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CHAPTER 1:

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND OF THE EFFECTS OF COLLECTIVISM ON

PSYCHOLOGICAL SELF-DEFENSE MECHANISMS TOWARD

UNCERTAINTY

Uncertainty could lead people to become irrational, especially in a situation

where it can pose a psychological threat (uncertainty threat). The present research

examined the effects of collectivism on uncertainty threat perception and management.

This dissertation assumed that uncertainty arising from relationships (relational

uncertainty) is felt more threatening in collectivistic cultures, because collectivists are

motivated to maintain secure stable relationships more than individualists. A series of

three studies were conducted to investigate the above assumption, and by and large, the

hypotheses were confirmed. Study 1 indicated that relational uncertainty caused

compensatory reaction among Japanese, given that they are characterized by collectivism.

Likewise, Study 2 showed that the effect of relational uncertainty differed with

experimentally manipulated cultural orientation of participants. Study 3 investigated

uncertainty management through interpersonal duties and obligations, which collectivism

emphasizes more than individualism. Through these three studies, this dissertation shed
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light on the function of culture in the management of uncertainty as a psychological threat.

1.1 The Background of Uncertainty Threat Research

There are various kinds of psychologically threatening situations in our everyday

lives. We feel threat from disruption of our modus operandi, belief or positive self-image.

Therefore, psychological threat evokes psychological self-defense mechanisms

with/without our awareness. Researchers have assumed that strong motivations exist

behind managing psychological threat, and some of them have presumed that only one

single core motive leads people to such behavior under psychological threat.

Psychological threat prompts direct coping or compensation, e.g. increased effort

after failing an exam. Likewise, if we are uncertain about something, we usually seek

further information in order to understand our situation. When we agitate somebody, we

will try to reconcile with him/her. However, we often cannot immediately deal with

psychological threat in such direct ways, which are referred to as direct coping or

compensation in this dissertation, and motives and feelings arising from psychological

threat abide at the implicit level. Psychological threat consequently instigates other types

of coping, which are referred to as indirect coping or compensation in this dissertation,

or as fluid compensation in other research (e.g., Steele, 1988; McGregor, Zanna, Holmes,
2



& Spencer, 2001; Heine, Proulx, & Vohs, 2006). Such compensation, however, may not
actually be subservient to solving the problem constituting the threat. Therefore,
psychological threat penetrates almost every realm of our social lives, more than we
expect. Theories regarding psychological threat and compensation have generated much
research, and have elaborated on the effects of psychological threat and the social
environment in which it arises from, on our behaviors aimed at reducing it. In recent
social contexts, psychological threat such as uncertainty threat and indirect coping toward
it, have been the focus of much attention because psychological self-defense arising from
it may be the cause for the sudden tide of global-wide racism, right wing extremism, and
terrorism. For example, minorities who respond to uncertainty with instability and anxiety,
may feel superiority over majority, and may condone violence toward the majority by
their own peers (Doosje, Loseman & Van den Bos, 2013). In a laboratory experiment,
participants primed with uncertainty threat showed a stronger preference for an essay
bolstering transcendence of their ingroup, relative to one which depicts belittles them than
the control group (Van den Bos, Poortvliet, Maas, Miedema, & Van den Ham, 2005). In
a real-life social movement, recently in France, regions that have recently become less
committed to religious virtues engage in active anti-immigrant campaigns, more so than

regions that had diluted religious convictions from the start (Todd, 2015 JEFT 2016).



Religion serves as a buffer for uncertainty perception because it institutes a solid world

order for the believer, and hence it can keep him/her away from confusion. Therefore,

Todd’s analysis is consistent with psychological research focused on the association

between uncertainty and extremism at the individual level (Doosje et al., 2013).

Due to aggressive globalism and technological innovation of contemporary

times, the world has become much smaller and, societies, economies and environments

have undergone subsequent rapid and drastic changes. Accordingly, individuals are likely

to encounter others who do not share values with them, and hardly believe that they can

predict their own future. A growing number of research pertaining to uncertainty reflects

social interest on our rapidly changing world. By systematically probing into the

psychological issues surrounding how we deal with uncertainty, we will be able to

understand the world that we live in better.

1.2 Psychological Threat and Adaptation toward One’s Own Culture

However, it is questionable whether the findings from these studies can validly

apply to all of the world because most of the research has been conducted on Western

individualistic samples, by Western researchers, hence they carry with it a cultural bias.

Researchers should address the cross-cultural validity of the theories and assumptions



derived from these Western studies, as they are applied to non-Western, collectivistic

samples.

Culture develops in order to coordinate social behaviors of people living within

a particular group (Chiu, Leung, & Hong, 2011). It is a set of implicit/explicit social

norms, social institutions, beliefs and values, which are shared by members of a large

social group, embracing multiple small groups, such as family. The group passes on their

culture across generations, but people cannot have an exhaustive and accurate knowledge

of all constitutional elements of their own culture. Subsequently, sharing and transmission

of the culture is incomplete. People can predict outcomes of their social behaviors,

because culture includes information regarding behavioral and evaluative standards of its

members in general, even if culture does not uniformly immerse all of its members. We

are aware of inappropriate or impermissible actions in a given situation, and we expect

others to know about them too. Therefore, we guess that others avoid negative social

outcomes by using their own knowledge, although such thoughts may be based on our

misconception, and hence maybe rendered useless. Similarly, we have knowledge

pertaining to others’ motivations and desired results which others try to approach, and

hence we can use this knowledge to predict or interpret others’ choice. When our mutual

expectations are effectively at work, we can pursue our own goals and simultaneously



will not interrupt others’ goal pursuit in most situations, without overt time-consuming

communication. Some parts of culture internalize one’s self-construal, values, and lay

theories, and hence, it is not necessary to consciously use cultural knowledge.

As described above, culture contributes to formulate our social interactions.

Subsequently, the quantity and quality of specific types of social events vary with culture,

implying that even if we encounter the same incident, our experience and feelings may

differ in accordance to the culture in question, and such diversity has been considered to

arise from life habits, lay theories, norms, and societal institutions. In order to fit into a

specific culture, people need to strictly observe cultural rules and customs to avoid

negative social consequences, such as rejection, and these constraints lead them to

perceive particular information to be psychologically threatening. For the above reasons,

culture influences psychological threat perception and compensation.

This dissertation mainly focuses on IND-COL as the explanatory framework.

In accordance with Triandis (1995), it is assumed that European and North American

people are individualistic, and Asians are collectivistic. IND-COL research have evolved

over the last few decades, generating research into matters such as self-construal,

perception and social behavior (see Oyserman & Lee, 2008, for a review). In

individualistic cultures, people are considered to be loosely linked, and motivated by their



own needs and preference, and hence individual rights are highly weighed for public order

(Triandis, 1995). Likewise, in collectivistic cultures, society is viewed as of consisting of

closely linked people, and who are expected to pursue collective interests. Subsequently,

collectivistic cultures pay attention to duty held by members of the culture. People in

individualistic cultures are characterized by an independent self-construal, and emphasize

their autonomy as unique individuals (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). On the other hand,

those in collectivistic have an interdependent self-construal, and focus on whole

relationships and contexts around them.

Furthermore, culture also can affect descriptive norm perception. People in

South Korea, considered a collectivistic nation, had stronger tendency to estimate average

people in their own country engage in collectivistic behaviors than Americans

(Shteynberg, Gelfand, & Kim, 2009). Living in collectivistic or individualistic cultures

leads people to modify their choice, based on such views of human and society. Thence,

individualistic culture is characterized as intersubjective social reality where individual

autonomy is seen as central elements for social lives. Similarly, in a collectivistic culture,

people believe that situational demands play crucial roles in their social lives.

Due to the above reasons, this dissertation adopted the distinction “IND-COL,”

not “independent/interdependent self-construal.” People may internalize their own



culture, and their self-construal and personality may resemble stereotypical ones. Indeed,

Americans, who highly identify with their nation, are more individualistic than those with

low identification. Likewise, national identification of Indonesians strengthened their

collectivistic self-views (Jetten, Postmes, & McAuliffe, 2002). If people identify with

prototypical members of one’s culture, they may easily be able to adapt to one’s cultural

environment, and hence internalization of culture may contribute to their fit in society.

However, there is friction between one’s own personal values and cultural values, and

hence individuals may not always be a passive assimilator of cultural knowledge, and

may not exemplify a representative member of that culture. Although internalization of

one’s cultural orientation, e.g., self-definition based on independence/interdependence,

may be one of the important paths between culture and modus operandi, it is not

indispensable for the process in which culture constructs our social reality. Regardless of

self-construal, perceived descriptive norms regarding IND-COL of one’s culture, i.e.,

perception pertaining to behavioral patterns of majority in the culture, can influence one’s

behavior (Fisher et al., 2009), and one’s evaluation of others’ behavior (Shteynberg et al,,

2009). Hence, people must coordinate their perception and behavior in accordance to their

own culture.

This dissertation assumes that IND-COL influences psychological threat



perception and management, including psychological self-defense mechanisms. Based on

the definition of culture by Chiu et al. (2011), people must adapt to their cultural

environment in order to stabilize multiple social coordination within the group. However,

how one adapts differs by culture, and hence events which threaten adaptation will also

vary with culture. If they fail to avoid undesired situations, in other words if they do not

engage in any reaction toward psychological threat, they may not be able to maintain their

sense of affiliation, and access the various resources which their cultural group offers.

People in collectivistic cultures need to maintain secure relationships and continually

monitor their connectedness within the relationship, in order to fit into their culture. They

are consequently more sensitive toward information and events which threaten their

relational management. People in individualistic cultures need to maintain personal

standards for social behaviors apart from others’ expectations, and they tend to be

sensitive toward information and events which threaten their personal self-image.

However, as we do not have to completely internalize our cultural values, we do not have

to be motivated to achieve complete ideal states which our culture designates. Even if our

ideal is differentiated from the cultural ideal, culture can steer us away from culturally

undesired situations. For example, Japanese are more sensitive toward social rejection

than Americans, but motivation toward harmonious relationships do not differ by culture



(Hashimoto & Yamagishi, 2013). From the view of psychological threat research, this

result can be interpreted that Japanese might perceive information indicating potential

rejection as psychological threat more so than Americans, based on the collectivistic

tendency of their society. People in collectivistic cultures may not have to achieve

completely harmonious relationships, but they need to maintain secure relationships, in

order to fit into their cultural environment, i.e., collectivism. In contrast, people in

individualistic cultures do not have to be particular about existing relationships, because

it is less important for adaptation toward individualistic cultures, than collectivistic

cultures. Rather they may need to be sensitive toward the influence of others on their

personal choice, which can threaten their behavioral consistency as autonomous

individuals. As stated above, adaptation toward one’s culture affects threat perception and

management. The following sections will elaborate on the fact that, in collectivistic

cultures, the relational realm is the main source of psychological threat.

1.3 Cultural Differences in Psychological Self-defense Mechanisms against Threats

In this section, cultural differences regarding psychological threat arising from

negative information about self-image (ego threat), and mortality and death (existential

threat) will be reviewed in order to show that IND-COL consistently affects psychological
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defense mechanisms against different types of threats.

1.3.1 Ego Threat and Self-enhancement

The term “self-esteem” usually represents one’s positive or negative attitude

toward the self as a whole. People have a need for self-esteem, and enhance it through

various domains such as their own achievements or relationships with others (e.g.,

Heatherton & Polivy, 1991; Mahadevan, Gregg, Sedikides, & de Waal-Andrews, 2016).

