experiencing the 

foreign culture alone) may challenge one’s view of the self to a greater extent, and result in 

higher motivation to understand the self from a cultural perspective.  Confronting with 

cultural values and beliefs that are different from values and beliefs of one’s home culture 

may bring about uncertainty toward the home cultural values and beliefs that one has 

endorsed (Hogg, 2007).  As comparing two cultures tends to enlarge the perceived difference 

and incompatibility between two cultures (Chiu et al., 2009), the existence of values and 

beliefs of the foreign culture becomes more challenging toward one’s home cultural values 

and beliefs.  Therefore, one’s view of the self, partly built upon values and beliefs of one’s 

home culture, has greater likelihood to change.  Individuals would have greater need to 
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understand their self with reference to the culture(s) they have experienced, which would 

drive them to apply the realization of cultural influence to understand who they are.  

Taken together, individuals would be more cognitively engaged with the comparison 

mindset brought about by experiencing two cultures simultaneously than experiencing a 

foreign culture alone.  Such increase in cognitive engagement would enhance cultural self-

clarity.  Hypothesis 4 predicts that during simultaneous experience with two cultures (vs. 

experience with a foreign culture alone), individuals would have higher cognitive 

engagement, and in turn have higher cultural self-clarity.  

Experiencing Two Cultures and the Experience Engagement Route  

According to the experience engagement route, the more prior experience individuals 

have with a cultural element, the more they are likely to think about their personal experience 

when taking a cultural perspective in their encounter with the element.  During simultaneous 

experience with two cultures, individuals’ level of experience engagement is determined by 

the amount of their prior experience with the two cultures’ elements.  Given that both 

experience with two cultures and experience with one’s home culture involve home elements, 

the extent to which individuals think about their prior experience during these two types of 

cultural experiences are likely to be similar.  Therefore, I do not expect that likelihood of 

activating the experience engagement route would be greater during experience with two 

cultures than with one’s home culture alone.   

In comparison, experience with a foreign culture does not involve one’s home 

elements.  Individuals may think of their abundant prior experience with home elements 

during experience with two cultures, as compared to during experience with the foreign 

culture alone.  Therefore, the experience engagement route is more likely to be activated 

during simultaneous experience with two cultures than experience with the foreign culture.  

Under the comparison mindset during experience with two cultures, individuals can also 
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compare the easiness of retrieving personal experience with the home elements against the 

foreign elements.  Individuals may notice that they have a lot more memories, and it is much 

easier to retrieve memories, with the home elements than with the foreign elements.  Noticing 

the relatively higher easiness of retrieving memories with the home elements than with the 

foreign elements brings about a sense that one’s home culture plays a crucial role in one’s life.   

Further, the personal experience with home elements that individuals recall has the 

potential to facilitate cultural explanation.  As explicated in the cognitive engagement route, 

the novel elements of the unfamiliar foreign culture would evoke cultural explanation.  When 

individuals try to make sense of the foreign elements, they may draw their understanding of 

culture from their existing knowledge.  Since much knowledge of one’s home culture is 

learned from personal experience, it is almost impossible to not think of personal experience 

when considering one’s home culture.  Individuals would search information in their personal 

experience incidents that are helpful in formulating plausible explanations for the novel 

elements’ existence.  Hence, thinking about personal experience with one’s home culture can 

foster the realization of culture’s influence on individual, which would in turn contribute to 

the development of cultural self-clarity. 

Taken together, individuals would think about their personal experience to a similar 

extent when they experience two cultures simultaneously as when they experience their home 

culture alone, but to a greater extent than when they experience a foreign culture alone.  Such 

increase in experience engagement would enhance cultural self-clarity.  Hypothesis 5 predicts 

that during simultaneous experience with two cultures (vs. experience with a foreign culture 

alone), individuals would have higher experience engagement, and in turn have higher 

cultural self-clarity. 
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Recap of Hypotheses and Overview of Studies 

The current research seeks to establish the two routes of developing cultural self-

clarity.  For the cognitive engagement route, I first examine the prerequisite role of culture 

salience.  I hypothesize that when culture is salient (vs. non-salient) during experience with 

an unfamiliar culture, individuals would have higher cognitive engagement, and in turn have 

higher cultural self-clarity (H1).  Then, I establish the mediating role of cognitive 

engagement.  I hypothesize that cognitive engagement would mediate the effect of experience 

with an unfamiliar (vs. familiar) culture on enhancing cultural self-clarity (H2).  For the 

experience engagement route, I hypothesize that experience engagement would mediate the 

effect of experience with a familiar (vs. unfamiliar) culture on enhancing cultural self-clarity 

(H3).  I also explore how simultaneously experiencing an unfamiliar foreign culture and a 

familiar home culture would affect the two routes.  Hypotheses 4 and 5 predict that cognitive 

engagement (H4) and experience engagement (H5) would mediate the effect of simultaneous 

experience with two cultures (vs. experience with an unfamiliar culture alone) on enhancing 

cultural self-clarity. 

Four studies were conducted to test the five hypotheses.  Studies 1 to 3 were 

conducted within the contexts of national culture.  As individuals tend to know little about 

culture of a foreign country as compared to that of their home country, experience with an 

unfamiliar culture was operationalized as experience with culture of a foreign country 

(hereafter, foreign culture).  In Study 1, I established the cognitive engagement route by 

examining how participants’ cumulative exposure to foreign cultures contributed to their 

current state of cultural self-clarity.  As experience with an unfamiliar culture heightens 

culture salience, participants with more (vs. less) foreign culture exposure in the past are 

more likely to notice the existence of culture and think about culture.  If Hypothesis 1 holds, 
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the more foreign culture exposure one has had, the more one would have engaged in thinking 

about the cultures, and in turn, the higher one’s cultural self-clarity would be.  

Study 2 further tested Hypothesis 1 with an experimental design.  Culture salience 

was manipulated by the perspective (cultural vs. non-cultural) participants took to write about 

their past experience with a foreign cultural stimulus.  If culture salience is the prerequisite of 

the cognitive engagement route, considering the foreign stimulus from a cultural (vs. non-

cultural) perspective would activate the route.  Study 2 also tested how simultaneous 

experience with two cultures affects the two routes (H4 and H5).  I asked participants to write 

about their past experiences with a foreign cultural stimulus and a stimulus of their home 

culture from a cultural perspective, and compared their responses against that of participants 

who wrote about their past experience with a foreign cultural stimulus from a cultural 

perspective.  

Study 3 manipulated the type of cultural experience by presenting culture slideshows 

in the laboratory to test Hypotheses 2 to 5.  Participants watched a slideshow containing 

information about a foreign culture, their home culture, or both cultures.  Because elements 

of the foreign culture were more novel to the participants than elements of their home culture 

were, I tested the cognitive engagement route (H2) by comparing participants’ responses 

toward the foreign-culture slideshow against the home-culture slideshow.  As both the home-

culture and the two-culture slideshows contain elements of participants’ home culture, I 

tested the experience engagement route (H3 and H5) by comparing participants’ responses 

toward the two slideshows against the foreign-culture slideshow.  Finally, to test Hypothesis 

4, participants’ responses toward the two-culture slideshow were compared against the other 

two slideshows. 

Study 4 utilized the natural transition to a new culture that university freshmen 

encountered.  The university’s student culture was a culture that the freshmen did not know 
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much about (unfamiliar) and had some experience with (familiar).  Both routes were likely to 

be activated during experience with such a culture.  Freshmen were asked to think about a 

given topic regarding the university’s student culture, and write an essay on the topic.  The 

first two aims of Study 4 were to demonstrate that the two routes can be activated 

simultaneously and to further establish the causal effect of the two mediators.  I manipulated 

the two mediators by varying the amount of time participants thought about the university’s 

student culture before writing about the culture.  I reasoned that the longer participants were 

given to think about a culture, the more they would thoughtfully consider culture and their 

personal experience with the culture.  Cultural self-clarity was expected to be higher for those 

who thought longer about the culture, and such effect would be mediated by both cognitive 

engagement (H2) and experience engagement (H3).  The third aim of Study 4 was to examine 

the causal effect of comparison mindset on developing cultural self-clarity.  I manipulated the 

comparison mindset by asking participants to either compare the university’s student culture 

with another student culture, or write about only the university’s student culture.  

Participants’ responses in the former condition were compared against that of the latter 

condition (H4 and H5). 

Results of the studies will expand the outcome scope of learning from cultural 

experience, and provide an alternative perspective to study individuals’ understanding of the 

self in cultural contexts.  On learning from cultural experience, the studies will add one 

benefit that individuals could gain from cultural learning.  Individuals do not only learn about 

what a culture is like and why cultural elements exist as they do (Maddux et al., 2010), but 

also realize culture’s influence on individual.  On understanding of the self, the studies will 

bring up the important role of active reflection upon cultural experience.  While most 

research in self and culture has studied how individuals develop positive relationship 

(identification) with a culture (e.g., Oetting & Beauvais, 1990; Phinney, 1990; Wan, et al., 
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2007), the current research focuses on how individuals use cultural experience to realize who 

they are.  This realization process does not require individuals to have positive relationship 

with a culture.  With the alternative perspective, I emphasize the differing psychological 

processes during different types of experiences.  As the studies will show, experiences with 

different cultures affect individuals’ awareness of culture’s influence on their self through 

different mechanisms.  
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CHAPTER II: STUDY 1 

Study 1 aimed to provide the first piece of evidence for the cognitive engagement 

route with a correlational study.  Specifically, I focused on the prerequisite role of culture 

salience (H1).  Hypothesis 1 predicts that heightened culture salience would result in higher 

cultural self-clarity, and the effect would be mediated by increasing cognitive engagement.  I 

reasoned that individuals with more exposure to cultures of foreign countries would have 

encountered more culture salient situations.  The individuals are likely to become more 

sensitive to culture through encountering such situations, so culture tends to be more salient 

to them.  Therefore, I measured the amount of individuals’ exposure to foreign cultures.  If 

encountering more culture salient situations has made individuals more engaged in thinking 

about culture, those with more foreign culture exposure would have learned more about the 

foreign cultures.  They may have noticed how people in the foreign cultures lead their lives 

and learned why people in the foreign cultures lead their lives in such ways.  In other words, 

high cognitive engagement would bring about better understanding of the foreign cultures.  

As such, I measured the extent to which individuals have learned about the foreign cultures 

(cultural learning) as a proxy of cognitive engagement.  In addition, to measure cultural self-

clarity, participants were asked to indicate the culture(s) they had extensive experience with, 

and respond to cultural self-clarity items with reference to those cultures.  If Hypothesis 1 

holds, cultural learning would mediate the effect of past foreign culture exposure on 

enhancing cultural self-clarity.  Finally, to address that the cognitive engagement route 

uniquely contributes to cultural self-clarity, individuals’ level of identification with the 

indicated cultures were also measured and included for statistical control. 
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Methods 

Participants 

One hundred and twenty-nine Singaporean university students participated in the 

study for partial course credit.  According to Fritz and Mackinnon (2007), to detect a small to 

moderate indirect effect from bias corrected bootstrapping method for .8 power, the lower 

limit of the sample size would range between 71 and 148.  Therefore, the sample size was 

aimed at 150 and eventually determined by the actual sign-up from the research participation 

pool during the semester when the study was conducted.  As a baseline control of 

participants’ cultural background, eight were excluded because they had lived in Singapore 

for less than ten years.  The final sample of 121 participants (48 males) was on average 21.67 

years old (SD = 1.46).  They had lived in Singapore for an average of 21.21 years (SD = 2.02, 

range from 12 to 25 years).  One hundred and ten (90.9%) were ethnic Chinese, 4 (3.3%) 

were Malays, 4 (3.3%) were Indians, and 3 (2.5%) were other ethnicities. 

Measures  

Foreign culture exposure.  Foreign culture exposure was measured by 5 items 

adapted from Leung and Chiu’s (2010) Multicultural Experience Survey (MES; original item 

1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 were adapted; see Appendix A).  Participants indicated the number of months 

that they have stayed in foreign countries.  I calculated the percentage of their lifetime that 

they had lived abroad based on their age, and transformed the percentage to a proportion 

ranged from 0 to 1 (Item 1).  Participants indicated what their native languages were and 

what foreign languages they spoke.  They also indicated how fluent they were for each of the 

foreign languages (1: very low, 2: low, 3: moderate, 4: high, 5: very high).  The item was 

coded as 1 if participants spoke at least a language other than their native language(s) at the 

moderate fluency or above; otherwise, it was coded as 0 (Item 2).  Participants also indicated 

whether their parents were born in Singapore.  I coded “no” as 1 and “yes” as 0 (Item 3 and 
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4).  Finally, participants indicated how many close friends they had were from countries other 

than Singapore.  The item was coded 1 if participants had at least one close friend from 

foreign countries; otherwise, it was coded as 0 (Item 5, original item 6 in MES).   

I did not include items 5, 7, and 8 in the original MES because they were not suitable 

for the current sample and research concerns.  The item 5 in the original scale (i.e., the 

amount of exposure one has to cultures other than one’s home culture) tapped individuals’ 

perception of foreign culture exposure they had.  As the foreign culture exposure measure 

meant to indicate the amount of culture salient situations that individuals were likely to 

encounter, I decided not to include individuals’ evaluation of their experience.  The original 

item 7 (i.e., the number of one’s favorite restaurants serving foreign cuisines) and item 8 (i.e., 

the number of one’s favorite foreign musicians) used individuals’ favorite cuisine and music 

as sources of their experience with elements of foreign cultures.  However, Singapore is a 

small country where foreign restaurants and music are highly prevalent and popular, having 

favorite foreign restaurants and musicians may not indicate having greater amount of 

exposure to foreign cultures.  Thus, the original items 5, 7 and 8 were excluded.  The 5 

included items were summed to form a foreign culture exposure score.   

Cultural learning.  Cultural learning refers to the amount of knowledge individuals 

have learned about the foreign cultures that they have encountered.  A 6-item scale was 

created to measure cultural learning (see Appendix B).  According to Maddux, Adam and 

Galinsky (2010), learning about cultures involves not only what cultural differences exist 

(facts) but also why those cultural differences exist (functions).  I wrote three items each for 

learning the facts about foreign cultures (e.g., “I knew how people in the foreign culture 

usually behaved in various situations”, and “I had good understanding about people in the 

foreign culture”) and learning the functions about foreign cultures (e.g., “I knew why people 

in the foreign culture behaved in certain ways”, and “The reason why people in the foreign 
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culture had certain preferences was obvious to me”).  Participants rated the extent to which 

they agreed/disagreed with the items for all the foreign cultures as a whole that they have 

encountered on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).  The 6 items had 

good internal reliability (α = .86) and were averaged to form a cultural learning score. 

Cultural self-clarity.  The 7-item cultural self-clarity scale was created in a different 

research project (Lu & Wan, 2014) to measure the extent to which individuals’ are aware of 

culture’s influence on their self (e.g., “I know how the culture affects what I value” and “I can 

always tell how the culture shapes my goals”).  Although the project was not designed for a 

full validation of the scale, it provided preliminary evidence that the scale was an acceptable 

measure of the construct.  The first study of the project (n = 239, 108 males, Mage = 21.91, 

SDage = 1.60, Myears-lived-in-SG = 20.99, SDyears-lived-in-SG = 2.97), for example, conducted item 

analysis and exploratory factor analysis to develop the cultural self-clarity measure.  The final 

seven items had good internal reliability (α = .90) and moderate positive correlation with 

cultural identification (r(237) = .60, p < .01).  Both cultural self-clarity and cultural 

identification concern the relationship between self and culture.  When individuals reflect on 

their experience with a culture, they are likely to consider the culture as an important part of 

who they are (cultural identification), and be aware of the culture’s positive impact on them 

(cultural self-clarity). 

As participants may have extensive experience with more than one culture in a 

multicultural country Singapore, they were asked to indicate whether they had extensive 

experience with one culture or more than one culture, and name the culture(s).  “The culture” 

or “the cultures” in the cultural self-clarity items would then refer to the culture(s) that they 

indicated.  The instructions and full list of items were presented in Appendix C.  Participants 

rated the extent to which they agreed/disagreed with the items on a scale from 1 (strongly 



DEVELOPING	CULTURAL	SELF-CLARITY	
	

	 39 

disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).  The 7 items were averaged to form a cultural self-clarity 

score (α = .92). 

Cultural identification.  I adapted items from Leach et al.’s (2008) multicomponent 

in-group identification scale to measure individuals’ cultural identification (13 items; α = 

.94).  The scale had three specific aspects of cultural identification.  The emotional 

connection aspect (6 items; α = .90) referred to the level of emotional attachment that 

individuals have toward their culture (e.g., “I feel a bond with the culture”, and “I am glad to 

be part of the culture”).  The membership importance aspect (5 items; α = .89) referred to the 

extent to which individuals perceive a culture as part of their self and the importance of this 

cultural membership to themselves (e.g., “I see myself as a member of the culture”, and “The 

fact that I am a member of the culture is an important part of my identity”).  The self-

stereotyping aspect (2 items; α = .75) referred to individuals’ perceived similarity between 

themselves and members of their culture (“I have a lot in common with an average member 

of the culture”, and “I am similar to an average member of the culture”).  Appendix D 

presented the full list of items.  Participants indicated the culture or cultures that they had 

extensive experience with, and rated the extent to which they agreed/disagreed with the items 

regarding the culture(s) on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).  The 13 

items were averaged to form a cultural identification score. 

Results and Discussion 

Preliminary Analysis: Cultural Self-clarity 

 The mean of cultural self-clarity score was 4.40 (SD = .71) for all the participants.  

About half (n = 63, 52%) of the participants indicated having extensive experience with one 

culture (one-culture group).  The rest (n = 58, 48%) reported having extensive experience 

with more than one culture (multiple-culture group).  The one-culture group had lower 

cultural self-clarity (M = 4.21, SD = .67) than the multiple-culture group (M = 4.61, SD = 



DEVELOPING	CULTURAL	SELF-CLARITY	
	

	 40 

.70), F(1, 119) = 10.42, p < .01.  This was not surprising, as participants who had greater 

amount of foreign culture exposure in the past were more likely to indicate that they had 

extensively experienced “more than one culture”.  In fact, the multiple-culture group had 

higher foreign culture exposure (M = 1.31, SD = .81) than the one-culture group (M = .89, SD 

= .89), F(1, 119) = 7.63, p < .01.  In other words, the number of cultures participants chose in 

the cultural self-clarity measure could be regarded as a result of their past exposure to foreign 

cultures.  The result was consistent with the prediction of Hypothesis 1 in that participants 

having extensive experience with more than one culture had higher cultural self-clarity than 

those having extensive experience with one culture.   

The Effect of Foreign Culture Exposure on Cultural Self-clarity 

Table 1 presented the descriptive statistics including means, standard deviations, and 

correlation coefficients for the four measures.  The range of foreign culture exposure measure 

was from 0 to 3.22 in the current sample (theoretical range is from 0 to 5), with an average of 

1.09 (SD = .87).  Consistent with Hypothesis 1, foreign culture exposure was positively 

correlated with cultural self-clarity, r(119) = .20, p < .05.  The more foreign culture exposure 

individuals had, the higher was their awareness of culture’s influence on their self.   

Testing Hypothesis 1 

Preacher and Hayes’ (2008) bootstrapping method (with 5000 bootstrapped samples) 

was used to test whether cultural learning mediates the positive effect of foreign culture 

exposure on cultural self-clarity.  Supporting Hypothesis 1, the indirect effect was significant, 

indirect effect = .09, bias corrected 95% confidence interval (CI.95) = [.04, .18].  Figure 1 

presented the mediation model.  The more one’s foreign culture exposure, the higher one’s 

cultural learning, and in turn, the higher was one’s cultural self-clarity.  The indirect effect 

remained significant after controlling for cultural identification (b = .48, t(117) = 7.17, p < 

.01), indirect effect = .05, CI.95 = [.02, .09]. 
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The mediation model held for both the one-culture group and the multiple-culture 

group.  As Singapore is a multicultural country in which participants are likely to perceive 

themselves as having extensive experience with multiple cultures, it would be informative to 

examine whether such perception affects the development process of cultural self-clarity.  I 

used bootstrapping method to run a moderated mediation model (Model 8 with 10000 

bootstrapped samples; Hayes, 2013) to test whether participants chose one culture (coded as 

1) or more than one culture (coded as 2) moderates the predicted mediation model.  The 

moderated mediation was not significant, moderated mediation index = .002, CI.95 = [-.09, 

.09].  This showed that individuals’ perception of being influenced by one or multiple 

cultures did not affect the cognitive engagement route.  Individuals with more exposure to 

cultures of foreign countries would have thought about and learned from the cultures more, 

and in turn reach higher awareness of culture’s influence on their self. 

Summary 

Study 1 offered the first piece of empirical evidence for the cognitive engagement 

route.  Supporting Hypothesis 1, the more foreign culture exposure individuals had, the 

higher was their awareness of how cultures they had extensively experienced with influenced 

who they are.  This positive link was accounted for by increasing cognitive engagement 

(using cultural learning as proxy).  That being said, the evidence found in Study 1 was 

correlational, and the role of culture salience in the cognitive engagement route was implied 

instead of empirically tested.  As such, Study 2 carried out an experiment to examine the 

prerequisite role of culture salience in the cognitive engagement route. 
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CHAPTER III: STUDY 2 

Study 2 aimed to establish the causal effect of culture salience as the prerequisite of 

the cognitive engagement route and examine the effect of simultaneous experience with two 

cultures on cultural self-clarity.  First, I carried out an experiment to test Hypothesis 1, which 

predicted that cognitive engagement would mediate the effect of culture salience on 

enhancing cultural self-clarity.  Culture salience during experience with an unfamiliar culture 

was manipulated by asking individuals to write about a foreign cultural stimulus that they had 

experienced in the past from different perspectives.  Participants were asked to write about 

the stimulus from a cultural perspective (foreign-culture condition) or a non-cultural 

perspective (non-culture condition).  Culture should be more salient in the foreign-culture 

condition as compared to the non-culture condition.  If Hypothesis 1 holds, participants in the 

foreign-culture condition would have higher cognitive engagement, and in turn, have higher 

cultural self-clarity than participants in the non-culture condition would. 

Second, Study 2 aimed to test how cultural self-clarity develops during simultaneous 

experience with two cultures.  I included a two-culture condition in which participants were 

asked to write about a foreign cultural stimulus and a stimulus of their home culture from a 

cultural perspective.  Participants in the two-culture condition were expected to compare the 

foreign culture with their home culture.  If Hypotheses 4 and 5 hold, participants in the two-

culture condition would have higher cognitive engagement (H4) and experience engagement 

(H5), and in turn, higher cultural self-clarity than participants in the foreign-culture condition 

would. 

There were a few things to note for Study 2.  First, unlike Study 1 measured cultural 

learning as a proxy of cognitive engagement, Study 2 developed a scale to measure cognitive 

engagement.  As Study 2 experimentally changed level of culture salience during experience 

with an unfamiliar culture by a writing task, cognitive engagement can be directly measured 
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by asking participants to report the extent to which they have cognitively engaged in the 

writing task.  Second, a different scale was used to measure cultural self-clarity.  The cultural 

self-confidence scale measures individuals’ level of confidence in rating culture’s influence 

on their self.  To make the cultural context consistent with the experimental design, cultural 

self-confidence was measured with reference to participants’ national culture (Singaporean 

culture).  Finally, for the same purpose as in Study 1, cultural identification with reference to 

Singaporean culture was also measured and included for statistical control. 

Methods 

Participants 

One hundred and seventy-six Singaporean university students participated in the study 

as a class activity in eight tutorial sessions (20 to 30 students per session) of a social science 

research methods course.  The class size met the lower limit of sample size for the planned 

mediation analysis with .8 power (Fritz & Mackinnon, 2007).  Although all the students had 

to participate in the study, only those who indicated consent on the data release form were 

included in the analysis.  Seven students were excluded because they disagreed to provide 

their responses for research use.  Another 3 were excluded because they failed to complete 

the study within the tutorial session.  For the same reason as in Study 1, another 7 were 

excluded because they had lived in Singapore for less than ten years.  Finally, 4 were 

excluded because they lacked prior experience with the foreign cultural stimulus used in 

Study 2.   

The final sample of 155 participants (60 males) was sufficient for analysis of variance 

(ANOVA).  According to Cohen (1992), each group requires 52 participants to detect a 

medium effect size at .8 power with a three-group ANOVA.  The participants were on 

average 20.44 years old (SD = 1.46).  They had lived in Singapore for an average of 20.13 

years (SD = 2.04, range from 11 to 28 years). 
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Procedure 

Participants arrived at a computer lab (with 35 personal computers) in groups.  They 

were told that the following online research survey was a psychology study that would 

benefit their learning experience.  An experimenter who was blind to the hypotheses 

instructed participants to give their responses on the personal computers in front of them, 

focus on their own task and do not look around.  Participants first completed the writing task 

for the cultural perspective manipulation in one of the three conditions (see the manipulation 

section for details).  Then, participants responded to measures in the following order: (1) 

manipulation check, (2) cognitive engagement and experience engagement, (3) cultural self-

confidence, and (4) cultural identification.  Finally, participants provided their demographic 

information.  Upon completion, the online survey system automatically directed to a class 

survey in which their responses were later used for class assessment purpose.  All participants 

were debriefed a few weeks later in a lecture when relevant methodological topic was taught 

in the research methods course. 

Manipulation 

Cultural perspective manipulation.  To manipulate culture salience, I asked 

participants to write about their past experience with a foreign cultural stimulus from either a 

cultural perspective or a non-cultural perspective.  Korean food was chosen as the target 

foreign stimulus because it was a commonly consumed foreign cuisine in Singapore.  Many 

food centers in Singapore have one Korean stall that provides Korean food.  Moreover, the 

Korean food stalls often explicitly label their dishes as Korean style.  As such, most 

Singaporeans are likely to have consumed Korean food with the perception that the food is 

originated from the foreign country South Korea. 

Participants were randomly assigned to one of the three conditions: non-culture, 

foreign-culture, and two-culture.  They were instructed to recall past experience of having a 
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Korean dish (for the non-culture and the foreign-culture conditions) or two dishes: a Korean 

dish and a Singaporean dish (for the two-culture condition).  They provided the name of the 

dish or dishes, and were told that they would not be able to change the dish(es) once they 

proceeded to the next page.  On the next page, participants wrote about the dish(es) based on 

the conditions they were assigned to.  In the non-culture condition (n = 54), participants 

wrote a short essay about their meal experience with the Korean dish on the topic “How was 

your meal experience with the dish?”  The following guiding questions were provided to 

facilitate their writing: “What ingredients did the dish have? How was the dish cooked? How 

did the dish smell and taste? Did you like the smell and taste of the dish? Why? Was the dish 

healthy and nutritious? Why?”  In the foreign-culture condition (n = 48), participants wrote 

about their cultural experience with the Korean dish on the topic “How does the Korean dish 

relate to Korean culture?” The following guiding questions were provided: “How do Korean 

people usually have the dish? In what context do Korean people usually have the dish? Is the 

dish an important part of Korean people’s life? Why? Does the dish represent Korean 

culture? Why?”  In the two-culture condition (n = 53), participants wrote about their cultural 

experience with one of the two dishes at a time, with the topics and guiding questions of the 

two dishes presented side by side.  The topic and guiding questions for the Korean dish were 

the same as those in the foreign-culture condition.  For the Singaporean dish, the term 

“Korean” in the topic and guiding questions was changed to “Singaporean”.  The order of 

which dish participants wrote first was counterbalanced.   

Manipulation check.  To ensure that the manipulation successfully changed the 

salience of Korean culture and Singaporean culture, two items were written to measure the 

extent to which participants thought about each of the two cultures.  Participants rated the 

extent to which they agreed/disagreed with the following two items on a scale from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) for Korean culture and Singaporean culture 
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respectively: “I thought a lot about Korean (Singaporean) culture during the task” and 

“When I was writing, I did not think about Korean (Singaporean) culture at all” (reverse 

item).  The 2 items for each culture had high internal reliability and were averaged to form a 

Korean culture salience score (α = .82) and a Singaporean culture salience score (α = .90).  

Korean culture salience score was expected to be higher in the foreign-culture and the two-

culture conditions than in the non-culture condition.  Singaporean culture salience score was 

expected to be higher in the two-culture condition than in the foreign-culture and the non-

culture conditions. 

Measures 

Cognitive engagement.  Cognitive engagement refers to the extent to which 

individuals engage in thinking about a given topic during the writing task.  For the use of 

Study 2, two subscales were developed to measure how much thought participants put into 

writing about the dish or dishes on the given topic (i.e., thought amount) and how much they 

were involved in the writing task (i.e., task involvement).  Three items of the thought amount 

subscale were “I did a lot of thinking during the task”, “I thought deliberately during the 

task”, and “I did not think much when I was writing” (reverse item) (α = .65).  Three items of 

the task involvement subscale were “I was very involved in the task”, “I have put a lot of 

effort in completing the task”, and “I tried to elaborate a lot on the points that I was trying to 

make” (α = .76).  Participants rated the extent to which they agreed/disagreed with the items 

on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) about the writing task that they 

have just completed.  The 6 items had good internal reliability (α = .82) and were averaged to 

form a cognitive engagement score.  

Experience engagement.  Experience engagement refers to the extent to which 

individuals engage in thinking about their prior personal experience during the writing task.  

The three items developed for the use of Study 2 were “I thought a lot about my life when I 
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was writing”, “When I was writing, I tried to draw from my personal experience”, and “My 

personal experience did not come to my mind when I was writing” (reverse item).  

Participants rated the extent to which they agreed/disagreed with the items on a scale from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) about the writing task that they have just completed.  

The 3 items had acceptable internal reliability (α = .58) and were averaged to form an 

experience engagement score.  

Cultural self-confidence.  A 5-item cultural self-confidence scale was created to 

measure the extent to which individuals are confident in their understanding of culture’s 

influence on them.  To make the cultural context consistent with the experimental design, I 

used participants’ national culture (i.e., Singaporean culture) as their home culture.  

Participants first rated the extent to which they agreed/disagreed with the items that described 

the strength of Singaporean culture’s influence on their self (e.g., “Singaporean culture has 

shaped who I am” and “Singaporean culture has influenced my values and beliefs”) on a 

scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).  Then, they indicated their confidence 

about their responses to the cultural influence strength items.  Specifically, participants 

indicated their answer to “How confident are you about your above response?” on a scale 

from 1 (not confident at all) to 6 (extremely confident) right after each cultural influence 

strength item.  Appendix E presented the full scale. 

The cultural self-confidence scale is a two-step measure of cultural self-clarity that 

focuses on the strength of a culture’s influence.  The first step concerns individuals’ thoughts 

on how strongly their culture has influenced who they are.  The second step then asks 

individuals’ to evaluate their confidence of such thoughts.  I posited that individuals with 

high cultural self-clarity have a clear sense of cultural influence on who they are.  Such clear 

sense permits them to be more confident in evaluating the strength of a culture’s influence on 

them.  Thus, the confidence ratings can serve as an alternative measure of cultural self-
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clarity.  The 5 items of confidence ratings had good internal reliability (α = .83) and were 

averaged to form a cultural self-confidence score.  The 5 items of cultural influence strength 

were also averaged to form a score (α = .77).  If my argument that one’s awareness level of 

culture’s influence is to some extent independent from one’s beliefs about the influence 

stands, the confidence ratings would correlate with the cultural influence strength items at a 

small to moderate extent.   

Cultural identification.  The 13-item cultural identification scale used in Study 1 

was included in Study 2 (α = .95), with “the culture” in all the items changed to 

“Singaporean culture”.  

Results and Discussion 

Preliminary Analysis: Cultural Self-confidence 

The mean of cultural self-confidence score and the five cultural influence strength 

items were 5.04 (SD = .62) and 4.51 (SD = .78) respectively.  Cultural self-confidence had 

moderately positive correlation with cultural influence strength, r(153) = .40, p < .01.  This 

moderate relationship is consistent with my theorization that individuals’ awareness of a 

culture’s influence on the self is to some extent independent from their perception of how 

weakly/strongly the culture has influenced their self.  Individuals do not necessarily perceive 

a culture to have strongly influenced them to be highly confident in their response to the 

cultural influence strength items.   

Cultural Perspective Manipulation Check 

As expected, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed significant main 

effects of cultural perspective manipulation on both the Korean culture salience score, F(2, 

152) = 40.17, p < .01, and the Singaporean culture salience score, F(2, 152) = 70.75, p < .01.  

Participants in the two-culture condition (M = 4.41, SD = 1.07) and the foreign-culture 

condition (M = 4.57, SD = 1.11) had thought about Korean culture more than participants in 
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the non-culture condition (M = 2.74, SD = 1.28), ps < .01.  Participants in the two-culture 

condition (M = 4.88, SD = .80) had thought about Singaporean culture more than participants 

in the foreign-culture condition (M = 2.58, SD = 1.41) and the non-culture condition (M = 

2.40, SD = 1.30), ps < .01.  Results of manipulation check showed that the cultural 

perspective manipulation was effective in changing culture salience and the extent to which 

individuals thought about the respective culture(s) they were asked to write about. 

Overall Effects of the Cultural Perspective Manipulation 

Table 2 presented the descriptive statistics including means, standard deviations, and 

correlation coefficients for the four measures and two subscales of cognitive engagement.  

Table 3 presented the results of one-way ANOVA conducted to compare means of measures 

between the three conditions of cultural perspective manipulation.   

Cultural self-confidence.  The cultural perspective manipulation did not have a 

significant effect on cultural self-confidence, F(2, 152) = .87, ns.  Although it was 

unexpected that increasing culture salience did not affect participant’s cultural self-

confidence, the planned mediation analyses were still conducted as the two routes mainly 

predicted the indirect effects of cognitive engagement and experience engagement.  Rucker 

and colleagues (2011) proposed that examining indirect effect is meaningful even when total 

effect is absent, since there might be several mediators operating in the process of interest.  I 

will return to the concern on this lacking total effect in the General Discussion. 

Cognitive engagement.  The cognitive engagement score did not differ across the 

three cultural perspective manipulation conditions, F(2, 152) = 1.96, ns.  However, when the 

two subscales of cognitive engagement were averaged separately, an interesting pattern 

emerged.  If Hypothesis 1 holds, participants in the foreign-culture would have higher 

cognitive engagement than participants in the non-culture condition.  Results of the thought 

amount subscale seemed to suggest this trend.  Overall F-test was significant, F(2, 152) = 
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3.29, p < .05.  Post hoc test showed that participants in the two-culture condition (M = 4.62, 

SD = .84) thought slightly more during the writing task than did those in the non-culture 

condition (M = 4.23, SD = .87), p = .05, and participants in the foreign-culture condition had 

thought amount in between (M = 4.56, SD = .81), albeit not significantly different from the 

other two conditions.   