For example, Americans are sensitive toward their own accomplishments more so than

Japanese and, at the collectivistic level, this self-enhancement tendency comprises

everyday social interaction. Whereas Japanese readily accept negative feedback regarding

their competence, the same never influences Americans’ own self-evaluation, at least as

seen through explicit self-report (Heine, Kitayama, & Lehman, 2001; see Heine, Lehman,

Markus, & Kitayama, 1999, for a review). Americans consequently experience situations

which increase their self-esteem more frequently than Japanese (Kitayama, Markus,

Matsumoto, & Norasakkunkit, 1997). On the contrary, Japanese social contexts are

collectively and historically constructed to promote reflection based on self-criticism.

Therefore, Japanese are responsive toward their own failures more than Americans. In

their studies, both Japanese and American participants judged an American’s success

11



attainment would raise his/her self-esteem, more so than if the situation described were

based on success of in a Japanese context. From the above, American social reality keeps

their self-esteem high, and creates the upward spiral of self-esteem, but that of Japanese

does not. Furthermore, the results of situations which decreases self-esteem are

exceedingly important to understand cultural difference in psychological threat and

compensation. Failure becomes more influential on self-esteem when the cultural context

matches the subject’s cultural background. In other words, situations which suppress our

self-esteem can be seen as the source of psychological threat, i.e., ego threat, whether a

specific situation will be construed as ego threat differs by culture.

When people faced with ego threat pertaining to one specific domain of their

self-concept, they compensate for it through self-enhancement in other unrelated domains.

Brown and Smart (1991) indicated that self-evaluation regarding social attribution such

as sincerity and kindness were emphasized among participants who received negative

feedback on their intellectual equipment. Furthermore, as Social Identity Theory implies

(Tajfel & Turner, 1979), people can recover self-esteem not only through their own efforts,

but also through confirming a subjective link between a valued group or category, and the

self. Cialdini, Borden, Thorne, Walker, Freeman and Sloan (1976) demonstrated that

undergraduates showed a stronger social identification with their victorious football team

12



after they failed a test. According to Social Identity Theory’s tenet regarding self-esteem,

people who identify strongly with their ingroup can elevate self-esteem through outgroup

derogation, and dispositional high self-esteem attenuates this type of self-enhancement,

although not all research findings support this hypothesis (see Rubin & Hewstone, 1998,

for a review). Additionally, ego threat can cause changes in perception and behavior that

are irrelevant to self-esteem. For example, Ego threat can evoke indirect compensation

such as polarized fairness judgement, according to Miedemam, Van den Bos, and Vermunt

(2006). Their dependent variables are not directly associated with compensatory self-

enhancement and self-improvement, relative to other studies previously described.

While much literature has presumed that people with high self-esteem have solid

egos, and hence they do not show defensive reactions toward psychologically threatening

events, dispositional high self-esteem prompts people to attack others who threaten their

self-image (Baumeister, Smart, & Boden, 1996). In order to resolve these conflicting

results, researchers advocate subcategorization of high self-esteem; fragile high self-

esteem vs secure (e.g., Jordan, Spencer, Zanna, Hoshino-Browne, & Correll, 2003; Kernis

& Paradise, 2002). Self-enhancement and self-defense are strong drives for social

behaviors notwithstanding ambiguity of the function of dispositional self-esteem.
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1.3.2 Cultural Differences in Self-enhancement

A large body of literature has pointed out there are cultural differences in self-

enhancement tendency. According to meta-analysis of Heine and Hamamura (2007), East

Asians consistently showed weaker self-enhancement tendency than Westerners across

procedures. From the view of Europeans and North Americans, those of collectivistic

cultures are weak in self-enhancement tendencies. However, the cause of this is not the

lack of self-enhancement, but that culture restricts ways in self-enhancement, although

self-enhancement is pancultural (Sedikides & Strube, 1997; Kurman, 2003; Sedikides,

Gaertner, & Toguchi, 2003). While Japanese cultural norms coerce members to be modest,

when in a situation in which they remain anonymous, they have been seen to make self-

serving attributions in order to enhance and protect self-esteem (Kudo & Numazaki,

2003). People recognize socially acceptable self-enhancement strategies through cultural

norms, which influence coping toward ego threat. Likewise, The Self-Concept Enhancing

Tactician model (the SCENT model; Sedikides & Strube, 1997) assumed that people have

multiple ways in self-enhancement, such as self-improvement and self-assessment for

future positive self-image, or self-serving informational processing for immediate self-

regard. Moreover, they usually choose the most appropriate strategy in accordance to the

social context. People predict the effect of candid self-enhancement on their reputation,

14



and hence they adjust their means to satisfy their need for self-esteem. The SCENT model

also posits that people are most likely to enhance their self-image on personally important

dimensions, and culture influences the importance of each dimension. Sedikides and

Gregg (2008) used a metaphor that self-esteem is food for thought, and how to satisfy

need for self-esteem differs by culture as do what people eat with culture. As the model

predicts, whereas self-enhancement on independence dimensions are likely to be

implemented in an individualistic culture, those related to loyalty are likely to be

emphasized in collectivistic cultures (Hornsey & Jetten, 2005). Chinese enhance their

self-esteem through the expression of modesty, but modesty does not drive self-

enhancement among Americans (Cai, Sedikides, Gaertner, Wang, Carvallo, Xu, O’mara,

& Jackson, 2011). This result indicates that adherence to cultural norms easily boosts self-

esteem even if it induces overt self-effacement, and people simultaneously can avoid

receiving a favorable evaluation as far as they engage in such socially acceptable self-

enhancement.

1.3.3 Cultural Differences in Compensatory Self-enhancement

As for cultural differences in coping toward ego threat, Japanese might tend to

use direct strategies more than Americans. According to Heine, Kitayama, Lehman,

15



Takata, Ide, Leung and Matsumoto (2001), after confronting failure in a task, Japanese

make more effort toward it than after success. This self-improvement motivation of

Japanese can be interpreted as Japanese preference for direct coping toward ego threat,

but this pattern was reverse with Americans, as failure in a task attenuated their motivation.

From this, American reject negative self-relevant information to maintain a global

positive self-image, and this self-defense steers them away directly compensating for ego

threat. As a result, ego threat forces indirect coping among American. Likewise, East

Asian traditional philosophy promotes the acceptance of contradictory information

regarding self-evaluation, e.g., Chinese have ambivalent and dialectical self-esteem

(Spencer-Rodgers, Peng, Wang & Hou, 2004; Boucher, Peng, Shi & Wang, 2009). They

are less concerned about the consistency of positivity of their self-image, unlike Euro-

Americans. This cultural difference in attitude toward global self-image might influence

ways in coping toward negative self-evaluation. As for IND-COL, Vohs and Heatherton

(2001) showed compensatory changes in self-perception after ego threat differed with

dispositional self-construal, although they did not conduct any cross-cultural comparison.

Therefore, people from collectivistic cultures are considered to cope toward ego threat

though their interdependence, while those from individualistic are likely to do so through

their independence.
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Although the importance of self-esteem maybe universal, self-esteem

maintenance and defense mechanisms in collectivistic cultures are likely to be influenced

by the relationships and groups. However, research focusing on cultural variance of the

effects of negative information regarding a specific domain, such as one’s capability or

sociality, leaves much room for attention. Culturally adjusted compensatory or normal

self-enhancement may not impede getting along with other cultural members, or

sometimes may encourage their adaptation toward the culture, as this dissertation assumes.

1.3.4 Existential Threat and Terror Management Theory (TMT)

TMT is one of the most innovative and popular theories pertaining to

psychological threat and compensation, and it sheds light on the psychological processes

regarding death and death anxiety. According to the basic assumption of TMT, human

beings acquired complex cognitive capacities during evolution, and these enabled them

to think about their mortality, something which all the living orgasms will eventually

confront, but cannot predict without a high order intelligence (cf. Solomon, Greenberg,

& Pyszezynski, 1991; Landau, Greenberg, & Kosloff, 2010). However, this elaborated

thought regarding our own mortality conflicts with our self-preservation instinct as an

animal, and hence, death anxiety arises from it. We usually avoid thinking about our own
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mortality, and for this reason we keep our distance from death anxiety. However, when

we are reminded about our mortality, it can then pose a psychological threat, i.e.,

existential threat, and evokes potential death anxiety. We engage in a variety of social

behaviors aimed at obtaining symbolic or literal immortality through our cultural

worldviews, or mask potential death with self-esteem, thereby we need to manage death

anxiety. Cultural worldviews encompass implicit/explicit rules, standards, norms,

traditions, and values, and they are internalized into members of that culture. It is

noteworthy that cultures may theoretically embrace worldviews regarding individualistic

or collectivistic orientation, but the term “cultural worldview” in psychological threat

research does not always reflect these worldviews. Culture embraces various aspects, not

just IND-COL, some of them independent of individualistic or collectivistic

characteristics of a culture. Rather, especially in TMT studies, researchers often use this

term for indicating one’s belief regarding superiority of his/her nation, as described

hereafter. This dissertation uses this term to refer to all types of beliefs and values

regarding the world and human society, constituting a part of culture, regardless of

relevance toward belief pertaining to one’s own nation, and various cultural dimensions

including IND-COL, unless otherwise specified. If people believe in their cultural

worldviews, they will attain a feeling of immortality. More precisely, faith in one’s culture

18



brings about subjective order and meaningfulness into their lives. For example,

Christianity offers the believer concepts related to life after death, such as heaven, and

hence someone living in accordance with the Christian worldview is able to manage their

death anxiety through this literal immortality, i.e. life after death. Furthermore, even if

people do not believe in religious or supernatural concepts, their cultural worldview can

also offer symbolic immortality. For instance, when identifying oneself with one’s

cultural group, s’/he can symbolically survive in this world as part of a steadfast group,

which will be carried on by their descendants even if they themselves cease to exist. In

short, cultural worldview provides a meaningful place for everything in our lives, and the

place for death is separate from the ultimate end. People, then, who hold faith in religious

worldview are not likely to engage in defensive reactions after existential threat

manipulation, because eminent death will not pose psychological threat (Jonas & Fischer,

2006).

Cultural worldviews are theoretically considered to be culturally shared beliefs

about the world and reality, created by humans, and hence people need information

regarding the validity of their worldviews in order to mask their fragility, especially when

people have a need to manage death anxiety. A large body of TMT research indicated that,

after Mortality Salience (MS) induction, such as instructing participants to elaborate on
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their own death, they bolster and defend their cultural worldviews, and they subsequently

may attack outgroup members because they do not share their cultural worldviews,

threatening the verifiability of them. A typical index of how defensive one is toward their

cultural worldview is to ask him/her to rate a pro-/counter-national opinion (Greenberg,

Pyszczynski, Solomon, Rosenblatt, Veeder, Kirkland, & Lyon, 1990). If we accept

negative opinions toward our nation, the reliability of cultural worldview of our nation is

discounted, and then we become less able to reduce death anxiety. Contrary to this,

positive opinions fortify our cultural worldview, and mask our own mortality. Greenberg

et al. (1990) primed American undergraduates to think about their death, and asked them

to rate interviews in which the interviewee voices a positive, negative or ambivalent

message regarding the USA. As a result, they displayed a more acute preference for pro-

national opinions over counter-national. TMT researchers consider such cultural

worldview defense as psychological coping toward existential threat. Besides reading

about counter-national opinions, other events implying that the world is absurd,

meaningless, or disorderly can threaten our cultural worldviews. For example, Van den

Bos and Miedama (2000) showed existential threat intensified participants’ negative

reaction toward unfairness treatment that is contradictory to their Belief in Just World

(BJW; Lerner, 1980), i.e., a type of cultural worldview.
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In addition, TMT posits that self-esteem is an indicator of observance of cultural

rules and standards, and it buffers death anxiety. Need for self-esteem and self-

enhancement, therefore, arises from our innate fear of death. Thus, when one’s self-

esteem is dispositionally high or temporally boosted, information implying about one’s

own mortality does not bring about death anxiety, i.e., it does not pose an existential threat

(e.g., Greenberg et al., 1992; Greenberg, Pyszczynski, Solomon, Pinel, Simon, & Jordan,

1993; Harmon-Jones, Simon, Greenberg, Pyszczynski, Solomon, & McGregor, 1997).