If Hypothesis 4 holds, participants in the two-culture condition would have higher 

cognitive engagement than participants in the foreign-culture condition.  Results of the task 

involvement subscale seemed to suggest this trend.  Overall F-test was marginally significant, 

F(2, 152) = 2.70, p = .07.  Post hoc test showed that participants in the two-culture condition 

(M = 4.37, SD = .88) were slightly more involved in the writing task than did those in the 

foreign-culture condition (M = 3.97, SD = .98), p = .06, and participants in the non-culture 

condition had task involvement in between (M = 4.19, SD = .77), albeit not significantly 

different from the other two conditions.   

Taken together, participants in the two-culture condition put more thought into the 

writing task than those in the non-culture condition, and were slightly more involved in the 

writing task than those in the foreign-culture condition.  More important, while thought 

amount was higher, task involvement was lower in the foreign-culture condition than in the 

non-culture condition.  Although writing about a foreign dish from a cultural (vs. non-

cultural) perspective led participants to putting into more thought, they were less involved in 

writing.  Participants in the foreign-culture condition may have faced difficulty in elaborating 

on the given topic (i.e., how the dish relates to Korean culture) because they did not know 

much about the foreign culture.  In contrast, participants in the non-culture condition should 

not face any difficulty in elaborating on their meal experience, and thus were slightly more 

involved in writing than participants in the foreign-culture condition.  Since the cultural 

perspective manipulation had an unexpected divergent effect on the two subscales of 
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cognitive engagement, thought amount and task involvement were also analyzed separately in 

the subsequent analyses. 

Experience engagement.  The experience engagement score did not differ across the 

three cultural perspective manipulation conditions, F(2, 152) = 1.90, ns, but the trend was 

consistent with Hypothesis 5.  Participants in the two-culture condition (M = 4.45, SD = .95) 

thought about their prior personal experience slightly more than did participants in the 

foreign-culture condition (M = 4.08, SD = 1.04), p = .13, with participants in the non-culture 

condition in between (M = 4.26, SD = .82).  The effect was not strong enough to yield 

statistical significance may be attributed to the nature of the manipulation task.  Since 

participants were asked to write about their past experience in all the conditions, they would 

have drawn from their personal experience to a similar extent.   

Cultural identification.  The cultural perspective manipulation did not have a 

significant effect on cultural identification, F(2, 152) = 1.50, ns.  This was expected, as there 

was no clear theoretical base that writing about a dish or dishes from different perspectives 

would change level of identification to one’s own culture. 

Hypotheses Testing 

Preacher and Hayes’ (2008) bootstrapping method (with 5000 bootstrapped samples) 

was used to test the indirect effect of cultural perspective manipulation on cultural self-

confidence via cognitive engagement and experience engagement.  I ran two separate 

mediation models for the two mediators: cognitive engagement and experience engagement.  

I also ran another two mediation models for the two cognitive engagement subscales: thought 

amount and task involvement.  To test Hypothesis 1, the foreign-culture condition (coded as 

1) was compared against the non-culture condition (coded as 0).  To test Hypotheses 4 and 5, 

the two-culture condition (coded as 1) was compared against the foreign-culture condition 

(coded as 0).   
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Testing Hypothesis 1.  As shown in the first three columns of Table 4.1, cognitive 

engagement and task involvement did not significantly mediate the effect of the foreign-

culture (vs. non-culture) condition on cultural self-confidence.  Only the indirect effect of 

thought amount was significant, indirect effect = .09, bias corrected 95% confidence interval 

(CI.95) = [.004, .23].  Compared to participants in the non-culture condition, participants in 

the foreign-culture condition put more thought into the writing task, and in turn had higher 

cultural self-confidence (see Figure 2).  The indirect effect remained significant after 

controlling for cultural identification (b = .37, t(98) = 5.74, p < .01), indirect effect = .05, 

CI.95 = [.003, .15].  As such, Hypothesis 1 was partially supported. 

Testing Hypothesis 4.  As shown in the first three columns of Table 4.2, cognitive 

engagement and thought amount did not significantly mediate the effect of the two-culture 

(vs. foreign-culture) condition on cultural self-confidence.  Only the indirect effect of task 

involvement was significant, indirect effect = .07, CI.95 = [.01, .18].  Compared to participants 

in the foreign-culture condition, participants in the two-culture condition were more involved 

in the writing task, and in turn had higher cultural self-confidence.  However, the indirect 

effect was not reliable, as it became non-significant after controlling for cultural 

identification (b = .25, t(97) = 3.21, p < .01), indirect effect = .03, CI.95 = [-.01, .11].  

Hypothesis 4 was not supported.  It was possible that participants’ cultural identification with 

their home culture played a more important role in the development mechanisms of cultural 

self-clarity when their home culture was salient (in the two-culture condition) than when their 

home culture was not salient (in the foreign-culture condition).  However, it was also possible 

that the writing task in the two-culture condition may not well simulate the simultaneous 

experience with two cultures, which made the indirect effect of task involvement non-

reliable.  I will elaborate on this in the summary section shortly.  
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Testing Hypothesis 5.  As shown in the last column of Table 4.2, experience 

engagement did not mediate the effect for the two-culture (vs. foreign-culture) condition on 

cultural self-confidence, indirect effect = .02, CI.95 = [-.02, .12].  The indirect effect remained 

non-significant after controlling for cultural identification (b = .28, t(97) = 3.91, p < .01), 

indirect effect = .001, CI.95 = [-.05, .06].  The results suggested a trend that that participants in 

the two-culture condition thought about their personal experience to a greater extent than 

those in the foreign-culture condition, (b = .36, t(98) = 1.83, p = .07).  This was consistent 

with the proposition that simultaneous experience with two cultures would result in higher 

experience engagement than experience with an unfamiliar culture.  However, such increase 

in drawing personal experience to complete the writing task did not contribute to participants’ 

confidence in their understanding of culture’s influence on who they are (b = .06, t(98) = .98, 

p = .33).  Hypothesis 5 was not supported. 

Summary 

Study 2 found partial support for Hypothesis 1 and demonstrated that culture salience 

is the prerequisite of the cognitive engagement route.  Results showed that the same stimulus 

could be viewed from different perspectives.  Individuals put more thought into writing about 

the stimulus from a cultural perspective than from a non-cultural perspective.  Such 

heightened thought amount in turn contributed to higher confidence in individuals’ 

understanding of how their home culture has influenced them.  The effect was absent for the 

task involvement subscale.  I suspect that lacking enough knowledge of the foreign culture 

may make the writing task less involving in the foreign-culture condition than in the non-

culture condition.  

Study 2 did not find reliable support for Hypotheses 4 and 5.  Results showed that 

participants in the two-culture (vs. foreign-culture) condition had slightly higher task 

involvement and experience engagement, but the difference in the two factors did not 
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contribute to enhancing cultural self-clarity.  In hindsight, the writing task may not be a close 

simulation of the real experience with two cultures, and may not have evoked the comparison 

mindset from which the rationale of Hypotheses 4 and 5 were inferred.  The psychological 

state of recalling and reprocessing two past experiences (each with an element of one culture) 

presented side-by-side could be quite different from encountering elements of two cultures at 

the same time.  Participants in the two-culture condition may be more involved because they 

wrote two essays for a longer period of time, or because they wrote about their home culture, 

not because they compared the two cultures.  Also, they may not remember enough details of 

the experienced elements to engage in meaningful comparison.  Finally, Study 2 did not have 

a direct manipulation check for the comparison mindset.  In Study 3, I adopted a different 

manipulation procedure to deal with these issues.  
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CHAPTER IV: STUDY 3 

Study 3 manipulated the type of cultural experience by presenting culture slideshows 

in the laboratory to examine Hypotheses 2 to 5.  Participants watched a slideshow with 

elements of a foreign culture (foreign-culture condition), their home culture (home-culture 

condition), or both cultures (two-culture condition).  In examining the cognitive engagement 

route, Study 3 tested Hypothesis 2 and focused on participants’ familiarity toward the 

cultures.  A foreign culture (Estonian culture) was selected with a pretest to ensure that most 

participants (Singaporeans) lacked knowledge of the culture.  Elements of the foreign culture 

were likely to be novel to the participants, as compared to elements of their home culture 

(Singaporean culture).  If Hypothesis 2 holds, participants in the foreign-culture condition 

would have higher cognitive engagement, and in turn have higher cultural self-clarity than 

participants in the home-culture condition would.   

In testing Hypotheses 4 and 5, Study 3 improved the design of manipulating 

simultaneous experience with two cultures in several ways.  First, encountering elements of 

two cultures in the laboratory is a closer simulation of real simultaneous experience with two 

cultures, as compared to writing about two past experiences (each with one cultural element).  

Second, by presenting the cultural elements to participants in the laboratory, the procedure 

did not rely on participants having detailed memory of the cultural elements to make 

meaningful comparison between the elements.  Third, as the length of the three slideshows 

was roughly the same, the amount of time that participants were exposed to different cultures 

was controlled.  The slideshow of two cultures in the two-culture condition were 11 minutes 

in total length, with 5.5 minutes for each culture, whereas the other two slideshows of one 

culture were 10 minutes long.  Participants in the two-culture condition should not be more 

involved due to experience with two cultures longer than with one culture.   Finally, 

manipulation check of the comparison mindset was included.  Two items directly measured 
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the extent to which participants thought about differences and similarities between the two 

cultures when they were watching the slideshow.   

Study 3 was the first attempt to empirically test Hypothesis 3.  The experience 

engagement route predicted that experience with a familiar (vs. an unfamiliar) culture would 

result in higher experience engagement.  Such increase in experience engagement would 

enhance cultural self-clarity.  To test this, participants’ responses in the home-culture 

condition were compared against the foreign-culture condition.  In the home-culture 

condition, participants were exposed to elements of their home culture.  As they had 

extensive experience with the elements, they were likely to retrieve their personal experience 

with the elements.   

Taken together, if Hypotheses 3 and 5 hold, participants in the home-culture and the 

two-culture conditions would have higher experience engagement, and in turn have higher 

cultural self-clarity than participants in the foreign-culture condition would.  If Hypothesis 4 

holds, participants in the two-culture condition would have higher cognitive engagement, and 

in turn have higher cultural self-clarity than participants in the other two conditions would.  

Methods 

Pretest: Selecting the Foreign Culture 

In order to simulate an experience with an unfamiliar culture, I conducted a pretest to 

select a foreign culture that our target participants did not know much about and had a neutral 

attitude toward.  A different sample of my target participants were asked to report their 

knowledge about and attitude toward ten countries in East Europe (Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia, 

Latvia, Liechtenstein, Slovakia, and Slovenia) and Latin America (Costa Rica, Dominican, 

and Ecuador).  Forty-nine Singaporean Chinese university students (11 males) participated in 

the pretest.  They were on average 21.86 years old (SD = 1.63) and had lived in Singapore for 

an average of 21.76 years (SD = 1.83).  Participants indicated whether they had heard of each 
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of the ten countries, how much knowledge they had about the country from 1 (none) to 7 (a 

lot), and how they felt about the country from 1 (very negative), 4 (neutral), to 7 (very 

positive).  

Costa Rica and Slovakia were excluded, as participants’ attitude was significantly 

different from the theoretical neutral point 4, t(48) = 3.63, p < .01 for Costa Rica and t(48) = -

2.05 , p < .05 for Slovakia.  Among the rest eight countries, least participants had heard of 

Estonia (44.9%, rank 9) and Liechtenstein (30.6%, rank 10).  Participants also had least 

knowledge about the two countries (M = 1.37, SD = .70, rank 10 for Estonia, M = 1.39, SD = 

.79, rank 9 for Liechtenstein).  After searching available stimuli for the slideshow 

preparation, such as descriptions and images of the two countries’ culture on the Internet, I 

finally picked Estonia as the country of foreign culture. 

Participants 

Two hundred and nine Singaporean Chinese university students participated in the 

study for partial course credit.  The sample size was aimed at 150 as in Study 2 (Cohen, 1992; 

Fritz & Mackinnon, 2007).  However, the first semester of data collection only reached two 

third of the target number.  I continued data collection in the second semester and ended up 

with 209 participants.  Data analysis was conducted after all data had been collected.  One 

was excluded because he/she mentioned the wrong name of the culture (Russian, not 

Estonian) when summarizing the content of the slideshow.  The final sample of 208 

participants (86 males) was on average 21.08 years old (SD = 1.54).  They had lived in 

Singapore for an average of 20.92 years (SD = 1.86, range from 13 to 26 years). 

Procedure 

Upon arrival, participants were directed to one of the four individual rooms in the 

laboratory.  Each room had one personal computer.  An experimenter told participants that 

they were going to watch a slideshow selected from a pool of slideshows by the system, and 
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answer questions about the slideshow as well as themselves later.  After participants read and 

agreed with the informed consent form, a slideshow number appeared on the screen, and the 

experimenter played the corresponding slideshow (see the manipulation section for details).  

After watching the slideshow, participants called the experimenter back to the individual 

room to proceed with the survey.  They were instructed to summarize what they had seen in 

the slideshow (i.e., the slideshow summary task).  Then, they responded to measures in the 

following order: (1) cognitive engagement and experience engagement, (2) cultural self-

clarity, (3) cultural identification, and (4) manipulation check.  Finally, participants provided 

their demographic information and were debriefed. 

Manipulation 

Cultural experience manipulation.  Participants were randomly assigned to one of 

the three conditions: two-culture (5.5-minute slideshow each of Estonian culture and 

Singaporean culture, order of the culture was counterbalanced), foreign-culture (10-minute 

slideshow of Estonian culture), and home-culture (10-minute slideshow of Singaporean 

culture).  The experimental design was adopted from past research (Leung & Chiu, 2010; 

Tadmor et al., 2012b), but the materials were developed for the use of current study.  The 

PowerPoint slideshows contained texts, pictures, and an audio clip that depicted multiple 

domains of the corresponding culture, including geographical and historical introduction of 

the country, national flower and flags, language, ethnicity, religion, education, political 

system, transportation, living standard, life style, sports, cuisine, festivals, arts, music, 

literature, architecture, and landmarks.  Appendix F presented sample elements of the 

slideshows. 

The three slideshows were pretested for equivalence.  Another sample of my target 

participants (n = 48, 17 males, Mage = 21.54, SDage = 1.61, Myears-lived-in-SG = 21.42, SDyears-lived-

in-SG = 1.60) were randomly assigned to watch one of the three slideshows (nforeign-culture = 16, 
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nhome-culture = 17, ntwo-culture = 15) and responded to three items.  They rated “How much do you 

like the slideshow?” on a scale from 1 (dislike very much) to 6 (like very much), “How 

interesting is the slideshow?” on a scale from 1 (not interesting at all) to 6 (very interesting), 

and “How engaging is the slideshow?” on a scale from 1 (not engaging at all) to 6 (very 

engaging).  Results showed that the three slideshows were not significantly different from 

each other in terms of liking, interesting, and engaging, all Fs < 2.0, ns. 

To reinforce participants’ experience with elements presented in the slideshows, 

participants responded to the slideshow summary task for at least two minutes after watching 

the slideshow.  The instructions were as follows:  

Please write a paragraph to summarize and organize the content of the slideshow that you 

have just watched.  You will be able to proceed to next page after a few minutes.  Before the 

“>>” button appears, please write down the summary of the slideshow.   

Manipulation check.  To ensure that the cultural experience manipulation 

successfully simulated different types of cultural experiences, six items were adopted from 

past research (Tadmor et al., 2012b; Study 1) to measure the extent to which participants 

thought about Singaporean culture, thought about Estonian culture, and compared the two 

cultures.  At the end of the study, participants indicated the extent to which they thought 

about the following items when they were watching the slideshow on a scale from 1 (did not 

think about it at all) to 6 (thought about it a lot): (1) learning from Singaporean culture, (2) 

learning more about Singaporean culture, (3) learning from Estonian culture, (4) learning 

more about Estonian culture, (5) differences between Singaporean culture and Estonian 

culture, and (6) similarities between Singaporean culture and Estonian culture.   

Item 1 and Item 2 were averaged to form a Singaporean culture experience score (α = 

.80).  Item 3 and Item 4 were averaged to form an Estonian culture experience score (α = 

.94).  As the comparison mindset involved comparing both differences and similarities 
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between the cultures, Item 5 and Item 6 were averaged to form a comparison score (α = .92).  

To prevent participants from telling how many slideshows and conditions were in the study, 

eight items regarding another two foreign cultures (Latvian and Slovenia) were included as 

filler items (i.e., two items each for Latvian and Slovenian experience scores, and two items 

each for Singaporean-Latvian and Singaporean-Slovenian comparison scores).   

The Singaporean culture experience score was expected to be higher in the two-

culture and the home-culture conditions than in the foreign-culture condition.  The Estonian 

culture experience score was expected to be higher in the two-culture and the foreign-culture 

conditions than in the home-culture condition.  The comparison score was expected to be 

higher in the two-culture condition than in the other two conditions.  The filler items were not 

expected to differ across the three conditions. 

Measures 

Cognitive engagement.  The 6-item cognitive engagement scale used in Study 2 was 

included in Study 3 (α = .84).  Participants were instructed that “the writing task” in the items 

referred to the slideshow summary task that they just completed.  The thought amount 

subscale (α = .66) and the task involvement subscale (α = .75) both had acceptable internal 

reliability.  Average scores of the full scale and the two subscales were computed. 

Experience engagement.  The 3-item experience engagement scale used in Study 2 

was included in Study 3 (α = .76).  Similar to the cognitive engagement measure, participants 

were instructed that “the writing task” in the items referred to the slideshow summary task. 

Cultural self-clarity.  The 7-item cultural self-clarity scale used in Study 1 was 

included in Study 3 (α = .87), with “the culture” in the items changed to “Singaporean 

culture”.  

Cultural identification.  The 13-item cultural identification scale targeting 

Singaporean culture used in Study 2 was included in Study 3 (α = .96). 
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Results and Discussion 

Cultural Experience Manipulation Check 

As expected, a one-way ANOVA revealed significant main effects of cultural 

experience manipulation on the Singaporean culture experience score, F(2, 205) = 36.26, p < 

.01, the Estonian culture experience score, F(2, 205) = 161.61, p < .01, and the comparison 

score, F(2, 205) = 101.53, p < .01, but not on the filler items regarding Latvian culture and 

Slovenian culture, Fs < 1.0, ns.  Results of post hoc tests showed that participants in the two-

culture condition (M = 3.26, SD = 1.13) and the home-culture condition (M = 3.60, SD = 

1.19) had thought about their home Singaporean culture more than participants in the foreign-

culture condition (M = 2.06, SD = 1.02), ps < .01.  Participants in the two-culture condition 

(M = 4.35, SD = 1.19) and the foreign-culture condition (M = 4.15, SD = .93) had thought 

about the foreign Estonian culture more than participants in the home-culture condition (M = 

1.51, SD = 0.93), ps < .01.  This suggested that the cultural experience manipulation 

successfully made participants think about the culture(s) depicted in each slideshow.   

For the comparison score, participants in the two-culture condition (M = 4.45, SD = 

1.06) had thought about differences and similarities between Singaporean culture and 

Estonian culture to the greatest extent, followed by participants in the foreign-culture 

condition (M = 3.31, SD = 1.43), and participants in the home-culture condition (M = 1.58, 

SD = 1.02).  The differences of the comparison score were significant between any two of the 

three conditions, ps < .01.  This suggested that the two-culture slideshow successfully led 

participants to comparing the two cultures to a greater extent than the other two slideshows.  

Interestingly, participants in the foreign-culture condition also compared the two cultures 

more than did participants in the home-culture condition.  This was consistent with the 

proposed psychological process of the cognitive engagement route.  When encountering 

novel cultural elements, individuals would try to explain why the elements exist as they do.  
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In applying the plausible explanations to understand the elements, individuals would compare 

the foreign culture to the source culture from which the explanations formulated (likely to be 

their home culture).  In addition, participants exposed to the two cultures simultaneously 

(two-culture condition) compared the foreign culture against their home culture to a greater 

extent than those merely exposed to elements of a foreign culture (foreign-culture condition).  

This replicated previous studies’ findings that simultaneous experience with multiple cultures 

brought up a comparison mindset (Chiu & Cheng, 2007). 

Overall Effects of the Cultural Experience Manipulation 

Table 5 presented the descriptive statistics including means, standard deviations, and 

correlation coefficients for the four measures and two subscales of cognitive engagement.  

Table 6 presented the results of one-way ANOVA conducted to compare measures between 

the three conditions of cultural experience manipulation.   

Cultural self-clarity.  The cultural experience manipulation did not have a significant 

effect on cultural self-clarity, F(2, 205) = .07, ns.  It was unexpected that exposure to 

different cultures did not change participants’ cultural self-clarity, but the absence of total 

effect should not restrain the contribution of theoretically predicted meditation analyses.  I 

will return to the lacking total effect in the General Discussion. 

Cognitive engagement.  Cognitive engagement was not affected by the cultural 

experience manipulation, F(2, 205) = .45, ns, so did the two subscales thought amount, F(2, 

205) = .60, ns, and task involvement, F(2, 205) = .28, ns.  Participants were cognitively 

engaged to a similar extent when summarizing slideshows of different cultures.  As such, 

Hypotheses 4 and 5 were unlikely to be supported.  The planned mediation analyses were still 

conducted and results were reported below.  Possible explanations of the null findings were 

discussed. 
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Experience engagement.  Experience engagement significantly differed across the 

three conditions, F(2, 205) = 7.37, p < .01.  As expected, post hoc test showed that 

participants in the home-culture condition (M = 2.99, SD = 1.21) thought about their prior 

personal experience more than participants in the foreign-culture condition (M = 2.28, SD = 

.90), p < .01.  Since participants did not have any prior experience with the foreign culture, 

they were unlikely to think of their personal experience when summarizing the foreign-

culture slideshow.  In contrast, as participants had much prior experience with their home 

culture, they were likely to think about such experience when summarizing the home-culture 

slideshow. 

Participants in the two-culture condition (M = 2.66, SD = 1.11) had experience 

engagement in between, albeit not significantly different from, the other two conditions.  This 

was not too surprising.  As participants in the two-culture condition were summarizing 

slideshows of the two cultures, the extent to which they thought of their personal experience 

may have been compromised by their lacking experience with the foreign culture.  As such, 

the planned mediation analysis comparing participants’ responses in the home-culture and the 

two-culture conditions against the foreign-culture condition was still carried out to test 

Hypotheses 3 and 5. 

Cultural identification.  The cultural experience manipulation did not have a 

significant effect on cultural identification, F(2, 205) = 1.09, ns.   

Hypotheses Testing 

The same Preacher and Hayes’ (2008) bootstrapping method (with 5000 bootstrapped 

samples) used in Study 2 was used in Study 3, with cultural self-clarity as the dependent 

variable.  The cultural experience manipulation was the independent variable, but different 

coding applied for different hypotheses.  To test Hypothesis 2, the foreign-culture condition 

(coded as 1) was compared against the home-culture condition (coded as 0), with cognitive 
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engagement as the mediator.  To test Hypothesis 4, the two-culture condition (coded as 1) 

was compared against the other two conditions (coded as 0), with cognitive engagement as 

the mediator.  To test Hypotheses 3 and 5, the home-culture condition and the two-culture 

condition (coded as 1) were compared against the foreign-culture condition (coded as 0), with 

experience engagement as the mediator.  

Testing Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 4.  As shown in the first column of Table 7.1, 

cognitive engagement did not significantly mediate the effect of the foreign-culture (vs. 

home-culture) condition on cultural self-clarity, indirect effect = -.001, bias corrected 95% 

confidence interval (CI.95) = [-.04, .02].  The indirect effect remained non-significant after 

controlling for cultural identification (b = .42, t(134) = 7.35, p < .01), indirect effect = .0001, 

CI.95 = [-.02, .02].  Hypothesis 2 was not supported.  Similarly, as shown in the third column 

of Table 7.1, cognitive engagement did not significantly mediate the effect of the two-culture 

(vs. foreign-culture and home-culture) condition on cultural self-clarity, indirect effect = -

.003, CI.95 = [-.04, .01].  The indirect effect remained non-significant after controlling for 

cultural identification (b = .39, t(204) = 7.70, p < .01), indirect effect = .003, CI.95 = [-.01, 

.04].  Hypothesis 4 was not supported. 

The cultural experience manipulation failed to affect participants’ cognitive 

engagement in the slideshow summary task.  In hindsight, it was possible that the summary 

task required similar amount of thought for different slideshows.  Although the different 

slideshows directed participants to think about different cultures (as supported by the results 

of manipulation check), summarizing different slideshows did not require participants to be 

cognitively engaged to different extent.  In addition, the slideshow summary task focused 

more on cultural facts and did not involve cultural explanation — which was the key learning 

process during cognitive engagement.   
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Alternatively, the manipulation check measured participants’ thoughts when they 

were watching the slideshows.  Participants rated the extent to which they thought about 

learning from and about the cultures presented in the slideshows, as well as the similarities 

and differences between the two cultures.  Although the check items were responded at the 

end of the study, participants rated those items based on their thought processes when 

watching the slideshows.  The check items may provide some information about participants’ 

cognitive engagement during exposure to the culture slideshows.  Therefore, I ran 

supplementary mediation analyses with the manipulation check scores as mediators.  Results 

of the supplementary analyses would complement the findings of the cognitive engagement 

measure that involved the slideshow summary task. 

Supplementary analyses for Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 4.  To explore whether 

the cultural experience manipulation affects cultural self-clarity through the three 

manipulation check scores, I ran another three mediation models each for Hypothesis 2 and 

Hypothesis 4.  The Estonian culture experience score measured the extent to which 

participants thought about not only learning what Estonian culture was like but also learning 

ideas from the culture.  Engaging in such thoughts indicated that participants were 

cognitively engaged when watching slideshows.  Moreover, the item of learning from the 

culture was general and left room for cultural influence on individual to be realized.  As such, 

I employed the Estonian culture experience score as a proxy of how cognitively engaged 

participants were in thinking about the foreign Estonian culture.  If Hypothesis 2 holds, the 

Estonian culture experience score would mediate the effect of the foreign-culture (vs. home-

culture) condition on enhancing cultural self-clarity.  If Hypothesis 4 holds, the Estonian 

culture experience score would mediate the effect of the two-culture condition (vs. the other 

two conditions) on enhancing cultural self-clarity. 
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Besides, the comparison score measured the extent to which participants thought 

about the similarities and differences between the foreign Estonian culture and their home 

Singaporean culture.  The score indicated the extent to which participants compared the two 

cultures, and could be used as a proxy to assess how cognitively engaged participants were in 

comparing the two cultures.  If Hypothesis 4 holds, the comparison score would mediate the 

effect of the two-culture condition (vs. the other two conditions) on enhancing cultural self-

clarity.  Finally, as the Singaporean culture experience score did not measure the thoughts 

participants put into thinking about the foreign culture, it cannot serve as a proxy of cognitive 

engagement.   

Results of testing Hypothesis 2 were presented in Table 7.2.  As shown in the first 

column, the Estonian culture experience score significantly mediated the effect of the 

foreign-culture (vs. home-culture) condition on cultural self-clarity, indirect effect = .38, CI.95 

= [.08, .74].  Compared to watching the home-culture slideshow, participants watching the 

foreign-culture slideshow were engaged in learning about and from Estonian culture to a 

greater extent, and in turn had higher cultural self-clarity (see Figure 3).  However, the 

indirect effect was not reliable after controlling for cultural identification (b = .41, t(133) = 

7.13, p < .01), indirect effect = .21, CI.95 = [-.10, .52].  Hypothesis 2 only received limited 

support. 

Results of testing Hypothesis 4 were presented in Table 7.3.  As shown in the first 

column, the Estonian culture experience score significantly mediated the effect of the two-

culture condition (vs. the other two conditions) on cultural self-clarity, indirect effect = .11, 

CI.95 = [.01, .24].  Compared to watching the home-culture and the foreign-culture 

slideshows, participants watching the two-culture slideshow were engaged in learning about 

and from Estonian culture to a greater extent, and in turn had higher cultural self-clarity (see 

Figure 4).  The indirect effect remained significant after controlling for cultural identification 
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(b = .38, t(203) = 7.78, p < .01), indirect effect = .10, CI.95 = [.02, .21].  On the other hand, 

the second column showed that the comparison score did not mediate the effect of the two-

culture condition (vs. the other two conditions) on cultural self-clarity, indirect effect = .10, 

CI.95 = [-.04, .26].  The indirect effect remained non-significant after controlling for cultural 

identification (b = .38, t(203) = 7.71, p < .01), indirect effect = .10, CI.95 = [-.03, .22].  

Hypothesis 4 received partial support. 

Supporting evidence for Hypothesis 2 was limited to the model without controlling 

for cultural identification.  Supporting evidence for Hypothesis 4 was partially held when 

using the Estonian culture experience score, not the comparison score, as the mediator.  As 

the comparison score was higher in the two-culture condition than the other two conditions, b 

= 1.99, t(203) = 9.80 , p < .01, it was not that participants watching the two-culture slideshow 

did not compare the two cultures.  It was the comparison they engaged in did not contribute 

to understanding how their home culture has influenced them, b = .05, t(203) = 1.55 , p = .12.  

This may suggest that participants need some basic knowledge of a new culture before 

comparing the new culture with their home culture could help them realize the influence of 

culture on individual.  Further, the mediating effect of the Estonian culture experience score 

was more reliable in testing Hypothesis 4 than Hypothesis 2.  This may suggest that the 

comparison mindset still played a role in developing cultural self-clarity when individuals 

encountering a new culture and learning about the culture.  On the contrary, the mediation of 

the Estonian culture experience score on the effect of foreign-culture (vs. home-culture) 

condition became non-significant after controlling for cultural identification.  As participants 

in the home-culture condition were not exposed to a foreign culture but only to their home 

culture, their cultural self-clarity may have been mostly related to their thoughts and feelings 

about their home culture — including their identification with the culture.  When cultural 
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identification was statistically controlled, the variation of cultural self-clarity would be 

substantially decreased, which made the indirect effect non-significant.  

Testing Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis 5.  As Hypotheses 3 and 5 predicted (see 

Table 7.4), experience engagement significantly mediated the effect of the home-culture and 

the two-culture conditions (vs. foreign-culture condition) on cultural self-clarity, indirect 

effect = .05, CI.95 = [.01, .12].  Compared to watching the foreign-culture slideshow, 

participants watching the home-culture and the two-culture slideshows thought about their 

personal experience more, and in turn had higher cultural self-clarity (see Figure 5).  The 

indirect effect remained significant after controlling for cultural identification (b = .39, t(204) 

= 7.84, p < .01), indirect effect = .05, CI.95 = [.01, .11].  Hypotheses 3 and 5 were supported. 

Summary 

By manipulating the type of cultural experience with slideshows in the laboratory, 

Study 3 found support for Hypotheses 3 and 5.  Compared to experience with elements of a 

foreign culture, experience with elements of individuals’ home culture or two cultures 

resulted in higher experience engagement, and in turn contributed to higher cultural self-

clarity.  

In comparison, Hypotheses 2 and 4 were not supported when cognitive engagement 

was used as the mediator to account for the effect of cultural experience manipulation on 

cultural self-clarity.  I inferred that the manipulation check scores may be reasonable proxies 

of cognitive engagement, and thus carried out the supplementary analyses.  The results 

offered limited support for Hypothesis 2 and partial support for Hypothesis 4.  Supporting 

Hypothesis 2, learning about and from the foreign Estonian culture mediated the effect of 

experience with the foreign culture (vs. home culture) on enhancing cultural self-clarity, but 

the mediation was limited to the model in which cultural identification was not controlled.  

Supporting Hypothesis 4, simultaneous experience with two cultures (vs. experience with one 
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of the two cultures) engaged participants in learning about and from the foreign culture and 

comparing the two cultures.  But only the increase in cultural learning, not comparison, in 

turn contributed to higher cultural self-clarity.  I suspected that individuals need to have at 

least some basic knowledge about a new culture before comparing the culture with their 

home culture could be helpful in their realization of culture’s influence on individual.  

Therefore, Study 4 manipulated the comparison mindset for two cultures that individuals 

have at least some knowledge of. 

  



DEVELOPING	CULTURAL	SELF-CLARITY	
	

	 70 

CHAPTER V: STUDY 4 

Study 4 manipulated engagement and comparison with a factorial design to achieve 

the following aims.  The first aim was to demonstrate that the two engagement routes could 

be activated simultaneously.  I utilized the context of university freshmen’s experience with 

the university’s student culture in the first few months as the natural field to study the 

transition period of encountering a new culture.  University students often share a set of 

practices and beliefs that are quite distinct from students of other educational systems, such 

as junior colleges or polytechnic schools.  Attending the university is encountering those 

practices and beliefs of the university’s student culture.  With little knowledge of and some 

experience with the university’s student culture, freshmen are likely to engage in thoughtful 

consideration of the culture and retrieving their personal experience with the culture when 

given the opportunity to think about the culture.  The two engagement routes would be 

activated simultaneously. 

The second aim was to further establish the causal effect of the two mediators.  I 

manipulated the two kinds of engagement by the amount of time freshmen thought about the 

university’s student culture before writing about the culture.  I reasoned that the freshmen 

would be more engaged in writing when they were asked to provide their thoughts that they 

had after some thinking.  As such, they would have higher cognitive engagement (as the 

culture are still new to them) and experience engagement (as they have experienced the 

culture for some time), and realize the culture’s influence on them.  If Hypotheses 2 and 3 

hold, thinking about the university’s student culture longer (vs. shorter) would result in 

higher cognitive engagement and experience engagement, and in turn bring about higher 

cultural self-clarity. 

The third aim of Study 4 was to examine the causal effect of comparison mindset on 

developing cultural self-clarity.  To achieve this aim, the comparison mindset was directly 
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manipulated by asking the freshmen to write different topics regarding the university’s 

student culture.  In Study 2, participants may be more involved in writing about two dishes 

(vs. one foreign dish) because they spent longer time writing about more cultures.  In Study 

3, although participants thought about similarities and differences between two cultures more 

when watching a slideshow about two cultures (vs. one of the two cultures), there was no 

direct evidence suggested that they were more cognitively engaged.  Therefore, Study 4 

manipulated engagement and comparison separately.  If Hypotheses 4 and 5 hold, 

participants who wrote on the topic of comparing two cultures (vs. the topic of one culture) 

would have higher cognitive engagement and experience engagement, and in turn have 

higher cultural self-clarity, regardless of the amount of time they thought about the topic 

before writing.  In other words, Hypotheses 4 and 5 will be supported by the main effect of 

the comparison manipulation on cultural self-clarity through increasing cognitive engagement 

and experience engagement, respectively.   

There were two things to note for Study 4.  First, studying the transition of university 

freshmen’s experience afforded participants to have real contact with elements of a new 

culture in a natural setting.  Unlike Study 3 in which participants were only exposed to 

information of a new culture for 5.5 or 10 minutes, participants in Study 4 had encountered 

various elements of the new culture in their real life for a similar number of weeks.  Second, 

as Study 4 was conducted in the context of university’ student culture, cultural self-clarity 

and cultural identification were measured with reference to the student culture of participants’ 

university.  High score of cultural self-clarity indicated participants were highly aware of how 

their university’s student culture has shaped who they are.   
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Methods 

Participants 

Two hundred and four freshmen enrolled in Nanyang Technological University 

(NTU) participated in the study for either partial course credit (n = 118) or 5 Singapore 

Dollars (n = 86).  According to Cohen (1992), a four-group ANOVA requires 45 participants 

per group to detect a medium effect size at .8 power.  The total target number of 180 also met 

the lower limit of sample size for the planned mediation analysis (Fritz & Mackinnon, 2007).  