Furthermore, existential threat induces self-serving attributions to maintain self-esteem,

and such an opportunity undermines the effect of threat manipulation (Mikulincer &

Florian, 2002). This study supports the TMT assumption that existential threat enhances

efforts to attain self-esteem (see Pyszczynski, Greenberg, Solomon, Arndt, & Schimel,

2004, for a review), although the research reviewed by Pyszcznski et al. (2004) did not

focus on direct self-enhancement such as measuring changes in accomplishment in a task,

or biased self-evaluation, as do ego threat research. However, some research offers

evidence which does not support this anxiety buffer hypothesis. Dispositional high self-

esteem cannot attenuate the effect of threat manipulation, but on the contrary, it can

accentuate defensive reactions (e.g., Baldwin & Wesley, 1996; McGregor, Gailliot,

Vasquez, & Nash, 2007). Du, Jonas, Klackl, Agroskin, Hui, and Ma (2013) found that
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when a threatened cultural worldview is highly relevant to a measured specific type of

self-esteem, such as relational self-esteem, self-esteem is associated with more acute

cultural worldview defense, although it consistently attenuates dispositional death anxiety.

1.3.5 Cultural Differences in Effects of Existential Threat

Research on psychological defense toward existential threat has by and large

been considered to be a universal issue, because death anxiety is a byproduct of evolution

of cognitive capacity. Theoretically, people without high self-esteem or faith in cultural

worldview around the world will show defensive reactions toward existential threat.

However, according to meta-analysis of Burke, Martens and Faucher (2010), the effect

sizes of existential threat differs with culture. The largest effect sizes have been observed

in America, followed by those of Europe, and Asia had the smallest. Burke et al. (2010)

discount this difference owing to publication bias, i.e., only studies with robust statistical

power are published, hence those of Asia tend to be neglected. In order to interpret this

cultural difference, this dissertation focuses on two factors: perception of death, and

coping toward death anxiety.

1.3.6 Cultural Differences in Existential Threat Perception

Studies conducted outside of the United States may not be dealing with a sample
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that rejects their own mortality as much as the American. TMT postulates that people

deny their own mortality, and hence it cannot predict behaviors of people who accept

future death. Of course, death anxiety and negative attitude toward mortality are universal

issues, and most people around the world do not want to die. The interaction effect of MS

induction and dispositional low self-esteem decreases subjective meaning in life among

both Americans and Chinese (Routledge, Ostafin, Juhl, Sedikides, Cathey, & Liao, 2010).

However, it is doubtful that they consequently engage in masking ends of their own lives

in an exhaustive manner. Some of them may accept their own fate, and try to make sense

of their remaining life, even if they do it with reluctance. In short, typical MS induction

will not cause existential threat among non-American samples, especially East Asians.

According to Meaning Management Theory (MMT; Wong, 2008), people are motivated

to protect themselves against one’s future death as TMT claimed, however people who

accept mortality can pursue a more meaningful life. MMT interprets death acceptance as

one of the cornerstones of the good life. If one continues to dismiss death, his/her death

anxiety paradoxically increases. Wong (2011) points out that whereas TMT does not

ignore a growth motivation arising from death anxiety, it mainly focuses on sense making

with the purpose of denial of their own mortality. If death acceptance is a crucial factor

for reacting toward existential threat as MMT indicates, culture may affect the degree of
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difficulty in taking a conciliatory attitude toward mortality. In other words, people from

non-American cultures can readily succeed in direct coping toward existential threat

against the TMT assumption. Yen and Cheng (2010) found that the existential threat did

not induce changes in reactions toward pro-/counter-national essays among Taiwanese.

However, Taiwanese primed with death strengthened obedience toward their own destiny.

This result implies that Taiwanese may accept their own mortality to cope toward death

anxiety, however, it does not mean they do not feel any fear of death. Likewise, Ma-

Kellams and Blascovich (2012) observed East Asian non-defensive defense toward

existential threat, citing the fact that they engage in a dialectical thinking style, viewing

their world and lives more holistically than Westerners (Nisbett, Peng, Choi, &

Norenzayan, 2001; Spencer-Rodgers, Boucher, Mori, Wang, & Peng, 2009), and hence

perceiving life and death as mutually complemental. The philosophical tradition of East

Asians view life as connoting death, mitigating their rejection of death. In their Study 1,

East Asians primed with death showed elevation of life-thought accessibility. Their Study

2-4 indicated that existential threat drives East Asians to enjoy worldly pleasures whereas

it does not stimulate cultural worldview defenses for attaining symbolic/literal immortally.

These results consistent with MMT rather than TMT, and imply that if people are not

overly sensitive toward their own mortality, it can guide them to make their limited time
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on earth more pleasurable. People paradoxically give weight to every moment of their life

since it will end sooner or later. Contrary to this, Ma-Kellams and Blascovich (2012)

observed that Euro-Americans consistently show typical defensive reactions to mask their

own mortality through four experiments. Death-thought accessibility increased instead of

life related thought in Study 1, and existential threat induced cultural worldview defense,

but did not affect enjoyment of daily life activities in Study 2. The results of Studies 3

and 4 manifested that existential threat does not prompt Euro-Americans to enjoy what

little life they have. Study 5 revealed that when participants were primed with holistic

thinking, existential threat made daily life activities more enjoyable, independent of their

primary cultural orientation. These results implied that East Asians may easily accept

their own mortality, and hence they engage in direct coping toward existential threat

although they can defend their egos from potential death through symbolic/literal

immortality along with cultural worldview defenses, i.e., representative indirect coping

toward the threat.

While research demonstrates acceptance of death on the part of East Asians,

research conducted on collectivists emphasize relational threat arising from death.

Mortality also can be construed as signal of disruption of closed relationships. Greenberg,

Pyszczynski, Solomon, Simon and Breus (1994) found that thinking about the death of a
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loved one evokes cultural worldview defenses, however, even if the experimenter

instructs participants to imagine one’s own personal death, some of them would conceive

of relational concerns. Kashima, Halloran, Yuki and Kashima (2004) revealed that

thinking about the death of one’s whole ingroup had a larger effect on cultural worldview

defense than that about one’s personal mortality among Japanese. The result also

indicated that the effect of one’s personal death is larger than that of collective death

among Australians. This result also supports the notion that East Asian cultures strengthen

one’s capability to accept one’s personal death. On the other hand, IND-COL may

influence perceived disruption of relationships arising from mortality, and East Asians

who are characterized by collectivism and dialectical thinking may be intolerant to such

psychological threat based on relationships. East Asians may use indirect coping toward

this threat even if they can accept one’s own personal mortality. On the other hand, North

American culture puts importance on individualism and analytical thinking, and hence

North Americans may be fragile toward death and mortality as ultimate ends of their

personal lives. This North American worldview may contribute to the development of

TMT based on denial of mortality, however further studies should address multiple

meanings of death, and death acceptance, independent of personal death viewed as

important in North America.

26



1.3.7 Cultural Differences in Cultural Worldview and Coping toward Existential

Threat

Cultural differences in cultural worldview influence effect sizes. TMT has been

developed mainly in North America, and according to Yen and Chen (2013), the majority

of research has been conducted by American investigators including founders of TMT.

Thus, American worldview might cause bias toward TMT hypotheses and results. Based

on results observed in America, non-American researchers might conduct an experiment

in which they measure defensive reactions arising from the American worldview, and

hence, they are doomed not to observe any significant differences. Furthermore, cultural

differences in worldviews generate different effects of existential threat on specific

dependent variables in respective cultures, and may even result in opposite results.

Westerners primed with existential threat showed more solid individualistic tendency, but

for East Asians, priming lead to higher collectivistic tendencies, in order to fill themselves

with cultural values. Existential threat increased self-reported independence and

uniqueness of self, and individualistic behavioral intentions among Australians, but

decreased them among Japanese (Kashima et al., 2004). Indeed, researchers around the

world conducted experiments in which participants primed with death rated pro-/counter-

national opinions, but most research did not attempt any direct cross-cultural comparisons.
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The reason for this is that researchers must present appropriate criticism or approval

toward participants’ culture. Heine, Harihara and Niiya (2002) used a counter-national

essay which slighted the creativity of Japanese culture by claiming that they always

imitate other cultures. While this opinion threatened Japanese cultural worldview,

including pride upon their manufacturing industries, a similar blame would not be

construed as a cutting remark among people from different countries. Moreover, the same

essay may not threaten cultural worldview of young Japanese because of the decline in

industrial power of Japan of recent years, and the procedure of Heine et al. (2002) may

have already lost their replicability. The diversity and variability of cultural worldviews

subsequently undermines the effect sizes of research conducted in Europe and East Asia,

based on North American TMT literature. As for self-esteem as a buffer against anxiety,

contrary to the theoretical assumption that people engage in self-esteem maintenance to

reduce potential existential threat, Wakimoto (2006) indicated that Japanese strengthen

humility to adapt their cultural worldview pertaining to normative self-presentation. Even

if self-enhancement after existential threat manipulation is a universal issue, such

tendency is more acute among Americans than among Japanese. Japanese will conceal

their personal need for self-esteem, while adhering to the cultural need to be modest.

Similarly, American participants, who were expected to be proud of receiving positive
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feedback about their performance on a test, were skeptical toward the validity of the test

when education specialists cast doubt over their authenticity, only when primed with

death thoughts (Landau, Greenberg, & Sullivan, 2009). On the other hand, when the

specialists approved the test, existential threat conversely induced acceptance of negative

feedback regarding it. Based on research indicating cultural differences in self-

enhancement, American culture promotes more positive self-view of people than that of

East Asians, although Americans reject an opportunity for self-enhancement in order to

adapt their cultural worldview in particular situations. Therefore, regardless of the

sustainability of TMT self-esteem hypothesis, when experiments involving death anxiety

and self-esteem are conducted on East Asians, large effect sizes cannot be attained, as

they are with American samples. In contrast, when self-enhancement on collectivistic

dimensions for death anxiety reduction is assessed, large effect sizes from East Asians

samples can be expected, more so than from Westerners. In addition, specifying the type

of self-esteem is important when cultural differences in anxiety buffering is questioned.

For example, Du et al. (2013) indicated that personal self-esteem negatively correlated

with dispositional death anxiety among Australians and Chinese. Simultaneously,

relational self-esteem also functioned as an anxiety buffer among Chinese only. Therefore,

cultural worldview constrains the type of self-esteem which serves as anxiety buffers, and
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hence researchers might need to measure the appropriate domain of self-esteem in

accordance to the participants’ culture.

As described in this and previous sections, one’s group and relationships play

important roles in psychological self-defense mechanisms among people in collectivistic

cultures. According to Kashima et al. (2004), Japanese perceive death of society-wide

ingroup, such as in regional natural disaster, to be threatening. This result may indicate

that collectivistic cultures drive people to care about persistence of existing relationships

and group more than individualistic do. Hence, people in collectivistic cultures need to

sensitively react toward information and thoughts implying their end. Furthermore,

consistent with TMT basic premises, existential threat direct people from collectivistic

cultures to conform to their collectivistic behavioral standards (e.g., Kashima et al., 2004;

Wakimoto, 2006). Thus, previous research implied that one’s perception toward

existential negative information and reactions toward it depend on adaptation to their

cultural environment, and IND-COL is one facet of it.