The aim was to recruit 200 freshmen, as some of the participants may not have lived in 

Singapore long enough (less than 6 years) to have past experience with Singapore education 

system as other participants had. 

The freshmen participated in the study during the ninth to twelfth weeks (from 8 Oct 

to 31 Oct 2014) of their first semester in the university (the 2014-2015 academic year started 

on 12 Aug 2014).  Twenty-five were excluded because they had not lived in Singapore for at 

least 6 years.  The final sample of 179 participants (53 males) was on average 20.12 years old 

(SD = 1.32).  They had lived in Singapore for an average of 19.69 years (SD = 2.04, range 

from 9 to 24 years).  Most freshmen went to junior college (JC) before they attended NTU (n 

= 116, 64.8 %), some of them went to polytechnic (Poly) before they attended NTU (n = 60, 

33.5 %), and three of them (1.7 %) went to other schools such as pre-university diploma 

programs or international schools before they attended NTU. 

Procedure 

Freshmen were recruited via the research participation pool of School of Humanities 

and Social Sciences at NTU or flyers posted around the NTU campus.  The study was framed 

as a student life survey.  After participants arrived at the laboratory, an experimenter checked 

their matriculation card to ensure that they were first-year undergraduate students at NTU.  

Ineligible participants were thanked and dismissed.  Eligible participants were directed to one 
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of the four individual rooms in the laboratory.  Each room had one personal computer.  

Participants indicated which school they went to before coming to NTU.  Then, participants 

wrote an essay in one of the four manipulation conditions (see the manipulation section for 

details).  After the writing task, participants responded to measures in the following order: (1) 

engagement manipulation check (i.e., cognitive engagement and experience engagement), (2) 

cultural self-clarity, (3) cultural identification, and (4) comparison manipulation check.  

Finally, they provided their demographic information and were debriefed. 

Manipulation 

Engagement X Comparison manipulation.  Study 4 was a 2 (engagement: high vs. 

low) X 2 (comparison: high vs. low) between-subject design.  Participants’ engagement level 

was manipulated by the amount of time they thought before starting to write on an essay 

topic.  In the high-engagement condition (n = 93), participants were asked to think a few 

minutes before writing.  The instructions emphasized that the researchers wanted to know 

participants’ thoughts after some thinking, and the button to proceed to the next page 

appeared after 2 minutes.  In the low-engagement condition (n = 86), participants were asked 

to start writing the essay immediately on the next page.  The instructions emphasized that the 

researchers wanted to know participants’ first thoughts on the topic, and there was no time 

delay before participants could proceed to the next page.  Appendix G presented the actual 

instructions. 

The comparison mindset that participants took in thinking about culture was 

manipulated by different essay topics.  In the high-comparison condition (n = 88), 

participants wrote an essay on the topic “The similarities and differences between the student 

culture of your junior college and the student culture of NTU”.  According to the schools 

participants indicated that they went to before NTU in the beginning of the study, the term 

“junior college” was changed to “polytechnic” or “the school you went to before NTU”.  In 



DEVELOPING	CULTURAL	SELF-CLARITY	
	

	 74 

the low-comparison condition (n = 91), participants wrote an essay on the topic “The student 

culture of NTU”. 

Engagement manipulation checks.  The 6-item cognitive engagement scale (α = .91) 

and the 3-item experience engagement scale (α = .64) used in Studies 2 and 3 were included 

in Study 4 as manipulation checks for the engagement manipulation.  The thought amount 

subscale (α = .86) and the task involvement subscale (α = .85) of cognitive engagement both 

had acceptable internal reliability.  Average scores of the two engagement scales and the two 

subscales of cognitive engagement were computed.  The scores of two kinds of engagement 

were expected to be higher in the high-engagement condition than in the low-engagement 

condition.   

According to Hypothesis 4, cognitive engagement was expected to be higher in the 

high-comparison condition than in the low-comparison condition, as participants were likely 

to put more thought into comparing two student cultures than considering only the new 

university’s student culture.  According to Hypothesis 5, experience engagement was 

expected to be higher in the high-comparison condition than in the low comparison 

manipulation, as participants had more personal experience with the two student cultures than 

with only the new student culture.   

Comparison manipulation check.  Two items were written to measure the extent to 

which participants compared two student cultures.  Participants responded to the two items 

“In the writing task, I thought about my experience in junior college” and “In the writing 

task, I compared NTU with my junior college” (“junior college” was changed to 

“polytechnic” or “the school you went to before NTU” depending on participants’ former 

schools) on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 6 (very much).  The 2 items had high internal 

reliability and were averaged to form the comparison score (α = .89).  The comparison score 
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was expected to be higher in the high-comparison condition than in the low-comparison 

condition, but not to differ between the two engagement conditions. 

Measures 

Cultural self-clarity.  The 7-item cultural self-clarity scale used in Study 1 was 

included in Study 4 (α = .87).  The instructions asked participants’ thoughts on “the student 

culture of NTU”.  

Cultural identification.  The 13-item cultural identification scale used in Study 1 

was included in Study 4 (α = .96), with “the culture” in all the items changed to “the student 

culture of NTU”. 

Results and Discussion 

Manipulation Checks 

Two-way ANOVA was conducted on the three manipulation checks.  Table 8 

presented the descriptive statistics including means, standard deviations, and correlation 

coefficients for the measures.  Table 9 presented the results of 2 (engagement: high vs. low) 

X (comparison: high vs. low) ANOVA on the measures.   

Cognitive engagement and experience engagement.  As expected, the engagement 

manipulation had significant main effect on both cognitive engagement, F(1, 175) = 109.57, 

p < .01, and experience engagement, F(1, 175) = 7.78, p < .01.  Cognitive engagement and 

experience engagement were higher in the high-engagement condition (M = 4.16 and 4.56, 

SD = .67 and .81, for cognitive engagement and experience engagement, respectively) than in 

the low-engagement condition (M = 2.91 and 4.18, SD = .99 and .97, for cognitive 

engagement and experience engagement, respectively).  This indicated that the engagement 

manipulation successfully changed participants’ cognitive engagement and experience 

engagement.  Participants in the high-engagement condition put more thought into, were 
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more involved in, and thought more about their personal experience in writing the essay than 

those in the low-engagement condition did. 

The comparison manipulation also had significant main effect on cognitive 

engagement, F(1, 175) = 15.89, p < .01.  Cognitive engagement was higher in the high-

comparison condition (M = 3.80, SD = .92) than in the low-comparison condition (M = 3.33, 

SD = 1.10).  There was also a significant interaction effect, F(1, 175) = 5.99, p < .05, as 

presented in Figure 6.  In the high-engagement condition, cognitive engagement did not differ 

in the two comparison conditions, t(175) = 1.11, p = .27.  In the low-engagement condition, 

cognitive engagement was higher in the high-comparison condition (M = 3.30, SD = .94) than 

in the low-comparison condition (M = 2.54, SD = .89), t(175) = 4.46, p < .01.  This may 

suggest a boundary condition for the comparison manipulation effect.  For those who did not 

think much, writing on a topic of comparing two cultures was more cognitively engaged than 

writing about one culture only, but not for those who had already put much thought into 

thinking about the essay topic. 

 The comparison manipulation did not change participants’ experience engagement, 

F(1, 175) = 1.25, p = .27.  However, the trend was consistent with the prediction: experience 

engagement was slightly higher in the high-comparison condition (M = 4.45, SD = .93) than 

in the low-comparison condition (M = 4.30, SD = .88).  As participants had more prior 

personal experience with two student cultures than with only the university’s student culture, 

writing about two student cultures led them to think about their personal experience slightly 

more than writing about only the university’s student culture.   

Comparison score.  As expected, the comparison manipulation had a significant 

main effect on the comparison score, F(1, 175) = 47.90, p < .01.  The comparison score was 

higher in the high-comparison condition (M = 4.98, SD = .82) than in the low-comparison 
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condition (M = 3.61, SD = 1.69).  No other effects on the comparison score was significant, 

Fs < 3.0, ns. 

Overall Effects of the Two Manipulations 

Cultural self-clarity.  The two manipulations had no main effect and interaction 

effect on cultural self-clarity, overall F(3, 175) = .99, ns.  As the engagement manipulation 

directly changed participants’ level of mediators as Hypotheses 2 and 3 posited, I expected 

the manipulation to have total effects on cultural self-clarity.  Potential reasons of lacking 

such total effect will be discussed in the General Discussion.  According to Hypotheses 2 and 

3, the manipulation checks (cognitive engagement and experience engagement) were 

included as mediators and their indirect effects were tested. 

Cultural identification.  The engagement manipulation had significant main effect 

on cultural identification, F(1, 175) = 4.51, p < .05.  This main effect was qualified by an 

interaction effect, F(1, 175) = 4.11, p < .05.  In the low-engagement condition, cultural 

identification did not differ in the two comparison conditions, t(175) = -.48, p = .63.  In the 

high-engagement condition, cultural identification was higher in the high-comparison 

condition (M = 3.77, SD = .87) than in the low-comparison condition (M = 3.34, SD = .82), 

t(175) = 2.42, p < .05.  This suggested that when participants thought longer (vs. shorter) 

about the university’s student culture, comparing the culture with their former school’s 

student culture resulted in higher identification with the university’s student culture.  This 

effect did not appear in Studies 1 to 3, which might suggest that the freshmen’s experience 

with university’s student culture was to some extent different from individuals’ experience 

with cultures of foreign countries.  I will elaborate on this point in the General Discussion. 

Hypotheses Testing 

Preacher and Hayes’ (2008) bootstrapping method (with 5000 bootstrapped samples) 

used in Studies 2 and 3 was used in Study 4, with cultural self-clarity as the dependent 
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variable.  Four mediation models were run separately for the four mediators: cognitive 

engagement, experience engagement, and the two subscales of cognitive engagement.  To test 

Hypotheses 2 and 3, the engagement manipulation conditions were entered as the 

independent variable (the high-engagement condition = 1; the low-engagement condition = 

0).  Table 10.1 presented the results.  To test Hypotheses 4 and 5, the comparison 

manipulation conditions were entered as the independent variable (the high-comparison 

condition = 1; the low-comparison condition = 0).  Table 10.2 presented the results.  

Testing Hypothesis 2.  As Hypothesis 2 predicted (see the first column of Table 

10.1), cognitive engagement significantly mediated the effect of engagement manipulation on 

cultural self-clarity, indirect effect = .19, bias corrected 95% confidence interval (CI.95) = 

[.01, .38].  Compared to participants in the low-engagement condition, participants in the 

high-engagement condition were more cognitively engaged, and in turn had higher cultural 

self-clarity (see Figure 7).  The indirect effect remained significant after controlling for 

cultural identification (b = .27, t(175) = 4.44, p < .01), indirect effect = .17, CI.95 = [.003, 

.36].  Hypothesis 2 was supported. 

For the two subscales of cognitive engagement, task involvement, but not thought 

amount, significantly mediated the effect of engagement manipulation on cultural self-clarity 

(see the middle two columns of Table 10.1).  This pattern was likely due to the two-step 

design.  Participants had already put more thought into the topic before they started to write 

about the topic.  As a result, their thought amount during the writing task did not differ much 

between the two engagement conditions. 

Testing Hypothesis 3.  As Hypothesis 3 predicted (see the fourth column of Table 

10.1), experience engagement significantly mediated the effect of engagement manipulation 

on cultural self-clarity, indirect effect = .08, CI.95 = [.02, .18].  Compared to participants in 

the low-engagement condition, participants in the high-engagement condition thought about 
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personal experience more, and in turn had higher cultural self-clarity (see Figure 8). The 

indirect effect remained significant after controlling for cultural identification (b = .25, t(175) 

= 4.33, p < .01), indirect effect = .07, CI.95 = [.02, .16].  Hypothesis 3 was supported.  

Testing Hypothesis 4.  As Hypothesis 4 predicted (see the first column of Table 

10.2), cognitive engagement significantly mediated the effect of comparison manipulation on 

cultural self-clarity, indirect effect = .06, CI.95 = [.01, .14].  Compared to participants in the 

low-comparison condition, participants in the high-comparison condition were more 

cognitively engaged in the writing task, and in turn had higher cultural self-clarity (see Figure 

9).  The indirect effect remained significant after controlling for cultural identification (b = 

.26, t(175) = 4.30, p < .01), indirect effect = .04, CI.95 = [.001, .12].  Hypothesis 4 was 

supported.  

Another aim of Study 4 was to further confirm that the effect of comparison mindset 

would hold regardless of the amount of time participants engaged in thinking about the 

culture(s).  Analysis on the manipulation checks also showed that the effect of comparison 

manipulation on cognitive engagement varied in the two engagement manipulation conditions, 

suggesting that the comparison manipulation effect might be bounded by the engagement 

manipulation.  Thus, I ran a moderated mediation model with the bootstrapping method used 

in Study 1 (Model 8 with 10000 bootstrapped samples; Hayes, 2013).  The engagement 

manipulation was entered as the moderator (the high-engagement condition = 1, the low-

engagement condition = 0).  The moderated mediation index was not significant, moderated 

mediation index = -.08, CI.95 = [-.26, .002].  This further confirmed Hypothesis 4 that the 

comparison mindset leads to higher cultural self-clarity through increasing cognitive 

engagement, regardless of the time individuals engage in thinking. 

Testing Hypothesis 5.  As shown in the fourth column of Table 10.2, experience 

engagement did not significantly mediate the effect of comparison manipulation on cultural 
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self-clarity, indirect effect = .03, CI.95 = [-.02, .11].  The indirect effect remained non-

significant after controlling for cultural identification (b = .25, t(175) = 4.25, p < .01), indirect 

effect = .03, CI.95 = [-.02, .09].  However, participants’ level of experience engagement 

positively predicted their cultural self-clarity, b = .22, t(176) = 3.65, p < .01.  This suggested 

that although comparing two student cultures (vs. writing about the new student culture) did 

not significantly bring more personal experience to participants’ mind, their realization of 

cultural influence on the self partly came from heightened experience engagement (see Figure 

10).  Hypothesis 5 was partially supported. 

Activation of the two engagement routes 

Analyses testing Hypotheses 2 and 3 showed that both engagement routes were 

activated in the high-engagement (vs. low-engagement) condition.  However, a more direct 

test for simultaneous activation of the two routes is a multiple-mediator model with both 

cognitive engagement and experience engagement included as mediators.  Significant indirect 

effects of the two kinds of engagement in the same model would show that the two routes not 

only activate simultaneously but also have independent contribution to the development of 

cultural self-clarity.  Therefore, I ran three separate models (Model 4 with 10000 

bootstrapped samples; Hayes, 2013) with cognitive engagement and its two subscales as the 

first mediator, experience engagement entered as the second mediator, the engagement 

manipulation as the independent variable and cultural self-clarity as the dependent variable.   

As shown in Table 11, when both cognitive engagement and experience engagement 

were included to account for the effect of engagement manipulation on cultural self-clarity, 

only experience engagement significantly mediated the effect, indirect effect = .07, CI.95 = 

[.02, .18].  The mediation of cognitive engagement was not significant, indirect effect = .05, 

CI.95 = [-.15, .25].  The same pattern held for models using the two subscales of cognitive 

engagement.  This showed that although both cognitive engagement and experience 
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engagement were higher in the high-engagement (vs. low-engagement) condition, the two 

engagement routes seemed to explain overlapping variance of cultural self-clarity.   

One possible explanation is that the two routes were highly overlapped.  Consistent 

with this idea, cognitive engagement and experience engagement had moderate positive 

correlation, r(177) = .52, p < .01.  Another potential explanation is that the two routes 

occurred in serial.  It could be that participants in the high-engagement condition were first 

more engaged in thinking about the university’s student culture, and then brought in their 

personal experience into the thinking process.  Consistent with this idea, only the indirect 

effect of experience engagement, but not cognitive engagement, was significant.  In any case, 

additional research is required to clarify whether the two engagement routes activate 

simultaneously and have independent effects on cultural self-clarity. 

Summary 

Study 4 provided further empirical support for the cognitive engagement route (H2) 

and the experience engagement route (H3).  Despite that the two manipulations did not have 

significant main effects on cultural self-clarity, mediation analyses yielded significant 

indirect effects that supported the two engagement routes.  When individuals encountered a 

culture that they knew little about and had some experience with, thinking longer (vs. shorter) 

about the new culture resulted in higher cognitive engagement and experience engagement, 

and in turn contributed to higher cultural self-clarity.  Although the two engagement routes 

could be activated simultaneously, the cognitive engagement route did not have independent 

contribution to the development of cultural self-clarity.  The multiple-mediator analysis 

showed that when cognitive engagement and experience engagement were entered into the 

same model as mediators, only experience engagement but not cognitive engagement 

significantly mediated the effect of engagement manipulation on cultural self-clarity. 
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Study 4 also found initial support for Hypothesis 4 and partial support for Hypothesis 

5.  Supporting Hypothesis 4, writing about a new culture in comparison with another culture 

(vs. only the new culture) engaged individuals in thinking more about culture, and in turn 

contributed to higher cultural self-clarity.  Partially supporting Hypothesis 5, individuals 

comparing two cultures thought about their personal experience slightly more than those 

writing about only the new culture did.  Such increase in experience engagement in turn 

enhanced cultural self-clarity. 

Furthermore, even though the two manipulations had an interaction effect on cultural 

identification, such effect did not affect the predicted indirect effects.  All the significant 

indirect effects remained significant after controlling for cultural identification.  This 

confirmed the idea that the proposed mechanisms contributed to developing cultural self-

clarity regardless of individuals’ cultural identification. 

Study 4 was conducted in the context of student culture that was different from the 

context of national culture in Studies 1 to 3.  The two contexts have similarities that make 

them cultural contexts.  For instance, members of both a university and a country share 

respective network of knowledge on which their communication and interaction are based.  

Such similarities allow me to test the hypotheses with the design of Study 4, but I also 

acknowledge the differences between the two cultural contexts.  One potential difference is 

that university is a relatively immediate context for the freshmen, whereas nation is a larger 

context for the residents (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).  The influence of university’s student 

culture could be more direct to the students’ daily life, which renders realization of the 

culture’s influence easier and more intuitive to the students.  There might also be more 

incentive for the freshmen to endorse values and beliefs of the university’s student culture, as 

attending the university carries benefit of having higher socioeconomic status.  The freshmen 

would be more engaged in understanding their connection with the student culture.  In 
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contrast, residents of a national culture might not be as directly influenced by and as highly 

motivated to learn about the national culture.  As such, the effect found in the current study 

might be weaker to observe when the same design is carried out in a national cultural context.  

Nevertheless, results of Study 4 were generally consistent with that of Studies 1 to 3.  

Cultural self-clarity developed through the two engagement routes in both student cultural 

context and national cultural context. 
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CHAPTER VI: GENERAL DISCUSSION 

The current research proposed two routes that account for the development of cultural 

self-clarity.  The cognitive engagement route (H2) predicted that experience with an 

unfamiliar (vs. familiar) culture that one has little knowledge of would result in higher 

cognitive engagement, and in turn contribute to cultural self-clarity.  Hypothesis 1 focused on 

the prerequisite role of culture salience and predicted that such mechanism would be 

activated when culture is salient (vs. non-salient).  Hypothesis 1 was tested in Studies 1 and 

2, receiving support from Study 1 and partial support from Study 2.  Study 1 found that 

individuals who had more exposure to foreign cultures in the past had learned about the 

foreign cultures to a greater extent.  Such heightened cultural learning predicted higher 

cultural self-clarity.  Study 2 found that individuals who wrote about a foreign dish from a 

cultural perspective put more thought into writing than those who wrote from a non-cultural 

perspective, and in turn had higher cultural self-clarity.  I suspected that participants were less 

involved in writing about how the dish related to the foreign culture (vs. writing about the 

dish as a meal experience) because their lacking enough knowledge of the foreign culture 

made the writing a more difficult task.   

Hypothesis 2 was tested in Studies 3 and 4, receiving support from Study 4 and 

limited support from Study 3.  Study 4 found that individuals thought longer (vs. shorter) 

about a new student culture were more cognitively engaged in writing about the culture, and 

in turn had higher cultural self-clarity.  In Study 3, results of the supplementary analyses 

showed that individuals watching the foreign-culture (vs. home-culture) slideshow learned 

more about and from the foreign culture, and in turn had higher cultural self-clarity.  But the 

mediation was limited to the model without controlling for cultural identification.  It was 

possible that participants’ identification with their home culture played a more important role 

in the development of cultural self-clarity for participants who were only exposed to the 



DEVELOPING	CULTURAL	SELF-CLARITY	
	

	 85 

home-culture slideshow.  Those with high identification may have felt that their home culture 

had played a vital role in their life.  When cultural identification was statistically controlled, 

there was not much variance of cultural self-clarity left to be explained.  Therefore, the 

indirect effect became non-significant.  I will elaborate on this possibility later. 

The experience engagement route (H3) predicted that taking a cultural perspective to 

experience a familiar (vs. unfamiliar) culture would result in higher experience engagement, 

and in turn contribute to cultural self-clarity.  Hypothesis 3 was tested in Studies 3 and 4, and 

received support from both studies.  Study 3 found that individuals watching a slideshow 

with elements from their home culture (vs. a foreign culture) had higher experience 

engagement in summarizing the slideshow, and in turn had higher cultural self-clarity.  Study 

4 found that individuals thought longer (vs. shorter) about a new student culture had higher 

experience engagement when writing about the culture, and in turn had higher cultural self-

clarity. 

I also examined how simultaneous experience with a foreign culture and one’s home 

culture may affect the two routes.  Hypotheses 4 and 5 were tested in Studies 2 to 4.  On the 

cognitive engagement route, Hypothesis 4 received support from Study 4, partial support 

from Study 3, and no support from Study 2.  Study 4 found that individuals comparing two 

student cultures (vs. writing about the new student culture alone) were more cognitively 

engaged, and in turn had higher cultural self-clarity.  Study 3 found that individuals watching 

a slideshow on two cultures (vs. one of the two cultures) learned more about the foreign 

culture, and in turn had higher cultural self-clarity.  Although watching the two-culture 

slideshow led individuals to thinking about similarities and differences between the two 

cultures more, such comparative thought did not significantly contribute to cultural self-

clarity.  It is likely that the comparison mindset could hardly facilitate cultural self-clarity 

development when individuals just started to learn about the foreign culture. 
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On the experience engagement route, Hypothesis 5 received support from Study 3, 

partial support from Study 4, and no support from Study 2.  Study 3 found that individuals 

watching the two-culture (vs. foreign-culture) slideshow had higher experience engagement 

in summarizing the slideshow, and in turn had higher cultural self-clarity.  Study 4 found that 

individuals comparing two student cultures thought about personal experience slightly more 

than those writing about the new student culture, but the effect was not statistically 

significant.  It is likely that the recent experience of joining university was quite accessible to 

the freshmen.  The two- to three-month experience provided freshmen with familiarity 

toward the student culture to reflect on their recent experience.  As such, those writing about 

only the university’s student culture thought about their personal experience to a similar 

extent as those writing about two student cultures of both the university and their former 

school did.  And the thoughts of personal experience with student culture(s) that they put into 

writing enhanced their awareness of how the new student culture had influenced them. 

Study 2 did not support Hypotheses 4 and 5.  In hindsight, the writing task in the two-

culture condition may not create psychological realism of simultaneously experiencing two 

cultures.  Writing two essays about one’s past experiences with two dishes may be quite 

different from experiencing the two dishes at the same time.  Due to lacking a manipulation 

check, it was unclear whether the writing task evoked the comparison mindset that was 

proposed to facilitate the development of cultural self-clarity.  If the writing task failed to 

evoke a comparison mindset, it would not be an appropriate test for Hypotheses 4 and 5.  

Taken together, the general pattern of the four studies’ findings was consistent with 

the present research’s propositions.  Cultural self-clarity develops through different 

mechanisms during different types of cultural experiences.  Whereas cultural self-clarity 

develops in the experience with an unfamiliar culture through individuals’ thoughtful 
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consideration about culture, cultural self-clarity develops in the experience with a familiar 

culture through individuals’ thinking about their personal experience with the culture.   

Potential Consequences of Cultural Self-clarity 

The significance of studying cultural self-clarity is closely related to its consequences.  

Cultural self-clarity highlights individuals’ realization of how their self is associated with and 

influenced by a culture.  I posited that the end of product of such realization process is clear 

understanding of the self with reference to their cultural experience.  It is conceivable that the 

consequences of cultural self-clarity would be similar to the consequences of clear 

understanding of the self.  Thus, I expect that high cultural self-clarity would contribute to 

psychological benefits related to the self, just as clear understanding of the self results in 

lower social anxiety (Stopa, Brown, Luke, & Hirsch, 2010), more positive evaluation on the 

self (Pelham & Swann, 1989; Stinson, Wood, & Doxey, 2008), and better psychological 

adjustment (Campbell, Assanandm, & Paula, 2003). 

Another potential consequence of cultural self-clarity could be a more complex view 

of the self.  Individuals with high cultural self-clarity are aware of the association between 

culture and their self.  To recognize the association, individuals need to discern the values 

and beliefs of culture from their own values and beliefs.  They could come to see that some of 

their values and beliefs are shaped by the culture they live in.  Being aware that culture is one 

source shaping the self affords individuals to notice that their self could be influenced by 

various sources, and none of the sources equates to the entire self.  For example, ethnic 

Chinese subordinates who notice that Chinese culture has shaped them to be submissive have 

discerned the Chinese cultural value of obedience from their submissiveness.  Being 

submissive is no longer simply “who one is” (e.g., “I am a submissive person”), but partly 

due to the influence of cultural values (e.g., “I am submissive because that is what my culture 
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values”).  Viewing the self in a complex manner could support one’s coping when cultural 

experiences are negative and stressful (Koch & Shepperd, 2004).    

Further, such complex view of the self might be related to a complex view of the 

other, in cultural contexts.  Some researchers have contended that knowing oneself could 

facilitate individuals to understand thoughts and emotions of others (Dimaggio, Lysaker, 

Carcione, Nicolo, & Semerari, 2008).  The researchers argued that individuals could use the 

self as a model to infer others’ mental process; therefore, better understanding of the self 

would bring about better understanding of the other.  Similarly, individuals could apply their 

understanding of culture as a source that influences their self to infer how culture might have 

influenced others.  Just like cultural experience is only one of the sources that one’s self 

could be understood from, only culture of the group to which the other belongs would not be 

enough to understand who the other is.  Viewing others in a more complex manner, when 

applied to intergroup relations, might contribute to a more tolerant attitude toward culturally 

different others (Roccas & Brewer, 2002). 

That being said, high awareness of the association between the self and culture may 

not always be advantageous.  I contend that the awareness of cultural influence on the self is 

theoretically neutral in valence.  Whether such awareness is beneficial to individuals’ 

psychology would partly depend on the nature of cultural experience that individuals pay 

attention to.  For example, when a potential conflict between personal needs and values of 

one’s culture is perceived to be inevitable and irresolvable, heightened awareness of the 

conflict may exaggerate the perceived negative impact of the culture on one’s self (Scheier & 

Carver, 1977).  Such perception may lead to negative attitude and feelings toward one’s 

culture, and have negative psychological consequences (Unger, 2011).   

Taken together, the examination of cultural self-clarity’s consequences, including 

how it interacts with the nature of individuals’ experience that they pay attention to at the 
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moment, would provide more comprehensive understanding in the psychological process of 

realizing who one is in cultural contexts.    

Distinctiveness of the Cultural Self-clarity Construct 

Apart from discussing the consequences, I will highlight the significance of studying 

cultural self-clarity with the elaboration on its distinctiveness from other constructs.  In the 

Introduction, I distinguished cultural self-clarity from cultural identification in the constructs’ 

definition and development processes.  Whereas high cultural identification implies that one 

perceives the self as strongly influenced by and closely connected to a culture, high cultural 

self-clarity does not.  Whereas cultural identification usually develops on the basis of feeling 

positive toward a culture, cultural self-clarity could develop regardless of one’s attitude and 

feeling toward the culture.  In fact, the current research conducted empirical studies and 

found that cultural self-clarity mainly develops via individuals’ active reflection on their 

experience with the culture. 

The four studies demonstrated a general pattern that the development mechanisms of 

cultural self-clarity (the two engagement routes) were activated when cultural identification 

was statistically controlled.  The only exception of the general pattern was that using 

Estonian culture experience score as the mediator in Study 3, the cognitive engagement route 

became non-significant after controlling for cultural identification.  This could be that the 

overlap of cultural self-clarity and cultural identification became larger when individuals pay 

attention to the culture they belong to.  Consistent with this possibility, the correlation 

between cultural self-clarity and cultural identification was slightly stronger in the home-

culture condition, b = .66, t(134) = 6.15, p < .01, than in the foreign-culture condition, b = 

.45, t(134) = 4.50, p < .01.  Although the correlation was not significantly different in the two 

conditions (i.e., interaction effect between the manipulation and cultural identification on 

cultural self-clarity, F(1, 134) = 2.06 , p = .15), the stronger correlation in the home-culture 
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condition may have substantially reduced the variance of cultural self-clarity to be explained. 

This exception highlights the importance of the kind of culture that individuals pay attention 

to.  Nevertheless, the general pattern showed that cultural self-clarity developed regardless of 

one’s identification with the culture.  The development process of cultural self-clarity is 

distinct from that of cultural identification.   

I also suggest that cultural self-clarity and cultural identification would have differing 

effects.  Past research showed that identification with one’s culture or group often result in 

better health and well-being (Ponterotto & Fietzer, 2014; Unger, 2011).  Acculturation 

research also documented that high identification with both host culture and one’s heritage 

culture is highly adaptive for sojourners and immigrants (e.g., Berry, 2006).  The idea was 

that feeling positive toward and connected to the cultural environment that one lives in is 

beneficial to one’s life.  In contrast, cultural self-clarity may facilitate one’s adaptation in 

cultural contexts through coping with negative events.  As the process of reaching cultural 

self-clarity involves making sense of one’s cultural experience, individuals with high cultural 

self-clarity are likely at a better place to deal with negative cultural experience than those 

who seldom reflect on their cultural experience. 

Furthermore, cultural self-clarity is also distinct from self-stereotyping.  Self-

stereotyping refers to describing oneself with defining characteristics of one’s group (Simon 

& Hamilton, 1994).  In cultural contexts, high self-stereotyping implies perceiving oneself as 

highly endorsing the characteristics of one’s cultural group, such as endorsing an independent 

or interdependent self, conforming to cultural norms or not.  In contrast, high cultural self-

clarity could be aware that one’s self is weakly shaped by one’s culture (endorsing the 

characteristics of the culture to a small extent).  In other words, cultural self-clarity does not 

imply perceived similarity with members of one’s culture as self-stereotyping does.  

Antecedents and consequences of the two cultures are also different.  Whereas self-
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stereotyping is found to operate as part of self-categorization process in the need of belonging 

to an ingroup and the need of distinctiveness from others (Pickett, Bonner, & Coleman, 

2002), cultural self-clarity does not require such needs to develop.  The cognitive engagement 

route, for instance, contributes to cultural self-clarity through consciously thinking about 

culture.  In terms of consequences, as self-stereotyping is often described as a way of 

deindiviuation, one’s view of the self is likely to be more simplified under self-stereotyping.  

In comparison, I expect cultural self-clarity to result in a more complex view of the self. 

Taken together, the research of cultural self-clarity provides a new theoretical 

perspective to study the process of understanding the self in cultural contexts.  Extant 

research has focused on perception of how strong the self is connected to a culture (cultural 

identification; Phinney, 1990; Wan, et al., 2007) and on description of how close the self is to 

characteristics of a culture (self-stereotyping; Simon & Hamilton, 1994; Sinclair et al., 2006).  

Cultural self-clarity puts emphasis on realization of how the self is influenced by a culture.  I 

have demonstrated the unique development processes of cultural self-clarity in the current 

research.  I believe the study of the distinctive construct cultural self-clarity would further the 

research of culture and self. 

Contribution of the Cultural Perspective Manipulation  

The present research offers a new method to study the effect of culture salience.  

Study 2 manipulated culture salience by making individuals think about the same cultural 

elements from different perspectives.  The cultural perspective manipulation has two merits 

in studying the consequences of being exposed to culture salient situations.  First, unlike the 

operationalization of culture salience in previous research (e.g., Chiu, et al., 2009; Randel, 

2003), the manipulation did not require the existence of differences between cultures to make 

culture salient.  Previous research has identified encountering cultural differences as one 

major factor that heightens culture salience (Randel, 2003; Turner et al., 1987), which did not 
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discern the effects of culture salience and cultural difference.  The current manipulation 

allows examination of culture salience’s effect when cultural difference is absent.  

Second, the cultural perspective manipulation could use the same cultural elements as 

stimuli, which better isolates the effect of individuals paying attention to culture.  The 

manipulation effect found in Study 2 suggests that the outcomes of experiencing cultural 

elements do not completely depend on the characteristics of the elements, but in part depend 

on how individuals view the stimuli they are exposed to.  In other words, individuals could 

partly determine how their experiences with different cultures affect them by viewing their 

experiences from different perspectives.  If they look at their experience from a non-cultural 

perspective, they are unlikely to learn about culture and culture’s influence.  If they view 

their experience from a cultural perspective, they may be more efficient in their cultural 

learning and find it easier to generate plausible answers during cultural explanation.  They 

may also develop higher sensitivity toward cultural differences (e.g., Hammer, Bennet, & 

Wiseman, 2003).  With the cultural perspective manipulation, future research has a handy 

tool to investigate the consequences of encountering culture salient situations.    

Learning from Cultural Experience  

Augmenting the extant research on cultural learning, the current research documents 

initial evidence for one additional cognitive benefit of learning from cultural experience.  

Individuals would realize that culture has influence on individual’s life and self.  Throughout 

the four studies, cultural experience consistently contributed to awareness of cultural 

influence on the self.  This learning process is in alignment with recent research on the 

cognitive benefits of experience with multiple cultures in that not only the content of culture 

could be learned from cultural experience (e.g., Leung, Lee, & Chiu, 2013; Tadmor, et al., 

2012a).  While acculturation researchers and other cultural psychologists have focused on 

cultural knowledge as the product of cultural learning (e.g., Hong, Morris, Chiu, & Benet-
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Martinez, 2000; Maddux, et al., 2010; Searle & Ward, 1990), multicultural experience 

research has showed that flexible, creative and complex cognitive capacity could be obtained 

from learning about different cultures (Benet-Martinez, et al., 2006; Leung & Chiu, 2010; 

Tadmor et al., 2012a).  The results of current studies also found that cultural learning 

involves not only what a culture is like and why members of the culture do what they do 

(Maddux, et al., 2010) but also the impact of culture on individual.   