1.4 Theoretical Background of Psychological Threat Arising from Uncertainty and

Inconsistency

As mentioned above, culture constrains our perception and coping toward two
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types of psychological threat; ego and existential. These differences arise from cultural

practices in our daily lives. Therefore, there will be cultural differences in psychological

mechanisms regarding uncertainty threat depending on IND-COL. People in collectivistic

cultures should focus on relationships when they are motivated to reduce uncertainty, like

ego and existential threat. Hence, this section will review research and theories pertaining

to uncertainty threat, to set the stage for a discussion about the effects of culture on

uncertainty management in the following chapters.

1.4.1 Uncertainty Threat and In/direct Coping

Uncertainty, unpredictability, ambiguity, doubt and inconsistency, can pose a

psychological threat, which is referred to as uncertainty threat, because human beings

have the need for certainty to adapt natural/social environments. There are subtle

differences in these concepts, however, all of them consistently threatening our behavioral

and decisional standards and plans, although some of them are enjoyable, e.g., a gamble.

Whereas our world is filled with uncertainty, we often deal with them by merely ignoring

or neglecting them. Even if we do not have sufficient information to make reasonable

decisions, our intuition may mask such informational uncertainty, and engender

confidence regarding our resolution (Kahneman, 2011). When careful judgement is
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warranted, we can override our cognitive indolence to a certain extent, and seek further

information. However, affective reactions toward uncertainty is distinguished from

cognitive uncertainty perception (e.g., Greco, & Roger, 2001). Uncertainty pertaining to

something crucial not only attracts our attention, but it also bothers us, and bring about

anxiety and insecurity. Such types of uncertainty are construed as uncertainty threat, and

evoke defensive reactions. To this fact, much literature has focused on self-uncertainty,

self-inconsistency, and self-doubt as the source of the threat. When we feel uncertain

about our self-concept, attitude or behavioral consistency, we engage in in/direct coping.

While people engage in direct coping such as approaching uncertainty, and seeking

information to resolve it (see Szeto, & Sorrentino, 2010, for a review), uncertainty threat

research mainly focused on indirect coping, and revealed that people pursue certainty,

such as to mask salient uncertainty and diminish uneasy feelings arising from it.

1.4.2 Cognitive Dissonance

Cognitive Dissonance Theory (Festinger, 1957) shed light on threatening

uncertainty and inconsistency. When someone declares an opinion, which contradicts

his/her covert attitude, and s/he does not have the sufficient reason that s/he feigns to

believe it, such as to receive money, s’he experiences cognitive dissonance. Then s/he
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changes change his/her covert attitude so as to reduce the dissonance (Festinger &

Carlsmith, 1959). Additionally, the intensity of cognitive dissonance pertaining to specific

opinions depends on personal relevance (Festinger, 1957). Cognitive dissonance

engenders psychological discomfort, and dissonance reduction eliminates this unease

experiences (Elliot & Devine, 1994). These findings imply that contradiction and

inconsistency pose psychological threat and activate defensive These findings imply that

contradiction and inconsistency pose psychological threat and activates defensive

mechanisms. Various theories were derived from cognitive dissonance theory, and some

of them assumed that contradiction between one’s behaviors and self-standards causes

cognitive dissonance, although threats to the self-concept are not vital for arousal of

cognitive dissonance (cf. Stone & Cooper, 2001). The theories pertaining to cognitive

dissonance have consistently suggested that people tend to pursue consistency and order,

especially when subjective contradiction poses psychological threat.

1.4.3 Uncertainty Identity Theory (UIT)

UIT (Hogg, 2007) revealed that self-conceptual uncertainty instigates self-image

maintenance. When people assimilates with group prototype through self-categorization,

they obtain stable standard, which shared by ingroup members, for interpretation of the
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world, and decision making, and hence they can reduce various types of uncertainty.

Grieve and Hogg (1999) found that participants showed stronger social identification with

a minimal group, and ingroup bias in uncertain situations in which they do not have

sufficient knowledge regarding experimental task and relationships with other

participants. In their Study 2, Merely trying to understand ambiguous pictures lead to

prominent social identification. UIT deduces that uncertainty pertaining to oneself in

social context or self-concept particularly bothers him/her, and hence it posits self-

uncertainty reduction is one of the main objects of social identification. When people

elaborated three aspects of their lives that made them uncertain about their lives, future,

and themselves, they identified with ingroup than control. Furthermore, this effect was

more acute when their ingroups are entitative because group with obvious features and

clear boundary offers steadfast guides for identity construction, and hence it can

efficiently reduce self-uncertain (Hogg, Sherman, Dierselhuis, Maitner, & Mofftitt, 2007).

However, if uncertainty arises from one’s personal self-concept, group identification is

indirect coping toward it, because it does not clarify our personal characteristic

independent of belonging. Likewise, self-uncertainty compels people to express a minor

opinion, however the aim of anti-conformity is not to clarify specific uncertain aspects of

their self-concept, but to pursuit self-uniqueness to attain solid self-concept (Rios,
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Wheeler, & Miller, 2012).

1.4.4 Uncertainty Management Model (UMM)

Like existential threat, uncertainty threat causes cultural worldview defenses.

The earliest state of UMM (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002; Van den Bos & Lind, 2002)

mainly focused on uncertainty reduction through social justice and fairness, however

UMM research demonstrated compensatory behaviors based on cultural worldviews for

managing uncertainty apart from death anxiety. Fairness bring about subjective order into

social situations around us, and hence under fairness treatment, we feel certainty and

become tolerant toward uncertainty. As Learner (1980) points out, people have BJW,

fairness treatment maintain our worldview, however unfairness threatens it. People

primed with uncertainty tend to blame innocent victims, because if a misery comes up

without any reasons, such as insecurity of a victim, our BJW lose subjective validity as

the rule of the world (Bal & Van den Bos, 2012). Likewise, other types of cultural

worldview can buffer uncertainty, such as cultural values and norms shared by members

of one’s nation. Once uncertainty is salient, it instigates compensatory uncertainty

reduction based on cultural worldviews. Namely, uncertainty threat motivates people to

confirm or defend their worldviews in order to reduce feelings of uncertainty. Therefore,
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when participants were reminded uncertainty, they showed more sensitive toward fairness

(Van den Bos, 2001), and more intense affect reactions toward pro-/counter-national

essays (Van den Bos et al, 2005). However, as cultural worldview defenses toward

existential threat, such defensive reactions are indirect coping toward uncertainty, and

people do not need to uncertainty posing the source of the threat through such defense

mechanisms. In other words, people can satisfy to obtain subjective certainty irrelevant

to uncertainty threat. UMM research indicated that uncertainty threat manipulation does

not influence participants’ general affect states (e.g., Van den Bos et al., 2005), however,

the effect of uncertainty on cultural worldview defense is mediated by anxiety

(Echebarria-Echabe, 2013). This finding does not mean that anxiety reduction is the most

powerful drive of defensive reactions. Existential threat also induce anxiety along with

cultural worldview defense. Therefore, these two types of self-defense mechanisms

partially may share psychological cause of defense reactions, i.e., anxiety reduction, but

not “death anxiety” reduction. Furthermore, UMM emphasizes evidences indicating that

the effect of uncertainty threat on cultural worldview defense is larger than that of

existential threat. For example, Van den Bos and his colleagues adopted existential threat

condition instead of control condition (Van den Bos et al., 2005; Yavuz & Van den Bos,

2009). Furthermore, Van den Bos et al. (2005) also found that that while experimenter
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instructed participants to elaborate on their own death, some (24%) of them detailed

uncertainty related issues, and they showed more acute cultural worldview defense than

participants who delineated merely their own death. The aim of these indications is not to

negate all of TMT assumptions, but rather to postulate theoretical revision. TMT posit

death anxiety management is only one purpose of cultural worldview defense, and hence

it cannot explain findings of uncertainty threat research (e.g., Martin & Van den Bos,

2014; Van den Bos & Lind, 2010). Imagined one’s own death can bring about uncertainty

and anxiety, and hence psychological mechanisms for uncertainty and anxiety

management may engender parts of defensive reactions toward existential threat.

Van den Bos (2009) distinguished personal uncertainty from informational

uncertainty, and defined it as, “a subjective sense of doubt or instability in self-views,

worldviews, or the interrelation between the two” (p. 198).  Simultaneously he

explained that, “in short, personal uncertainty is the feeling that you experience when you

feel uncertain about yourself” (p.198). Therefore, UMM is consistent with UIT on the

issue of importance of self-concept for uncertainty management.

1.4.5 Reactive Approach Motivation (RAM) Theory

RAM Theory (McGregor, Nash, Mann, & Phills, 2010) also involves various
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defensive reactions toward uncertainty threat. This theory treats uncertainty threat as a

signal of goal disruption, and stimulates goal regulatory mechanisms. When people

confront uncertainty pertaining to their personal goals (e.g. obtaining a doctoral degree

for graduate students), or goal conflicts (e.g. choosing one from multiple things one

wants), anxiety arises from it, and inhibits their approach motivation. Whereas this

vigilant state induces direct coping toward uncertainty, such as information seeking,

however it is released as time passes, and then approach motivation becomes reactivated

along with indirect coping toward the threat (Jonas, McGregor, Klackl, Agroskin, Fritsche,

Holbrook, & Quirin, 2014). This RAM causes our behavioral change especially

depending on one’s own ideal, because an ideal consolidates the order of our personal

goals, and ideal goals are not completely frustrated due to its abstract property (McGregor,

Prentice, & Nash, 2012). If one’s idealistic values are associated with cultural worldviews,

RAM also can induce some types of cultural worldview defense, e.g., fortifying the belief

that one’s nation is magnificent. Therefore, RAM strengthens one’s conviction of beliefs,

values, cultural worldviews, and reduce uncertainty pertaining to them, and participants

primed with uncertainty show compensatory conviction regarding religion, personal goal

pursuit, and social issues (McGregor et al., 2001; McGregor, Nash, & Prentice, 2010;

McGregor et al., 2012).
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1.5 Cultural Differences in Uncertainty Threat Perception

While TMT posits that defensive reactions toward existential threat and

mortality warrant cognitive capacities proper to mankind, theories of uncertainty

management assumes that defensive reactions toward uncertainty and inconsistency are

not unique to human beings. For example, non-human primates show behavior indicating

justification for cognitive dissonance reduction (Egan, Santos, & Bloom, 2007; see

Harmon-Jones, Haslam, & Bastian, 2017, for a review). Therefore, uncertainty reduction

may be vital for survival of organisms, and that of mankind also may have substantial

adaptive values. However, human beings must adapt not only to the physical environment,

but also one’s culture, and hence, the importance of different types of uncertainty may

vary by it.

Notwithstanding, much of the research in this area have been conducted in

Western cultures, and there is a void in research within Asian cultures, including Japan.

Research on defensive reactions toward psychological threat has by and large been

considered to be a universal issue, but the few studies involving Asians have not been

able to confirm this assumption as the previous sections demonstrated. It would appear

then, that there may be difference in the way uncertainty threat is perceived, as well as

how they are dealt with.
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As mentioned above, some theories regarding psychological threat arising from

uncertainty and inconsistency emphasize uncertainty pertaining to self-concept. UIT and

UMM assumes that self-uncertainty is a primal factor which concerns our self-image and

worldview maintenance. Likewise, theories derived from Cognitive Dissonance Theory

may also focus on the self. However, according to IND-COL literature, the meanings and

functions of self depends on cultural contexts. The bulk of research in this research field

was conducted in individualistic cultures. However, there is no guarantee that their

findings can be generalized to other types of cultures. As TMT noted cultural differences

in managing death anxiety, there also may be differences in ways of coping toward

uncertainty. The purpose of the current research is to investigate the effects of collectivism

on such coping.

1.5.1 Uncertainty and the Contexts It Embraces

Various methods for uncertainty threat manipulation have been developed. One

of the most subtle methods is to ask participants to write down their feelings and

experience pertaining to some actual uncertainty events. According to UIT, this trivial

type of manipulation has shown to impinge on identity management through

identification with an entitative group (Hogg et al., 2007). Similar uncertainty
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manipulation has also elicited a change in reaction toward targets that can arouse negative

emotions, e.g., an outgroup member who derogates the ingroup (e.g., Yavuz, & Van den

Bos, 2009).

While the majority of studies have not focused on manipulating particular

situations, the effect of such manipulation could be influenced by the context of the

uncertainty imagined by the participant. Depending on this context, the uncertainty can

be construed as being merely due to lack of information, while some forms of uncertainty

can develop into uncertainty threat. As reviewed in the previous chapter, two factors that

determine personal importance of uncertainty have been suggested; relevance to self

(Hogg et al., 2007; Van den Bos, 2009), and relevance to salient goal pursuit (Nash,

McGregor, & Prentice, 2011).

De Cremer, Brebels, and Sedikides (2008) found that dependent variables

affected by uncertainty manipulation change in accordance to the context of uncertainty;

general vs. belonging. Further, they showed that uncertainty pertaining to relationship

with strangers (stranger-belongingness uncertainty) does not have any effect on

dependent variables, although it seems to be categorized as belonging uncertainty. This

can be explained in two ways. First, there could be discord between stranger-

belongingness uncertainty and the dependent variables. Second, and more relevant to the
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purpose of the current study, relationship with strangers was relevant neither to self nor

to salient goals, hence, for most participants, stranger-belongingness uncertainty was

merely informational uncertainty regarding the stranger. Similarly, undergraduates who

were asked to report about ‘“uncertainty pertaining to school” showed stronger

psychological defensive reaction than those who were asked to report on “uncertainty” in

general (McGregor, Prentice, & Nash, 2009). Since events which are personally important

to undergraduates, such as academic achievement or relationship with an intimate partner,

tend to pertain to uncertainty about school, and is associated with self-identity and goals,

such uncertainty can easily lender themselves to become uncertainty threat than other,

more trivial, uncertainty.

1.5.2 Uncertainty Threat Perception and IND-COL

In order to test the assumption that culture influences uncertainty turning into

uncertainty threat, an original study was conducted. Much literature have been generated

along the theoretical framework of independent/interdependent self-construals (Markus

& Kitayama, 1991) to discern how culture influences the way in which people perceive

and manage their interpersonal relationships. Likewise, at the cultural level, IND-COL

have been utilized to explain such differences (for a review, see Brewer & Chen, 2007).
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Individualists perceive themselves as being separate entities in their social networks,

whereas collectivists see themselves being embedded within their close relationship

bonds. This dissertation assumed that IND-COL can be a useful framework for

understanding cultural differences in how uncertainty is perceived and understood.

Hofstede, Hofstede and Minkov (2010) have included uncertainty avoidance as one of his

dimensions of culture, but his concept of uncertainty is too general. The current research

focus on uncertainty within the relational realm.

Previous studies, mainly conducted in Western cultures, tend to emphasize the

importance of self-uncertainty (e.g., Hogg et al., 2007). Self is a general standard by

which our social world is interpreted, and accordingly, how decision making is done. Vast

areas of social psychology have focused on psychological threat that is closely tied with

self (e.g., McGregor, 2004). These Western studies are likely to focus on self-uncertainty,

rather than relational uncertainty, as the root of uncertainty threat. While the effect of

uncertainty pertaining to self-concept is not restricted to the culture in which these studies

have been conducted, this type of uncertainty can also be threatening in other cultures,

but the effect size of them may be small relative to the former. McGregor (2004)

suggested that consolidation of one’s self-concept and values is one of the most important

goals for individuals and hence, they react sensitively toward information threatening this
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goal. In contrast, he implied that collectivists may be tolerant toward such threat due to

cultural differences in attitude toward identity consolidation. Self-system embraces

multiple aspects of one’s self-image including independent and interdependent

dimensions. Thence self-uncertainty pertaining to private selves may have lower priorities

among collectivists. Japanese actually perceive their self-concepts to be instable, and

unclear relative to Americans and Canadians (Campbell, Trapnell, Heine, Katz, Lavallee,

& Lehman, 1996). Furthermore, according to cross cultural research into cognitive

dissonance (Hoshino-Browne, Zanna, Spencer, Zanna, Kitayama, & Lackenbauer, 2005),

European-Canadians justified their decision making regarding their own preference to

reduce cognitive dissonance. Asian-Canadians and Japanese, on the other hand, were not

concerned about the consistency of choice for themselves, but show justification for

cognitive dissonance reduction after they chose presents for their friends. To this fact,

Festinger (1957) claimed that when people confront contradiction pertaining to important

opinions, cognitive dissonance may arise from it. This would explain why the collectivists

in their experiment viewed consistency of their own preference as less important than

individualists.

For collectivists, however, relational uncertainty is more of a concern than self-

uncertainty. The former may feel uncertainty threat when self-identity is at risk, while the
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latter would feel threat when relational harmony goes awry. As per individualists,

McGregor (2004) suggested that the prime source of threat for them pertain to self and

identity, as identity consolidation is one of the most important goals for individualists.

Individualists may rely on personal identity to make decisions more so than collectivists.

In other words, individualists behave consistently with their self-concept, but if this self-

concept should become uncertain, they are without a crucial guiding principle toward

their social behavior and decisions. In contrast, collectivists respond more to their

relationships, rather than the self. In collectivistic cultures, individuals place importance

on maintaining secure stable relationships in order to avoid social rejection. This

dissertation contends that collectivists would focus more on relational uncertainty than

self-uncertainty. For example, if one’s peer group wishes to engage in a particular sport

that s/he is not good at, participating in it causes self-uncertainty because poor

performance may cast some doubt on their general ability regarding sports, while

avoiding it evokes relational uncertainty, since they are anxious about peers’ negative

reactions. Thus, individualist may want to coerce the others to choose a different sport,

whereas the collectivist will go along with the choice so as not to disrupt the harmony

within the group and risk losing public face, regardless of whether s/he may appear to be

inferior due to his/her performance. Therefore, the same choice generates different
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uncertainty experiences depending on one’s cultural orientation. If people make the

threatening choice, which is culturally undesired, then they may show defensive reactions.

Therefore, the current research assumes that relational uncertainty tends to become

uncertainty threat in collectivistic cultures.

People in individualistic cultures need to reduce self-uncertainty in order to

pursue individualistic goals, i.e., consolidate self-concept as autonomic individuals. In

contrast, collectivistic people feel little need to reduce self-uncertainty because most

decision making should be in accordance with not only one's own wishes, but also close

others' expectations. If one were to insist on his/her own view, s’he may be rejected by

others in the worst-case scenario. Effective social behavior, then, implies a stronger need

for managing their relationship, and more rejection sensitivity, versus need for self-

concept clarity. Japanese have actually been seen to have lower self-concept clarity than

Americans and Canadians (Campbell et al., 1996). These results suggest that collectivists

place relatively less importance to self-certainty. The purpose of the present research is to

demonstrate that relational uncertainty is of prime concern to the Japanese, hence it can

easily become psychological threat, instigating compensatory behavior.

While both self-uncertainty and uncertainty regarding group belonging induces

ingroup identification (Hogg et al., 2007; De Cremer et al., 2008), Sedikides, De Cremer,
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Hart, and Brebels (2010) implied that their effects may differ with self-construal;

independent vs interdependent. Likewise, Morrison, Johnson, and Wheeler (2012)

demonstrated that self-uncertainty pertaining to group membership brings about

discomfort amongst the collectivistic Americans, but self-uncertainty pertaining to

independent selves had no such effect. Furthermore, their self-perception is influenced by

subtle information that is presented in a priming task after the uncertainty regarding group

membership was salient. However, this dissertation will not adopt belonging uncertainty

or self-uncertainty pertaining to group membership. Although relationship and group

membership have often been used interchangeably in studies of IND-COL (Brewer &

Chen, 2007), relationship occupies a unique place aside from group membership among

Japanese, because as Yuki (2003) has shown that, to the Japanese, but not Americans,

ingroup identity depends on perceived connectedness of members within the group.

Therefore, even if group belonging is important for Japanese, relationality will be the

basis for it.

In addition, collectivists are characterized by interdependent self-construal,

which encompasses significant relationships, and from this, their self-concept is highly

dependent on their relationships. Therefore, they tend to focus on the self in the relational

context, and this can translate into a form of self-uncertainty as well. From the above
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argument, it is necessary to distinguish between independent self-uncertainty, and

relational self-uncertainty. This dissertation hereby refers to independent self-uncertainty

as uncertainty surrounding the self not pertaining to others, while relational uncertainty

includes threat to the relational self-concept, arising from the context of relationships with

significant others. To collectivists, the self is embedded within their relationships, hence

it may be difficult for them to conceive of a self-concept separate from their relationally

construed self-concept. Subsequently, their relational uncertainty may subsume relational

self-uncertainty. In contrast, independent self-uncertainty poses uncertainty threat among

individualists because they stress independent self-concept as their modus operandi for

social behavior. Relational uncertainty, on the other hand, including relational self-

uncertainty, is a concern for collectivists, who are motivated to reduce such uncertainty.

When they are faced with relational uncertainty, they are driven toward self-defensive

reactions.

In search of evidence for the above process, Chapters 2 and 3 address the effects

of relational uncertainty on psychological self-defense mechanisms among people with

collectivistic orientation.
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1.6 Culture, Subjective Predictability, and Uncertainty Management

As previously mentioned, culture affects our psychological threat perception,

and people are motivated to react toward information and events, which can be the source

of threat. However, people develop implicit/explicit norms, societal institutions, and

beliefs for effective coping as a part of culture. People can cognitively infer the outcome

of their choice through cultural knowledge. In addition to this function, this dissertation

assumes that some parts of beliefs, values, norms, social institutions constituting culture,

and incidents supporting them can offer secure feelings to cultural members. Generating

subjective predictability is one of the influence paths from culture to uncertainty

management.

If we ascertain the outcome of our choice, we never have doubts about the

appropriateness of it. However, subjective predictability can not only help effective and

fast decision making, but it can also strengthen the feeling of security over a long-term

goal action plan. While individuals are unable to accurately assess long-range outcomes,

they can trust their own behaviors to be meaningful toward success, due to subjective

predictability. As UMM research has indicated, some beliefs, norms, and daily incidents

may induce in us a subjective sense of being able to predict or control our own future to

a certain degree. Nevertheless, while our beliefs and cognitive biases can help to maintain
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such illusive visions, uncertainty inevitably arises from ongoing situations. When we

encounter an incident that is inconsistent with our beliefs, we experience great uncertainty,

which plays havoc with our expectations. Hence, individuals are motivated to seek for

assurances required for sustaining our beliefs (Martin, 1999). In experiments which prime

for uncertainty or a long-term goal, which is also considered a source of uncertainty,

individuals tend to blame innocent victims to defend their BIW (Hafer, 2000; Bal & Van

den Bos, 2012). Conversely, experimental conditions in which individuals attain

immediate return for performing particular behaviors decrease their defensiveness over

BJW (Kulkarni, Anderson, Sanders, Newbold, & Martin, 2016). To this effect, these

studies demonstrate how we manage uncertainty through BJW. The more uncertainty

management becomes important, individuals are geared to become more defensive

toward their pre-conceptions.

Likewise, this dissertation assumes that some parts of culture contribute to

uncertainty management, especially regarding threatening uncertainty, e.g., relational

uncertainty management for collectivistic cultures.
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1.6.1 Uncertainty Management Pertaining to Relational Uncertainty in

Collectivism

In collectivistic cultures, people would be sensitive toward social expectations,

which others and social situations demand, more so than in individualistic cultures.