The present findings also provided additional evidence to the research on conscious 

learning of cultural knowledge.  Existing research suggested that acquiring knowledge of a 

culture is a both automatic and conscious cognitive process (Sam & Berry, 2010; Savani, 

Morris, Naidu, Kumar, & Berlia, 2011).  I found that experience with novel elements of a 

culture that individuals are unfamiliar with evokes the conscious mode of cultural learning.  

Individuals would think more about culture, try to figure out why cultural elements exist as 

they do, and as a result, gain deeper understanding of a culture.  As found in Study 1, the 

more past foreign culture exposure individuals have had, the more they learned about the 

foreign cultures.  Similarly in Study 3, individuals learned more about and from a foreign 

culture when watching the foreign-culture slideshow (M = 4.15, SD = .93) than learned more 

about and from their home culture when watching the home-culture slideshow (M = 3.60, SD 

= 1.19), t(136) = 3.01, p < .01.  

Implications for Understanding the Self in a New Culture 

The current research also has implications for the process of achieving cultural self-

clarity during the early stage of experience with a culture that individuals are becoming new 

members of (i.e., the new culture).  Specifically, Study 4 examined how university freshmen 

realized influence of the university’s student culture on who they are.  The results have 

implications for newcomers of a culture such as sojourners and immigrants.  As newcomers 

to the host culture, sojourners and immigrants tend to have little knowledge of the host 



DEVELOPING	CULTURAL	SELF-CLARITY	
	

	 94 

culture as compared to their heritage culture, but they are also quickly accumulating 

experience with the host culture on a daily basis (Ward, Bochner, & Furnham, 2001).  

Complementing the extant acculturation research that has focused on the psychological 

consequences of having negative/positive attitude toward the host and one’s heritage cultures 

(e.g., Sam & Berry, 2010; Schwartz, et al., 2014), the current research highlights the 

importance of active reflection on one’s experience with the two cultures.     

First, the present findings suggest that both engagement routes could operate in 

developing cultural self-clarity during experience with the new culture.  Study 4 found that 

the university freshmen thoughtfully considered the university’s student culture (cognitive 

engagement) and their personal experience with the culture (experience engagement) when 

given more time to think about the culture.  This thinking process in turn contributed to 

higher cultural self-clarity.  I conceive that immigrants and sojourners’ experience with the 

host culture would also activate both engagement routes, contributing to their realization of 

the host culture’s influence on who they are.  Second, cultural self-clarity could develop 

through newcomers considering their experience with the new culture from a comparison 

mindset.  Study 4 showed that comparing the new student culture with another student culture 

in which the university freshmen had immersed was more cognitively engaged, which in turn 

enhanced cultural self-clarity.  For immigrants and sojourners, it is conceivable that 

comparing the host culture with their heritage culture (or other cultures that they have 

extensively experienced) would contribute to better understanding of what the host culture is 

like and how the host culture has influenced them.   

However, the freshmen’s perception of the university’s student culture was not 

identical to sojourners and immigrants’ perception of the host culture, so caution needs to be 

taken when one would like to generalize the findings of Study 4.  For instance, while the two 

engagement routes had overlapping effects on developing cultural self-clarity in the current 
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study, cases might be different for sojourners and immigrants.  Whereas the freshmen have 

left their former school and are unlikely to be members of the school again, most sojourners 

and immigrants are likely to maintain membership of their heritage culture.  As such, the 

freshmen might be more motivated in quickly fitting in to the new culture, which leads them 

to linking their personal experience to the university’s student culture when thinking about 

the culture.  In contrast, sojourners and immigrants who have the option to stay distant from 

the host culture might have lower level of such motivation.   

Taken together, with cautious consideration, Study 4’s findings could be generalized 

to understand how other cultural newcomers realize the new culture’s influence on their self.  

This provides an additional perspective to study individuals’ understanding of their self in a 

new culture. 

Lacking Total Effect of the Cognitive Engagement Route  

The cognitive engagement route states that cultural self-clarity develops through 

thinking about culture during experience with an unfamiliar culture.  Except the correlational 

findings of Study 1, the manipulations of culture salience in Study 2, type of cultural 

experience in Study 3, and individuals’ engagement level as well as the comparison mindset 

individuals adopted in Study 4 did not have significant total effect on cultural self-clarity.  As 

divergent as the manipulation procedures were, it would be too coincidental for all the 

manipulations to be not strong enough in yielding significant total effects.  According to 

Rucker and colleagues (2011), the psychological processes of interest are likely to be affected 

by several mediators, some of which serve as suppressors that have negative indirect effect 

on the link between the predictor and the outcome.  Therefore, although the absence of total 

effect does not falsify the cognitive engagement route that mainly predicts the mediating 

effect of cognitive engagement, it is meaningful and informative to identify a suppressor that 

could explain the consistent pattern of lacking total effect across the three studies.  The 
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existence of such suppressor implies theoretical lacunae that the current research has not 

taken into account.  

Inspired by the rich literature on acculturation, I propose cultural understanding 

uncertainty as the potential suppressor.  According to acculturation researchers, encountering 

an unfamiliar culture could be uncertain and stressful (Berry, 2006; Ward, Bochner, & 

Furnham, 2001).  Sojourners and immigrants are unsure about what to expect and how to 

react in the unfamiliar cultural contexts; they also face discrepancies between the host culture 

and their heritage culture.  I suspect that participants in the current studies felt more uncertain 

about their understanding of the unfamiliar culture (i.e., cultural understanding uncertainty) 

than of a familiar culture.  As salience of the unfamiliar culture was heightened (Study 2), the 

slideshow depicted a completely novel culture (Study 3), and participants were asked to think 

longer about a new culture they just joined or compared the new culture with a familiar 

culture (Study 4), the level of uncertainty toward what they knew about the culture increased. 

Such uncertainty may have hindered participants’ willingness to apply the realization 

they obtained from the unfamiliar culture to understand who they are.  The psychological 

process during cultural experience is complex and involves various kinds of thoughts.  While 

individuals may have learned insights from the new culture, they may also evaluate the 

products of the learning process.  As it is often difficult to validate what one has learned 

about and from the new culture is trustworthy and applicable, the evaluation has great 

likelihood to bring about doubt and uncertainty toward the products of such learning.  The 

uncertainty would stop individuals from further utilizing their understanding of culture 

(Visser, Krosnick, & Simmons, 2003).  Therefore, opposite to the positive mediation of 

cognitive engagement, cultural understanding uncertainty would suppress the enhancing 

effect of experience with an unfamiliar culture on cultural self-clarity.  To have a more 

comprehensive picture of how cultural self-clarity develops from cultural experience, future 
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studies could test the potential suppressing effect of cultural understanding uncertainty on the 

cognitive engagement route. 

Limitations and Future Directions  

The proposed construct cultural self-clarity was simplified for the current research 

focus, but I believe more aspects of the construct are worth exploration in the future research.  

First, although cultural self-clarity was tied to a specific culture or cultures in the four studies, 

the construct could pertain to culture as a general concept.  As individuals have an idea of 

what culture is about and know that culture has an impact on people who immerse in it, they 

can be aware of the influence of culture as a general concept.  For instance, individuals may 

notice that people’s lives are quite different in different countries, and think that each country 

has its own culture.  The individuals with such thought could become aware that culture of a 

country is endorsed and practiced by members of the country.  Such awareness with reference 

to culture as a general concept would apply regardless of one’s experience or knowledge 

level of any specific culture.  Second, cultural self-clarity can be domain-specific.  Although 

the current research measured domain-general awareness of cultural influence on the self, 

individuals could be highly aware that culture has influenced them in domain A, while being 

unclear about culture’s influence on them in domain B.  In which domain do individuals 

become aware of culture’s influence would depend on the nature of their cultural experience.  

For example, an expatriate who works in a foreign country is likely to become aware of how 

the foreign culture and his/her home culture have shaped his/her work life.  In contrast, as the 

expatriate has rarely thought about family during work in the foreign culture, s/he would have 

little opportunity to learn about culture’s influence on his/her family life.  As such, the 

expatriate would reach high cultural self-clarity in the work domain while remain low 

cultural self-clarity in the family domain.  It is possible that awareness of cultural influence in 

one domain may not be applied to making sense of cultural experiences in another domain.  It 
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is also possible that specifying the domain on which cultural experiences have been reflected 

may further clarify how cultural self-clarity comes about.  Future studies on cultural self-

clarity could consider these additional aspects of the construct.    

The prerequisite role of cultural salience in developing cultural self-clarity requires a 

more stringent test.  There was a potential confounding variable that might have driven the 

effect of the cultural perspective manipulation in Study 2.  In addition to manipulating culture 

salience, the essay topics that participants wrote in the foreign-culture condition and the non-

culture condition also varied on level of construal.  The topic “How does the Korean dish 

relate to Korean culture?” was conceivably more abstract than the topic “How was your meal 

experience with the dish?” was.  As such, the difference of thought amount between the two 

conditions could also be due to abstractness of the essay topics, not just salience of culture.  

This possibility brought up the concern for the role that culture salience played in the designs 

of Studies 3 and 4.  In these two studies, the way of thinking (e.g., comparison mindset) could 

have driven the effect of experience with two cultures without specific content of thinking 

(e.g., thinking about culture).  Past research on procedural priming suggested this possibility 

(Förster, Liberman, & Friedman, 2009).  Therefore, to have a more conclusive picture about 

the effect of culture salience, future studies should include control conditions in which 

thinking styles (e.g., abstractness or comparison mindset) are similar to and culture salience is 

different from the experimental condition.  

Findings of the current studies are also limited to the recruited sample.  First, the 

results may only apply to a multicultural society like Singapore.  Previous research has 

pointed out that cultural diversity of a society plays a role in cultural processes (e.g., Ward & 

Masgoret, 2008).  It is possible that exposure to cultures of other ethnicities makes 

Singaporeans more sensitive to culture compared to members of less culturally diverse 

societies.  The latter group might be less practiced in paying attention to culture and thinking 
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about culture, and would thus face more difficulty in developing cultural self-clarity.  

However, it is also possible that with extensive exposure to different ethnic cultures, 

Singaporeans has habituated toward cultural differences.  If this is the case, members of less 

culturally diverse society might be more sensitive in responding toward elements of 

unfamiliar cultures because encountering such cultures itself is also a novel experience to 

them.  Second, results found for the ethnic majority (Singaporean Chinese) may not be 

applicable to ethnic minority.  Much research has found that ethnic minority members’ 

cultural experience is usually quite different from the majority members’ (e.g., Branscombe, 

Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999; Phinney, 1990).  It is possible that cultural self-clarity plays a more 

crucial role in the minority’s understanding of who they are, as they constantly encounter 

situations calling for their attention toward their relationship with at least two different 

cultures (Hong, Wan, No, & Chiu, 2007).  When the minority members are aware of the 

influence of both their ethnic culture and the majority culture, they can further consider what 

the influence of each culture means to them.  For example, they can compare the strength of 

the two culture’s influence on their self.  If the minority members perceive one culture’s 

influence to be much stronger than the other culture’s, they are unlikely to view the two 

cultures as equally important to who they are.  If they perceive the two cultures influencing 

them to a similar extent, they would try to incorporate both cultures into their self.  Future 

studies on the development of cultural self-clarity would need to consider the 

multiculturalism of a society and individuals’ cultural memberships in the society.  

Last, developing cultural self-clarity through the cognitive engagement route might be 

more prominent for individuals with higher tendencies of engaging in thoughtful information 

processing in unfamiliar situations.  For instance, individuals with high need for cognition 

tend to engage in and enjoy thinking (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982).  These individuals are likely 

to reflect on their experience and try to figure out answers during cultural explanation.  
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Thoughtful thinking would thus be a default response that enhances their awareness of 

cultural influence in cultural contexts.  On the other hand, individuals with high openness to 

new experience or high sensation seeking are more likely to enjoy learning about novel 

elements of an unfamiliar foreign culture (Harkstian & Farrell, 2001; Zuckerman, 1971).  

Their preference to new or stimulating experiences increases the likelihood of realizing 

cultural influence from the experience with the unfamiliar culture.  On the contrary, some 

individuals are less willing to change their existing beliefs.  Individuals with high need for 

cognitive closure are likely to view elements of an unfamiliar culture as a threat toward their 

original worldviews (Webster & Kruglanski, 1994).  They may refuse to learn from the 

unfamiliar culture or engage in cultural explanation, which may impede the cognitive 

engagement route.  Future studies looking at the role of these individual tendencies on the 

cognitive engagement route could facilitate the understanding in how different individuals 

develop cultural self-clarity.  

Conclusion 

The present research examined the development mechanisms of cultural self-clarity 

during different types of cultural experiences.  Cultural self-clarity refers to the awareness of 

how culture has influenced the self.  As individuals need to notice culture in their experience 

before they can think about culture and culture’s influence, culture salience is the prerequisite 

of developing cultural self-clarity.  While experience with an unfamiliar culture contributes to 

cultural self-clarity through thoughtfully considering culture (increasing cognitive 

engagement), experience with a familiar culture contributes to cultural self-clarity through 

thinking about personal experience with the culture (increasing experience engagement).  

Simultaneous experience with an unfamiliar culture and a familiar culture also contributes to 

cultural self-clarity through increasing cognitive engagement and experience engagement.  
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TABLES 

Table 1 

Means, Standard Deviations and Intercorrelations for Measures in Study 1 

 1 2 3 4 
1. Foreign culture exposure —    
2. Cultural learning .28** —   
3. Cultural self-clarity .20* .43** —  
4. Cultural identification .09 .35** .62** — 

Mean (SD) 1.09 (.87) 3.74 (.75) 4.40 (.71) 4.22 (.79) 
* p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Table 2 

Means, Standard Deviations and Intercorrelations for Measures in Study 2 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Cognitive engagement —      
2.     Thought amount .91** —     
3.     Task involvement .91** .65** —    
4. Experience engagement .44** .33** .48** —   
5. Cultural self-confidence .36** .35** .30** .12 —  
6. Cultural identification .36** .25** .40** .17* .46** — 

Mean  
(SD) 

4.33 
(0.79) 

4.47 
(0.85) 

4.18 
(0.89) 

4.27 
(0.94) 

5.04 
(0.62) 

4.44 
(0.83) 

* p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Table 3 

Results of ANOVA and Descriptive Statistics for Measures in the Three Conditions of the 

Cultural Perspective Manipulation in Study 2 

 Non-culture 
(n = 54) 

Foreign-culture 
(n = 48) 

Two-culture 
(n = 53) F(2, 152) 

Cognitive engagement 4.21 (0.74) 4.26 (0.81) 4.50 (0.81) 1.96 
    Thought amount 4.23 (0.87)a 4.56 (0.81)ab 4.62 (0.84)b 3.29* 
    Task involvement 4.19 (0.77)ab 3.97 (0.98)a 4.37 (0.88)b 2.70† 
Experience engagement 4.26 (0.82) 4.08 (1.04) 4.45 (0.95) 1.90 
Cultural self-confidence 4.96 (0.59) 5.05 (0.68) 5.11 (0.60) 0.87 
Cultural identification 4.30 (0.76) 4.44 (0.87) 4.58 (0.85) 1.50 
Note. The standard deviations are provided in parentheses. Within a row, means with 
different superscripts are significantly different, p < .05. 
† p < .10, * p < .05 
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Table 4.1 

Unstandardized Coefficients of Mediation Models for Hypothesis 1 in Study 2 

Mediators Cognitive 
engagement 

Thought 
amount 

Task 
involvement 

Experience 
engagement 

IV to M (a) .05 .33† -.23 -.18 
M to DV (b) .33** .27** .27** .08 
Total effect (c) .09 .09 .09 .09 
Direct effect (c’) .07 .0002 .15 .10 
Indirect effect (ab) .02 .09† -.06 -.01 
CI.95 for ab [-.08, .14] [.004, .23] [-.17, .02] [-.10, .01] 
Note. Four mediation models were run for the four mediators, with the cultural perspective 
manipulation as the independent variable (the foreign-culture condition = 1, the non-culture 
condition = 0) and cultural self-confidence as the dependent variable. 
† p < .10, ** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 
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Table 4.2 

Unstandardized Coefficients of Mediation Models for Hypothesis 4 and Hypothesis 5 in Study 

2 

Mediators Cognitive 
engagement 

Thought 
amount 

Task 
involvement 

Experience 
engagement 

IV to M (a) .23 .06 .41* .36† 
M to DV (b) .27** .29** .17* .06 
Total effect (c) .07 .07 .07 .07 
Direct effect (c’) .01 .05 -.003 .04 
Indirect effect (ab) .06 .02 .07† .02 
CI.95 for ab [-.01, .18] [-.08, .12] [.01, .18] [-.02, .12] 
Note. Four mediation models were run for the four mediators, with the cultural perspective 
manipulation as the independent variable (the two-culture condition = 1, the foreign-culture 
condition = 0) and cultural self-confidence as the dependent variable. 
† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 
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Table 5 

Means, Standard Deviations and Intercorrelations for Measures in Study 3 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Cognitive engagement —      
2.     Thought amount .93** —     
3.     Task involvement .94** .74** —    
4. Experience engagement .19** .14* .22** —   
5. Cultural self-clarity .03 .02 .04 .13 —  
6. Cultural identification .13 .07 .16* .04 .48** — 

Mean  
(SD) 

3.75 
(0.82) 

3.99 
(0.86) 

3.51 
(0.91) 

2.64 
(1.11) 

4.13 
(0.70) 

4.50 
(0.87) 

* p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Table 6 

Results of ANOVA and Descriptive Statistics for Measures in the Three Conditions of the 

Cultural Experience Manipulation in Study 3 

 Foreign-culture 
(n = 70) 

Home-culture 
(n = 68) 