Therefore, a huge number of situational norms are required to meet needs of people in the

former, as attested to by Gelfand et al. (2011). This dissertation assumes that collectivistic

cultures are more attentive to relational uncertainty, and hence they embrace elements for

managing this type of uncertainty. Collectivism is characterized as fulfillment of

interpersonal duties and obligations (Gelfand, Nishii, Holcombe, Dyer, Ohbuchi, &

Fukumo, 2001; Shteynberg et al., 2009), and this dissertation speculates that such

tendencies regarding duties and obligations have been developed for relational

uncertainty management of people.

1.6.2 Uncertainty Management through Duty

In our interpersonal relationships, we have expectations of others to perform

duties and obligations toward us, which are either explicit or implicit, and such

expectations give us a secure feeling regarding this relationship. However, when the other

fails to perform such duties, we begin to have doubts about the dependability of this
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person in the future. In other words, whether one can be trusted to live up to his/her

expectations may lead to uncertainty regarding the relationship. This relational

uncertainty can cause one to experience negative feelings about the relationship.

Given the above arguments, this dissertation assumes that subjective

predictability arising from interpersonal duty and expectations can help manage

uncertainty. Generally speaking, expectations can reduce uncertainty, but when we are

faced with expectancy violations, uncertainty and insecurity become pronounced,

especially in interpersonal situations (e.g., Burgoon, & Hale, 1988; Gudykunst, 1995).

Duty, on the other hand, directs an individual’s action toward the needs of others.

Therefore, duty adherence is equivalent to meeting one’s expectations. Duty constrains

the range of possible behaviors in social interaction, and subsequently maintains social

order (Moghaddam, Slocum, Finkel, Mor, & Harré, 2000), hence, duty can be considered

to be a source of predictability of other’s future behaviors. Duty allows individuals to

coordinate with their partners, although it may sometimes interfere with each other’s

freedom. However, individuals are not free to act on their own, unless the other grants

them to do so via their duty toward them. Therefore, duty is necessary for implementation

of both individuals’ independent freedom and interdependent reciprocal cooperation.

As can be seen from the above reasoning, duty manages individuals’ subjective
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uncertainty regarding relationships, and as a result, people feel more confident in

predicting others’ behavior because they expect others to honor their own duties toward

them, hence allowing them peace of mind over their relationships. It is not an

overstatement to say that we can control other’s behavior through duty, and this can be

generalized over a vast range of events and activities in our social lives. We also expect

people to adhere to societal institutions, formal/informal social norms, and everyday

communication rules that provide a guide to acceptable and expected behavior in our

social lives, and thus allow us to manage relational uncertainty so as long as their duty to

adhere are observed. Conversely, violation of duty jeopardizes our plan and sense of

predictability and controllability, weakening our subjective confidence of managing

relational uncertainty, and turning relational uncertainty salient and noticeable. In sum,

duty violation increases relational uncertainty and arouses an insecure feeling. Therefore,

individuals who encounter duty violation no longer can ignore uncertainty, and may feel

negative affect toward the duty violator, who subsequently becomes the source of their

uncertainty and insecurity.

1.6.3 Duty and IND-COL

Duty is said to be more important in collectivistic cultures than individualistic,
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while duty violation is perceived to be detrimental in both types of cultures (Oyserman,

Coon, & Kemmelmier, 2002; Shteynberg et al., 2009; Triandis, Ping, Chen, & Chan,

1998).

As reviewed in previous sections, relational uncertainty is considered likely to

disrupt important goals, and pose uncertainty threat, among people with collectivistic

orientation. Therefore, they seek to manage relational uncertainty through their culture,

including norms, beliefs, and societal institutions, and duty suits such a purpose. However,

if culture guides the bulk of social behaviors through duty, our freedom of choice

decreases. Individual autonomy and relational uncertainty reduction in the whole society

are subsequently related to the transaction. Individualistic cultures emphasize individual

rights instead of duty in order to maintain the freedom of members, unless they overly

impinge on another’s right. On the other hand, collectivistic cultures keep relational

uncertainty low through duty at the cost of allowing a wide variety of interpersonal

relationship patterns. Cultural differences in importance of duty arises from ways in

uncertainty management, and duty is beneficial, especially in collectivistic cultures.

The research in Chapter 4 examined this relational uncertainty management of

duty using Japanese samples through experiments based on the established methodology

from UMM research.
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1.7 Aim of the Study

This dissertation aims to clarify the effect of collectivism on uncertainty threat

perception and management through Studies 1 to 3. Based on the results, this dissertation

will discuss the function of culture as it contributes to psychological defensive

mechanisms toward uncertainty threat.

Collectivism leads people to perceive relational uncertainty threatening, and

drive compensatory behaviors for subjective uncertainty reduction. Studies 1 and 2

examined this process, adopting two different compensatory reactions; social

identification toward one’s nation in Study 1, and reactive approach motivation toward

personally important goals in Study 2, based on established defensive reactions in

previous uncertainty threat research. Furthermore, Study 1 directly compared the effects

of manipulation of independent self-uncertainty and relational uncertainty among

Japanese participants (Chapter 2). Further, in order to confirm that the effect of relational

uncertainty manipulation is aroused from participants’ cultural orientation, Study 2

manipulated it through cultural priming pertaining to IND-COL (Chapter 3).

Collectivism also embraces elements for managing such important uncertainty,

and people under uncertainty become sensitive toward functional states of the elements.

Under uncertainty threat, people are motivated to confirm this function, and hence they
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become affectively sensitive toward relevant information. Study 3 examined the

psychological function regarding uncertainty management of interpersonal duties and

obligations, focusing on changes in affective reactions toward duty adherence/violation

scenarios (Chapter 4).

composition by chapter.

Figure 1.1 shows the overall picture of this dissertation research, and its
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The articles and manuscripts constituting this dissertation by chapter are the

following.

Chapter 1:

Terashima, Y. & Takai, J. (in press). Cultural differences in the perception of

psychological threat and compensation. Bulletin of the Graduate School of

Education and Human Development, Nagoya University (Psychology and Human

Development Sciences), 64.

Chapters 2 and 3:

Terashima, Y. & Takai, J. (2017). Effects of relational uncertainty in heightening national

identification and reactive approach motivation of Japanese. International Journal

of Psychology. Advance online publication. doi: 10.1002/ijop.12422

Chapter 4:

Terashima, Y. & Takai, J. (2017). Interpersonal duty as a tool for managing uncertainty:

Uncertainty threat changes negative affect reaction toward duty adherence/violation.

Current Psychology. Advance online publication. doi: 10.1007/s12144-017-9660-2
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CHAPTER 2: EFFECTS OF CULTURE ON UNCERTAINTY THREAT

PERCEPTION

From the previous chapter, it was assumed that relational uncertainty, rather than

self-uncertainty pertaining to independent selves, tends to pose uncertainty threat among

collectivists. For this purpose, this chapter conducted direct comparison of the effects of

these two types of uncertainty on national identification of Japanese.

2.1 Relational Uncertainty Reduction through Social Identification

For measurement of psychological self-defense, the current research adopted

social identification. As UIT suggests, people embrace identity through identification

with their group, and such self-categorization reduce self-conceptual uncertainty. While

the uncertainty reduction through group membership seems to reduce uncertainty apart

from independent self-uncertainty, UIT takes “self in social context” into consideration,

and based on UIT, self-categorization is hypothesized to reduce uncertainty regarding

self-embedded in social relationships in collectivistic cultures, i.e., relational uncertainty

and relational self-uncertainty.  Additionally, belief that one’s culture or nation is

magnificent, i.e., a form of cultural worldview, allows members to realize the meaning of
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their lives, and allots them with tolerance to uncertainty. The current research assumed
that relational uncertainty causes such defensive reactions pertaining to social identity in

Japanese.

2.2 Study 1

Study 1 directly compared independent self-uncertainty to relational uncertainty,
examining their effects on national identification, which is a typical form of group
identification. National identification consists of a categorical group with a clear border
and distinctiveness, and is associated with a cultural worldview, i.e. meaning of life,
which is mutually and subjectively held by members. One’s national identity defines the
self and his/her relationships, and provides shared knowledge about social life. Study 1
hypothesized that if a particular type of uncertainty becomes uncertainty threat, it also

strengthens one’s national identification in order to reduce uncertainty and anxiety.

2.2.1 Method

Participants. Undergraduates (40 men, 53 women; M,4,=19.28) in central
Japan participated in an online experiment for course credit. All participants identified
themselves as Japanese, and were randomly assigned to one of three conditions; control

59



condition, independent self-uncertainty condition, or relational uncertainty condition.

Procedure. Participants were given instructions, and then completed the
materials on their own time. All materials were set up using the survey software Qualtrics.

At the beginning, participants reported on demographic variables.

Uncertainty manipulation. Participants responded to open ended questions for
seven minutes. In independent self-uncertainty condition, participants were instructed to
imagine three incidents that were on their mind, which bothered them. They were
instructed that these incidents should pertain to their notion of independent self, their
current lives and future, and their capacities which may make them uncertain and insecure.
Not only the term “uncertain” (-I"HE 7 72), but also “insecure” (-~ 78) were used within
the episodes, such that the instruction would steer participants away from elaborating on
mere informational uncertainty.

The relational uncertainty condition was essentially similar, but participants
were instructed to imagine issues specific to their significant relationships. In both
conditions, participants were asked three questions about these issues: “Briefly describe
each issue,” “Is the issue currently bothering you?” and “Why did you feel uncertain and
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insecure about it? What did you physically and emotionally experience when you felt this

uncertainty?” For the control condition, participants were instructed to imagine three

favorite TV programs and were asked: “Name and briefly describe the TV program you

are thinking about,” “Have you recently viewed this program?” and “What did you

physically and emotionally experience when you watched this program?” In each

condition above, participants were given two sample responses to familiarize them with

how they should respond. Participants were allowed only seven minutes, regardless of

whether they were finished or not, as the online survey progressed automatically to the

next stage.

After the uncertainty manipulation, participants responded to a 12-item self-

concept clarity scale (Campbell et al., 1996; translated by Tokunaga & Horiuchi, 2012)

as a distractor task on five-point Likert scales (a = .73). This distractor was implemented

because previous studies showed that the effects of psychological threat manipulation

were more significant after a few minutes had passed (e.g., Nash et al., 2011).

National identification. A three-item National Identification Scale, which asked

participants to rate importance of their national identity through nine-point Likert scales

(oo =.75). These items were “How important is Japan to your identity?”, “How important
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is Japanese language to your identity?” and “How important is living in Japan to your

identity?”” Afterward, all participants were debriefed.

2.2.2 Results

Response to uncertainty manipulation. Two coders categorized each response
in independent self-uncertainty and relational uncertainty conditions (Kappa = .79), and
then judged whether participants’ discomfort arose from interpersonal relationships
(Kappa = .97); see Tables 2.1. and 2.2. Disagreements were resolved through discussion.

Table 2.1. Frequencies of responses for categories by context and content pertaining to

interpersonal relationships

Independent Relational
Category
self-uncertainty condition uncertainty condition
Uncertainty regarding future 28 (12) 1(1)
Uncertainty regarding decision making 4(2) 0 (0)
Uncertainty regarding personal characteristics 8 (4) 0 (0)
Uncertainty regarding relationships 13 (13) 50 (50)

Column values represent frequencies for four categories. Values in parentheses represent
frequencies of two coders’ judgement that descriptions in each category and condition bear on

interpersonal relationships
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Table 2.2. The numbers of participants who reported one or more
uncertainty regarding relationships, and whose response at least partly

pertained to relationships

Independent self-uncertainty condition Relational uncertainty condition
(n =28) (n=32)

10 (19) 32 (32)

Column values represent the numbers of participants whose response
was categorized to uncertainty regarding relationships at least once.
Values in parentheses represent the numbers of participants whose

discomfort was partly caused by relationships

Self-concept clarity. One-way ANOVA was conducted to test for the effect of
uncertainty on self-concept clarity, however, there was no significant difference between
relational uncertainty (M = 3.11, SD = .55), independent self-uncertainty (M = 2.98, SD
=.43) and control (M = 2.88, SD = .55) conditions: F (2,90) = 1.52, p = .23, 7712, =.03.

This indicated that manipulation did not affect self-concept clarity.

National identification. One-way ANOVA yielded a main effect of uncertainty
manipulation on national identification :F (2,90) = 3.10, p = .05, 77129 = .06, see Figure
2.1. Multiple comparison by Scheffé’s method showed there was a significant difference
between relational uncertainty and control conditions (M =7.07, SD=1.11; M=6.23, SD
=1.67;p < .05,d=.58).

However, there was no significant difference between independent self-
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uncertainty (M = 6.77, SD = 1.21) and control (p = .13, d = .36), and between relational

uncertainty and independent self-uncertainty (p = .40, d = .26).

National Identification
(0]

Control Relational Independent
Uncertainty Self-uncertainty

Figure 2.1. Nationalidentification as a function of
uncertainty. Error bars show SES.
*p<.05
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2.2.3 Discussion

As expected, the results indicated that relational uncertainty becomes uncertainty

threat, and such tendency did not apply to independent self-uncertainty. While this

evidence is not strong enough to ascertain that there are differences in types of uncertainty

and uncertainty threat, the results partly supported the assumptions of UIT. The

participants of this study were Japanese, but they were seen to identify themselves with

their social category to reduce feelings of uncertainty, just as Australians, Indonesians,

Americans and South Indians (Hogg, 2010). Granted, there are likely to be some cultural

differences pertaining to group identification (Yuki, 2003), but uncertainty reduction may

be a universal motivation for self-categorization.

Study 1 adopted self-categorization for an indicator of compensatory reaction

toward two types of uncertainty. One’s relationships may be more relevant to one’s group

identity than one’s independent self-concept, even if both of them are not directly

associated with it. The relative closeness of relational uncertainty and national

identification like this may have been attributed to the present results. Therefore, it is

possible that independent self-uncertainty drives other types of compensation reactions

relevant to one’s independent self among people in collectivistic cultures. Simultaneously,

relational uncertainty may have stronger effects on compensatory reactions pertaining to
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their relationships than on reactions based on their group.

Furthermore, future study should focus on individual differences, because
specific type of individuals may prefer identifying with their nations to compensation
pertaining to their relationships for reducing uncertainty.

Study 1 revealed that relational uncertainty warrants coping among Japanese,
even if there are limitations. However, it cannot be concluded that collectivism
strengthens the effects of relational uncertainty because neither cross-cultural comparison
nor manipulation of cultural orientation were conducted. Chapter 3 accordingly discusses

cultural priming and executes an experiment adopting it to address the limitation of Study
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CHAPTER 3: COLLECTIVISTIC PRIMING AND COMPENSATION

TOWARD RELATIONAL UNCERTAINTY

While Study 1 sought to determine if the type of uncertainty imposes threat,

Study 2 focused solely on relational uncertainty, and whether cultural prime affects

compensatory behavior toward it.

3.1 Cultural Priming

Culture influences personal characteristics, and hence people from the same

culture share specific dispositions which are exclusive to others (e.g., Hofstede et al.,

2010). However, no culture is either purely individualistic or collectivistic, and people

tend to have both individualistic and collectivistic tendencies. Cultural differences in

IND-COL arises from differences in accessibility of them. For example, advertisement

presented in individualistic cultures contain individualistic messages, while those in

collectivistic emphasizes messages that appeal to their collectivistic propensities (Han, &

Shavitt, 1994; for a review, see Morling, & Lamoreaux, 2008). The social environment

maintains a specific cultural orientation, i.e., individualism or collectivism of people

thorough various cues, such as the products designed and marketed. On the other hand,
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when people are faced with cues inconsistent to their cultural orientation, they may be

compelled to switch their orientation to meet these cues. Therefore, priming particularly

influences people when it is inconsistent with their existing cultural orientation (Gardner,

Gabriel, & Lee, 1999). A vast number of studies have demonstrated that one’s cultural

orientation could be manipulated through priming (for a review, see Oyserman & Lee,

2008). Cultural priming changes salient aspects of self-concept (Trafimow, Triandis, &

Goto, 1991). Dalsky (2010) demonstrated that individualistic cultural priming increases

the likelihood of an individualistic choice being assumed in a scenario experiment

amongst Japanese who are often proclaimed to be collectivistic. From this, this

dissertation assumes that culture determines what type of uncertainty poses a threat, and

priming cultural orientations has a likewise effect. Accordingly, the current study

hypothesized that relational uncertainty will not impose a threat under the individualistic

cultural priming.

3.2 RAM and Cultural Orientation

Compensatory conviction is an indicator of indirect, palliative compensation.

According to RAM Theory, uncertainty threat induces anxiety, and inhibits approach

motivation and behaviors (McGregor et al, 2009). Along with the passage of time,
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however, inhibition dissipates and approach motivation is reactivated, hence anxiety

induced by uncertainty threat decreases. This RAM causes compensatory behavior.

Meanwhile these RAM processes are not driven by uncertainty which are irrelevant to

one's salient goals. In other words, only uncertainty about meaningful goals becomes

uncertainty threat in the view of RAM Theory. However, culture affect one’s values

pertaining to the importance of trivial goal pursuits in everyday social life, so it may

determine if specific uncertainty shall be construed as a sign of disruption toward an

important goal, resulting in RAM and compensatory behaviors. Therefore, the hypothesis

of this study is that under collectivistic priming, relational uncertainty will pose

uncertainty threat, and evoke compensatory conviction over personal goals.

3.3 Study 2

Study 2 looked at the importance of personal goals as the dependent variable, in

the form of the degree of conviction one has concerning personal goals as an index of

RAM. Study 2 predicted that the effect of relational uncertainty is differed by cultural

priming. Only under collectivistic priming, not individualitic, participants in relational

uncertainty condition showed stronger RAM regarding personal goals than in control.
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3.3.1 Method

Participants. Undergraduates and diploma students (16 men, 96 women; M4,
=19.77) in central Japan participated in a within classroom group experiment for course
credit. Participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions arising from a 2
(cultural prime: individualism vs. collectivism) x 2 (uncertainty manipulation: relational

uncertainty vs. control) between-subjects factorial design.

Procedure. Materials were distributed in the form of three sealed booklets. The
order of opening each booklet was fixed, and the experimenter told participants not to
open other booklets while responding to a particular booklet. The first booklet was for
demographic variables, and items to induce cultural priming. The second booklet was for
uncertainty manipulation. The third booklet was for a distractor task, and RAM

measurement.

Cultural priming manipulation. Participants performed the Sumerian Warrior
Story task (Trafimow et al., 1991) in which they read a short story about a fictitious
warrior as the cultural priming manipulation. In the individualistic prime, the warrior
makes a decision based on increasing his own prestige and personal benefit. In contrast,
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in the collectivistic prime, he puts precedence on his family, heightening his loyalty

toward the family, and his trust within. After reading the story, participants were asked to

evaluate the warrior on whether they approve of his decision, while this evaluation was

strictly related to the filler task, and not any part of the study itself.

Relational uncertainty manipulation. Uncertainty manipulation was the same

as in Study 1. However, Study 2 did not include the independent self-uncertainty

condition, limiting conditions to relational uncertainty and control. After the uncertainty

manipulation, participants completed a 60-item general affect scale (Zevon & Tellegen,

1982) as a distractor task on six-point Likert scales. Embedded within this scale, however,

were the same 20 items pertaining to the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS;

Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988; translated by Kawahito, Otsuka, Kaida, & Nakata,

2011), which served as measurements of positive and negative state feelings (positive

affect o = .78; negative affect o = .89)

RAM measurement. The procedure used and the items measured were adapted

from previous studies dealing with RAM (McGregor, Nash, Mann, & Phills, 2010;

McGregor et al., 2001; Nash et al., 2009). Participants nominated four important personal
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goals which were characteristic of who they are. Next, participants rated each goal using
seven-point scales on five dimensions associated with RAM: Approach (To what extent
does the goal focus on approaching something positive?), Outcome (How likely are you
to ultimately attain it?), Value Congruence (Does it reflect the most important values that
guide your life?), Determination (How firmly determined are you to attain it, even if it
requires sacrifice?), and Meaningfulness (Some goals are meaningful to your life, while
others are not. How personally meaningful is this particular goal to you?). The average
score of twenty ratings were used as the RAM score (a = .86). This RAM score indicated
the participant’s motivation to pursue alternative personal goals unrelated to manipulated

uncertainty.

3.3.2 Results

PANAS. A 2 (cultural prime: individualistic prime vs. collectivistic prime) x 2
(uncertainty: relational uncertainty vs. control) between-subjects ANOVA was conducted
for each affect of PANAS. First, for positive affect, the analysis yielded no significant
effects: interaction F (1, 108) = .51, p = .48, n; =.005; cultural prime F (1, 108) = .12,
p = .74, n5 = .001; uncertainty F (1, 108) = .17, p = .68, n; = .002. Likewise, the
ANOVA for negative affect yielded no significant results: interaction F (1, 108) = .11, p
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= .73, n3 =.001; cultural prime F (1,108) = .20, p = .66, n; = .002; uncertainty F (1,
108) = .64, p = .43, nj; =.006. These results were consistent with previous studies that

showed uncertainty had no significant effect on general affective state.

RAM. The same 2 x 2 between-subjects ANOVA was conducted on RAM. The
analysis yielded a significant cultural prime x relational uncertainty interaction effect: F
(1,108) =8.65,p < .005, ns =.07, see Figure 3.1. No main effect was found: cultural
priming F (1, 108) = .39, p = .53, n; = .004; uncertainty F (1, 108) = .53, p = .47, nj
=.005.

Tests for simple main effects of relational uncertainty conditions revealed higher
levels of RAM in the collectivistic prime-relational uncertainty condition (M = 5.72, SD
=.75) than the collectivistic prime-control condition (M = 5.22, SD = .67), F (1,108) =
7.14, p < .005, n; = .11. However, the effect of relational uncertainty was not
significant in the individualistic prime conditions (control M = 5.53, SD = .62; relational
uncertainty M = 5.23, SD = .82), F (1,108) = 2.32, p = .13, nf, =.04.

Similarly, tests for simple main effects of cultural priming revealed higher levels
of RAM in the collectivistic prime-relational uncertainty condition than the
individualistic prime-relational uncertainty condition: F (1,108) = 6.02, p < .05, n;
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=.11. However, in control prime conditions, relational uncertainty manipulation did not
have such an effect on the RAM scores: F (1,108) = .2.84, p = .07, n; =.05.
This result suggests that relational uncertainty became uncertainty threat causing

RAM, but only for participants who were primed with a collectivistic cultural orientation.

B Relational Uncertainty 0O Control
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Figure 3.1. Reactive Approach Motivation scores as a
function of cultural prime and uncertainty. Error bars show
SEs.
*p<.05 **p<.01
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3.3.3 Discussion

These results confirmed that cultural priming influences whether relational

uncertainty causes RAM or not. Up to now, there has been little evidence toward the RAM

assumption that uncertainty motivates people to engage in compensatory behavior in non-

Western countries. This study was the first of its kind to provide affirmation for RAM

Theory on a Japanese sample. RAM Theory also assumes that only uncertainty about

salient goals becomes a psychological threat causing RAM. The present study showed

that the interaction effect of collectivistic cultural prime and relational uncertainty

heightens personal goal conviction. The prediction that cultural priming brings about

relational uncertainty threat had been confirmed.