Two-culture 
(n = 70) F(2, 205) 

Cognitive engagement 3.78 (0.80) 3.80 (0.79) 3.68 (0.89) 0.45 
    Thought amount 4.00 (0.85) 4.06 (0.82) 3.90 (0.91) 0.60 
    Task involvement 3.56 (0.87) 3.53 (0.90) 3.45 (0.96) 0.28 
Experience engagement 2.28 (0.90)a 2.99 (1.21)b 2.66 (1.11)ab 7.37** 
Cultural self-clarity 4.16 (0.66) 4.11 (0.74) 4.13 (0.72) 0.07 
Cultural identification 4.38 (0.91) 4.59 (0.86) 4.52 (0.85) 1.09 
Note. The standard deviations are provided in parentheses. Within a row, means with 
different superscripts are significantly different, p < .05.  
** p < .01 
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Table 7.1 

Unstandardized Coefficients of Mediation Models for Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 4 in Study 

3 

 Testing H2 Testing H4 

Mediators Cognitive 
engagement 

Experience 
engagement 

Cognitive 
engagement 

Experience 
engagement 

IV to M (a) -.02 -.70** -.11 .03 
M to DV (b) .08 .06 .03 .09 
Total effect (c) .05 .05 -.002 -.002 
Direct effect (c’) .05 .08 .001 -.005 
Indirect effect (ab) -.001 -.04 -.003 .003 
CI.95 for ab [-.04, .02] [-.14, .03] [-.04, .01] [-.02, .04] 
Note. Four mediation models were run for the two mediators to test Hypotheses 2 (H2) and 
4 (H4), with the independent variable cultural experience manipulation coded differently.  
For H2, the foreign-culture condition was coded as 1, and the home-culture condition was 
coded as 0.  For H4, the two-culture condition was coded as 1, and both the foreign-culture 
condition and the home-culture condition was coded as 0.  The dependent variable was 
cultural self-clarity. 
** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 
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Table 7.2 

Unstandardized Coefficients of Supplementary Mediation Models for Hypothesis 2 (the 

Cognitive Engagement Route) in Study 3  

Mediators Estonian culture 
experience score Comparison score Singaporean culture 

experience score 
IV to M (a) 2.64** 1.73** -1.54** 
M to DV (b) .15* .03 .09 
Total effect (c) .05 .04 .05 
Direct effect (c’) -.33 -.02 .18 
Indirect effect (ab) .38* .06 -.14 
CI.95 for ab [.08, .74] [-.08, .22] [-.33, .04] 
Note. Three mediation models were run for the three mediators, with the cultural experience 
manipulation as the independent variable (the foreign-culture condition = 1, the home-
culture condition = 0) and cultural self-clarity as the dependent variable. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 
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Table 7.3 

Unstandardized Coefficients of Supplementary Mediation Models for Hypothesis 4 in Study 3  

Mediators Estonian culture 
experience score Comparison score Singaporean culture 

experience score 
IV to M (a) 1.49** 1.99** .43* 
M to DV (b) .08* .05 .04 
Total effect (c) .0002 -.003 -.002 
Direct effect (c’) -.11 -.11 -.02 
Indirect effect (ab) .11 .10 .02 
CI.95 for ab [.01, .24] [-.04, .26] [-.01, .08] 
Note. Three mediation models were run for the three mediators, with the cultural experience 
manipulation as the independent variable (the two-culture condition = 1, the foreign-culture 
condition and the home-culture condition= 0) and cultural self-clarity as the dependent 
variable. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 
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Table 7.4 

Unstandardized Coefficients of Mediation Models for Hypothesis 3 (the Experience 

Engagement Route) and Hypothesis 5 in Study 3 

Mediators Cognitive 
engagement 

Experience 
engagement 

IV to M (a) -.04 .54** 
M to DV (b) .03 .09* 
Total effect (c) -.04 -.04 
Direct effect (c’) -.03 -.09 
Indirect effect (ab) -.001 .05† 
CI.95 for ab [-.03, .01] [.01, .12] 
Note. Two mediation models were run for the two mediators, with the cultural experience 
manipulation as the independent variable (the home-culture condition and the two-culture 
condition = 1, the foreign-culture condition = 0) and cultural self-clarity as the dependent 
variable. 
† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 
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Table 8 

Means, Standard Deviations and Intercorrelations for Measures in Study 4 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Cognitive engagement —      
2.     Thought amount .95** —     
3.     Task involvement .94** .78** —    
4. Experience engagement .52** .43** .57** —   
5. Cultural self-clarity .18* .13 .22** .27** —  
6. Cultural identification .12 .09 .15* .11 .33** — 

Mean  
(SD) 

3.56 
(1.04) 

3.64 
(1.15) 

3.48 
(1.06) 

4.38 
(0.90) 

4.04 
(0.75) 

3.42 
(0.89) 

* p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Table 9 

Results of ANOVA and Descriptive Statistics for Measures in the Four Conditions of the 

Engagement Manipulation and the Comparison Manipulation in Study 4 

Engagement conditions High 
(n = 93) 

Low 
(n = 86) 

Comparison conditions High 
(n = 46) 

Low 
(n = 47) 

High 
(n = 42) 

Low 
(n = 44) 

Cognitive engagement 4.25 (0.63)a 4.07 (0.69)a 3.30 (0.94)b 2.54 (0.89)c 
    Thought amount 4.43 (0.64)a 4.34 (0.70)a 3.21 (0.97)b 2.49 (0.94)c 
    Task involvement 4.07 (0.74)a 3.80 (0.78)a 3.40 (1.11)b 2.58 (0.96)c 
Experience engagement 4.58 (0.89) 4.53 (0.72) 4.31 (0.96) 4.06 (0.97) 
Cultural self-clarity 4.17 (0.74) 4.01 (0.70) 4.04 (0.77) 3.91 (0.78) 
Cultural identification 3.77 (0.87)a 3.34 (0.82)b 3.23 (0.92)b 3.32 (0.89)b 
Note. The standard deviations are provided in parentheses. Within a row, means with 
different superscripts are significantly different, p < .05. 
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Table 10.1 

Unstandardized Coefficients of Mediation Models for Hypothesis 2 (the Cognitive 

Engagement Route) and Hypothesis 3 (the Experience Engagement Route) in Study 4 

Mediators Cognitive 
engagement 

Thought 
amount 

Task 
involvement 

Experience 
engagement 

IV to M (a) 1.25** 1.55** .95** .37** 
M to DV (b) .15* .09 .16** .22** 
Total effect (c) .12 .12 .12 .12 
Direct effect (c’) -.07 -.02 -.03 .04 
Indirect effect (ab) .19* .14 .15* .08* 
CI.95 for ab [.01, .38] [-.07, .37] [.04, .29] [.02, .18] 
Note. Four mediation models were run for the four mediators, with the engagement 
manipulation as the independent variable (the high-engagement condition = 1, the low-
engagement condition = 0) and cultural self-clarity as the dependent variable. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 

 

	  



DEVELOPING	CULTURAL	SELF-CLARITY	
	

	 124 

Table 10.2 

Unstandardized Coefficients of Mediation Models for Hypothesis 4 and Hypotheses 5 in 

Study 4 

Mediators Cognitive 
engagement 

Thought 
amount 

Task 
involvement 

Experience 
engagement 

IV to M (a) .47** .40* .54** .15 
M to DV (b) .12* .07 .14** .22** 
Total effect (c) .15 .15 .15 .15 
Direct effect (c’) .10 .12 .07 .12 
Indirect effect (ab) .06† .03 .08* .03 
CI.95 for ab [.01, .14] [-.002, .10] [.02, .18] [-.02, .11] 
Note. Four mediation models were run for the four mediators, with the comparison 
manipulation as the independent variable (the high-comparison condition = 1, the low-
comparison condition = 0) and cultural self-clarity as the dependent variable. 
† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 

  



DEVELOPING	CULTURAL	SELF-CLARITY	
	

	 125 

Table 11 

Unstandardized Coefficients of Multiple-Mediator Models for the Activation of the Two 

Engagement Routes in Study 4 

Mediators Cognitive 
engagement 

Experience 
engagement 

IV to M (a) 1.25** .37** 
M to DV (b) .04 .20** 
Total effect (c) .12 
Direct effect (c’) -.01 
Indirect effect (ab) .05 .07 
CI.95 for ab [-.15, .25] [.02, .18] 

Mediators Thought 
amount 

Experience 
engagement 

IV to M (a) 1.54** .37** 
M to DV (b) -.002 .22** 
Total effect (c) .12 
Direct effect (c’) .04 
Indirect effect (ab) -.002 .08 
CI.95 for ab [-.21, .22] [.02, .18] 

Mediators Task 
involvement 

Experience 
engagement 

IV to M (a) .95** .37** 
M to DV (b) .07 .18* 
Total effect (c) .12 
Direct effect (c’) -.01 
Indirect effect (ab) .07 .07 
CI.95 for ab [-.07, .21] [.01, .17] 
Note. Three multiple-mediator models were run for cognitive engagement and its two 
subscales as the first mediator, with experience engagement as the second mediator, the 
engagement manipulation as the independent variable (the high-engagement condition = 1, 
the low-engagement condition = 0) and cultural self-clarity as the dependent variable. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 

  



DEVELOPING	CULTURAL	SELF-CLARITY	
	

	 126 

FIGURES 

 

Figure 1. Unstandardized coefficients of the relationship between foreign culture exposure 

and cultural self-clarity as mediated by cultural learning (Testing Hypothesis 1 in Study 1) 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 
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Figure 2. Unstandardized coefficients of the relationship between the cultural perspective 

manipulation and cultural self-confidence as mediated by thought amount (Testing 

Hypothesis 1 in Study 2) 

† p < .10, ** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 
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Figure 3. Unstandardized coefficients of the relationship between the cultural experience 

manipulation and cultural self-clarity as mediated by Estonian culture experience score 

(Testing Hypothesis 2 in Study 3) 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 

 

	  



DEVELOPING	CULTURAL	SELF-CLARITY	
	

	 129 

 

Figure 4. Unstandardized coefficients of the relationship between the cultural experience 

manipulation and cultural self-clarity as mediated by Estonian culture experience score 

(Testing Hypothesis 4 in Study 3) 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 
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Figure 5. Unstandardized coefficients of the relationship between the cultural experience 

manipulation and cultural self-clarity as mediated by experience engagement (Testing 

Hypothesis 3 in Study 3) 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 
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Figure 6. Results of two-way ANOVA for the effect of engagement manipulation and 

comparison manipulation on cognitive engagement (Study 4) 

** p < .01 
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Figure 7. Unstandardized coefficients of the relationship between the engagement 

manipulation and cultural self-clarity as mediated by cognitive engagement (Testing 

Hypothesis 2 in Study 4) 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 
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Figure 8. Unstandardized coefficients of the relationship between the engagement 

manipulation and cultural self-clarity as mediated by experience engagement (Testing 

Hypothesis 3 in Study 4) 

** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 
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Figure 9. Unstandardized coefficients of the relationship between the comparison 

manipulation and cultural self-clarity as mediated by cognitive engagement (Testing 

Hypothesis 4 in Study 4) 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 
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Figure 10. Unstandardized coefficients of the relationship between the comparison 

manipulation and cultural self-clarity as mediated by experience engagement (Testing 

Hypothesis 5 in Study 4) 

** p < .01, CI.95: bias corrected 95% confidence interval 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A 
Foreign Culture Exposure Measure 

Please answer these questions according to your experience. 
 
1. How many foreign countries have you been to?  In total, how long have you 

stayed in those foreign countries? (in months) 
 

2. (a) What is your native language? If there is more than one language that you 
consider as native, please list all of them below. 
(b) Do you speak any language other than your native language(s)? (yes/no) 
(c) Please list all of them below and indicate how fluent you are in each language.  
Language 1: ____________ 
Proficiency: (1: very low, 2: low, 3: moderate, 4: high, 5: very high) 
Language 2: ____________ 
Proficiency: (1: very low, 2: low, 3: moderate, 4: high, 5: very high) 
Language 3: ____________ 
Proficiency: (1: very low, 2: low, 3: moderate, 4: high, 5: very high) 
Language 4: ____________ 
Proficiency: (1: very low, 2: low, 3: moderate, 4: high, 5: very high) 
Language 5: ____________ 
Proficiency: (1: very low, 2: low, 3: moderate, 4: high, 5: very high) 

 
3. Was your father born outside of your home country? (yes/no) 

 
4. Was your mother born outside of your home country? (yes/no) 

 
5. How many of your close friends are from other countries?  
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Appendix B 
Cultural Learning Measure 

We would like to know your reactions when you were exposed to a foreign culture.  
Please think about your experiences with all the foreign cultures that you have encountered 
and indicate the extent to which you agree/disagree with the following statements. 

 
1. I knew how people in the foreign culture usually behaved in various situations. 
2. I did not know what people in the foreign culture valued.  
3. I had good understanding about people in the foreign culture. 
4. I knew why people in the foreign culture behaved in certain ways. 
5. I could not tell why people in the foreign culture valued what they valued.  
6. The reason why people in the foreign culture had certain preferences was obvious 

to me. 
 
Note. 
Items 2 and 5 are reverse items. 
Items 1 to 3 measure learning cultural facts; items 4 to 6 measure learning cultural functions. 
The order of the items was randomized in the study. 
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Appendix C 
Cultural Self-clarity Scale Used in Study 1 

Instructions 

Different people have different thoughts about their cultural experience.  Some follow 
what their culture requires without reflecting on what the culture values.  Some notice what 
their culture values, emphasizes, and forbids.  Some try to figure out how their culture affects 
their thoughts or behaviors.  In the following, we would like to know how you think about 
your cultural experience.  

Do you have extensive experience with one culture or more than one culture? 
(One/More than one) 

One:  
Please name the one culture that you have extensive experience with: ___________.  
More than one:  
Please list the cultures that you have extensive experience with: ___________.  The 
following items then refer to your experience with these cultures as a whole. 
 

Full List of Items for Choosing One Culture 

1. I know how the culture affects what I value. 
2. On most things that I care about, I know how the culture has shaped my attitudes 

toward them. 
3. I could always tell how the culture shapes my goals. 
4. I am confident about how the culture affects my decisions. 
5. I know how the culture influences the way I behave. 
6. I understand how the culture has influenced my emotional reactions toward 

certain events. 
7. I know how the culture affects my relationships with other people. 
 

Note. 
The singular “culture” in the items was changed to plural “cultures” for those who indicated 
having extensive experience with more than one culture. 
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Appendix D 
Cultural Identification Measure Used in Study 1 

One:  
Please name the one culture that you have extensive experience with again: 
___________.  
More than one:  
Please list the cultures that you have extensive experience with again: ___________.  
The following items then refer to your experience with these cultures as a whole. 
 
Please indicate how much you agree/disagree with the following statements on the 

basis of how you feel about the culture(s).  
 

Full List of Items for Choosing One Culture 

1. I feel a bond with the culture. 
2. I feel committed to the culture. 
3. I am glad to be part of the culture. 
4. I think that the culture has a lot to be proud of. 
5. It is pleasant to be part of the culture. 
6. Belonging to the culture gives me a good feeling. 
7. I often think about the fact that I am a member of the culture. 
8. The fact that I am a member of the culture is an important part of my identity. 
9. Being a member of the culture is an important part of how I see myself. 
10. I see myself as a member of the culture. 
11. The culture I belong to is an important reflection of who I am. 
12. I have a lot in common with an average member of the culture. 
13. I am similar to an average member of the culture. 

 
Note. 
Items 1 to 6 measure emotional attachment aspect; items 8 to11 measure membership 
importance aspect; items 12 and 13 measure self-stereotyping aspect. 
The singular “culture” in the items was changed to plural “cultures” for those who indicated 
having extensive experience with more than one culture. 
The order of the items was randomized in the study.	
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Appendix E 
Cultural Self-confidence Scale 

In the following, we would like to know how you think about your experience with 
Singaporean culture.  Please indicate how much you agree/disagree with the following 
statements.  

After each response, you will be asked to indicate how confident you are about the 
previous response.  Don’t spend too much time on this item.  

 
1. Singaporean culture has shaped who I am. (strongly disagree 1—6 strongly agree) 

How confident are you about the above response? (not confident at all 1—6 
extremely confident) 
 

2. Singaporean culture has influenced my values and beliefs.  
How confident are you about the above response? 
 

3. The way I lead my life has been influenced by Singaporean culture. 
How confident are you about the above response? 
 

4. Singaporean culture has an impact on what I want to pursue. 
How confident are you about the above response? 
 

5. Singaporean culture has influenced how I interact with others. 
How confident are you about the above response? 

 
Note. 
Only the five confidence ratings were averaged to form a cultural self-confidence score. 
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Appendix F 
Sample Elements of Culture Slideshows Used in Study 3 

Page 42, 47, and 64 in the Foreign-culture Slideshow 
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Appendix F (continued) 
 

Page 42, 47, and 64 in the Home-culture Slideshow 
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Appendix G 
Instructions for the Engagement Manipulation in Study 4 

The High-engagement Condition 

In this part, we would like to know your thoughts about a certain topic.  You will find 
the topic on the next page.  When you see the topic, spend some time to think about the 
topic before writing down the thoughts that you have after thinking for a few minutes.  
Remember, we would like to know your thoughts after some thinking.  Therefore, do spend 
some time to think before you write. 

 
The Low-engagement Condition 

In this part, we would like to know your thoughts about a certain topic.  You will find 
the topic on the next page.  When you see the topic, do not think too much about the topic 
but simply write down the first thoughts that come to mind.  Remember, we would like to 
know your first thoughts on the topic.  Therefore, do not spend too much time thinking 
before you write. 

 
 