However, research pertaining to RAM has not been popular in East Asia, and

hence cross-cultural validation of the method is insufficient. Future research should

elaborate on the procedures for the RAM measurement, establishing the method in which

researchers can obtain data showing that eminent approach motivation exists only in the

condition which is theoretically expected to cause RAM.

Another shortcoming of the present study was that it focused only on relational

uncertainty, while omitting independent self-uncertainty. Additional studies should probe

into whether independent self-uncertainty would be affected by an individualistic prime.
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CHAPTER 4: MANAGING RELATIONAL UNCERTAINTY THROUGH

INTERPERSONAL DUTIES AND OBLIGATIONS

As in described in Chapter 1, interpersonal duties and obligations manage

relational uncertainty, and this function is one of the reason why collectivistic cultures

emphasize them. Chapter 4 addresses this assumption, investigating changes in affective

sensitivity toward duty adherence/violation under uncertainty manipulation.

4.1 Affective Reaction toward Duty Adherence/Violation under Uncertainty

Uncertainty threat evokes anxiety and insecurity, and individuals are motivated

to reduce such negative feelings. While people can directly cope with uncertainty threat,

they can also adopt indirect coping by pursuing certainty irrelevant to the uncertainty

threat and, in so doing, they can deal with their negative feelings. As elaborated on

Chapter 1, one of the various forms of compensation toward uncertainty threat defends

our belief systems and worldviews, and that constituted managing uncertainty beyond

specific contexts, e.g., cultural worldview defenses in UMM research (Van den Bos, Van

Ameijde, & Van Gorp, 2006). If we perceive them to function optimally, we can also

perceive our future to be predictable, hence, when under high uncertainty threat, we aim
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to strengthen such beliefs. Based on these results, uncertainty threat is considered to

fortify our affective sensitivity toward incidents which threaten the source of subjective

sense of uncertainty management and prediction, including cultural worldviews.

Furthermore, individuals under uncertainty threat showed negative affect reactions,

theoretically independent from cognitive evaluations, toward someone or an experience

that threatens their worldview (Van den Bos, Euwema, Poortvliet, & Maas, 2007; Van den

Bos, & Lind, 2010).

The overall hypothesis of the studies in this chapter are that people are motivated

to defend their beliefs regarding duty when they are faced with uncertainty threat. As

mentioned in Chapter 1, duty violation can be a source of uncertainty. However,

uncertainty threat, which is referred here, is independent from uncertainty arising from

duty violation, even though this uncertainty could also be a threat in some cases. Rather,

in the current hypothesis, when individuals are faced with uncertainty threat, regardless

of its source, the need for uncertainty management is strengthened. Consequently, duty

adherence/violation becomes a major cue for this management, since duty adherence

functions as an important indicator of the predictability of our world. On the contrary,

especially under uncertainty threat, duty violation is a signal of serious unpredictability

and uncontrollability. Accordingly, as UMM studies show (e.g., Van den Bos et al., 2007;
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Van den Bos, & Lind, 2010), the presence of uncertainty threat and whether duty is

adhered to or not are responsible for our affective states. As long as duties are adhered to,

individuals may not feel discomfort from any existing uncertainty, although they may

have potential for becoming uncertainty threat. Therefore, as this dissertation assumes, if

duty manages our relational uncertainty, uncertainty threat would influence our affective

sensitivity toward incidents indicating the effectiveness of duty, as would other types of

belief systems pertaining to uncertainty management.

Through two studies, uncertainty threat was manipulated, and then participants’

affective reactions toward duty adherence or violation scenarios were measured. The

current research used multiple scenarios that differed in their level of duty

adherence/violation. It predicts that uncertainty threat increased participants’ affective

sensitivity toward duty adherence/violation, and hence the effects of scenario

manipulation on negative affect reaction was greater in uncertainty threat conditions than

in control. Precisely, when uncertainty threat is salient, duty violation evokes more

negative affect, while adherence can mitigate it.

The following two experiments make no distinction pertaining to the source of

uncertainty threat, because the aim of this chapter is to show that uncertainty threat evokes

affective changes toward events threatening the uncertainty management, regardless of
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the source of the threat, typical of UMM research (e,g., Van den Bos et al, 2005).

4.2 Study 3a Obvious Duty Adherence/violation Scenarios
In Study 3a, participants read duty adherence or violation scenarios and rated
negative affect toward them. The hypothesis of this study is that participants will show
more negative affect toward duty violation under uncertainty threat than in control. In
other words, it is assumed that participants will be more sensitive to whether duty is
adhered to or not, since adherence assures their trust in the actor, while violation damages

this trust.

4.2.1 Method

Participants. Undergraduates (25 men and 87 women; M, 4,= 20.98) in central
Japan participated in a group experiment for course credit. All participants identified
themselves as Japanese. Participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions: 2

(uncertainty threat vs. control) x 2 (duty adherence vs. duty violation).

Procedure. At first, participants were instructed to report on demographic
variables, including sex, age, place of birth.
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Uncertainty manipulation. Uncertainty manipulation is replicated from Studies

1 and 2, while no instruction regarding contexts behind uncertainty, such as relationships

or independent self-images, was provided. Participants answered open-ended questions

for seven minutes. In the uncertainty threat condition, participants were instructed to

elaborate on three incidents that made them uncertain and insecure. Participants were

asked three questions about the incidents: “Briefly describe each incident,” “Is this

incident currently bothering you?” and “Why did you feel uncertain and insecure about

1t? What did you physically and emotionally experience when you felt this uncertainty?”

In the control condition, this questionnaire consisted of a task of describing favorite TV

programs. Participants were asked: “Name and briefly describe the TV program you are

thinking about,” “Have you recently viewed this program?”” and “What did you physically

and emotionally experience when you watched this program?” In both conditions, two

sample responses were given to help participants understand how they were expected to

answer these questions. In order not to exert time pressure on respondents, which might

pose psychological threat, they were explained that they do not need to complete all the

questions and should work on the task at one’s own pace.

After the uncertainty manipulation, participants completed a 20-item PANAS

(Watson et al., 1988; translated by Kawabhito et al., 2011), as a distractor task (positive
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affect o = .89; negative affect o = .88).

Scenario manipulation. Following uncertainty threat manipulation, participants
were asked to read one of two scenarios. They were adapted from Shteynberg et al. (2009).
The scenarios were largely the same as Shteynberg et al. (2009), however, the last part of
the duty adherence scenario was altered.

The beginning of both scenarios was common, as follows:

You work at an advertising agency. Last month your agency was asked to
come up with a new advertising campaign for a mobile phone company. You
and your co-workers were given two weeks to brainstorm ideas for the
project. You were told that at the end of the two weeks all of you would meet
and present your suggestions. A co-worker, with whom you work regularly,
owed you favor and promised to help. While you were going to brainstorm
for ideas, he promised to do research on your client, the mobile phone

company, which was vital to completing your recommendations. (p. 58)

In the duty adherence scenario, the story was presented, followed by:
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As the deadline approached, your co-worker informed you that he finished

the research he owed you, and would report his achievement.

In the duty violation scenario, participants read the following ending:

As the deadline approached, your co-worker informed you that he didn t do

the research he owed you, and was not going to fulfill his duty to you. (p.

58)

Reaction toward the scenario. After reading the scenario, participants responded

to three items, adapted from Shteynberg et al. (2009), to measure harm perception toward

the co-worker’s behavior through seven-point Likert scales (a = .97). These items were:

“How hurtful was your co-worker’s behavior to you?;” “How offensive was your co-

worker’s behavior to you?”’; “How much did your co-worker’s behavior bother you?.”

These items were used as a covariate because our purpose was to clearly examine the

effects of uncertainty threat on affective reactions toward each scenario, separate from

cognitive reactions.
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For dependent variable measurement, participants were asked ‘How much did
you experience these affects after reading the scenario?’ on seven-point Likert-type scales
that ranged from 1 (very weak) to 7 (very strong). Participants rated their negative affect
reactions toward the scenario, including hatred, infuriation, disappointment and anger («
= .98). These items were used in past uncertainty management research (e.g., Van den
Bos et al., 2005). While this and the previous studies had included the item of sadness,
this item was removed from the analysis of results observed in this particular study,

because it dragged down the internal consistency level in both studies.

4.2.2 Results

PANAS. A 2 (uncertainty: uncertainty threat vs. control) x 2 (scenario: duty
adherence vs. duty violation) between-subjects ANOVA was conducted for each affect of
PANAS. First, for positive affect, the analysis yielded no significant main effect of
uncertainty manipulation: uncertainty /' (1, 108) =2.94, p =.09, n,; =.03; scenario F'(1,
108) = .84, p = .36, TI;Z; =.008. The interaction effect of uncertainty and scenario was not
significant: F' (1, 108) = .10, p = .75, 77;29 =.001. Additionally, the ANOVA for negative
affect yielded a significant main effect of uncertainty: uncertainty 7 (1,108) = 7.62, p
=.007, 7712, =.07; scenario F' (1, 108) = 1.32, p = .25, ny; = .01. The interaction effect of
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uncertainty and scenario was not significant: F (1, 108) = .001, p = .97, r]f, < .001.
Positive affect was lower in uncertainty threat condition (M = 2.69, SD = .86) than in
control (M =2.97, SD = .82). In contrast, negative affect was higher in uncertainty threat
condition (M = 3.02, SD = .91) than in control (M = 2.56, SD = .83). These results were
inconsistent with previous studies that showed that general affective state measured
through PANAS, was not influenced by uncertainty threat manipulation. Hence, these
positive and negative affects were used as covariates because the present research
assumed that the effects of manipulation on dependent variables was not mediated by
general affective state, apart from specific emotions, as was seen in previous studies. We
therefore controlled for the effect of PANAS scores as a baseline of their affective state,

such that the affect change caused by the scenario will become more evident.

Harm perception. The 2 x 2 ANOVA described above yielded no significant
effect of uncertainty manipulation, and a significant effect of scenario manipulation:
uncertainty F' (1, 108) =2.72, p = .10, n% =.03; scenario F (1, 108) =231.45, p <.001,
7712, =.68. The interaction effect of uncertainty and scenario was not significant: (1, 108)
=127, p = .26, 7712, = .01. In both uncertainty and control conditions, duty violation
heightened harm perception than in duty adherence condition (uncertainty-duty
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adherence M =2.75, SD = 1.54, control-duty adherence M =2.12, SD = 1.39, uncertainty-
duty violation M = 5.95, SD = .76, control-duty violation M = 5.83, SD = .77). As

previously mentioned, harm perception was used as a covariate.

Affective reaction. The above ANOVA was altered to designate PANAS
positive and negative affects, and harm perception as covariates, and a 2 x 2 ANCOVA
was conducted, revealing a significant main effect of scenario manipulation: uncertainty
F (1,101)=.001, p = .97, nj <.001; scenario F (1, 101) = 50.83, p <.001, n; = .34.
The interaction effect of uncertainty and scenario was also significant: F (1, 101) =5.81,
p=.02, 77;29 = .05. The tests for simple main effects indicated that, in both uncertainty
threat and control conditions, duty violation scenario evoked significantly more intense
negative affect reactions than duty adherence: uncertainty threat conditions F (1, 101) =
62.77,p <.001, nj =.55; control conditions F (1, 101) =20.94, p <.001, nj; = .33, see
Figure 4.1. However, effect size of scenario manipulation was more substantial in
uncertainty threat condition than in control. Additionally, in both scenario conditions, the
effects of uncertainty manipulation were not significant. Uncertainty threat did not affect
negative affect reaction in duty violation condition (uncertainty-duty violation M = 4.74,
SD = 1.06, control-duty violation M = 4.34, SD = 1.05), F (1, 101) = 2.82, p = .10, 7712,
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= .06, and in duty adherence conditions (uncertainty-duty adherence M =2.37, SD =0.97,

control-duty adherence M =2.77, SD = 1.09), F (1, 101) =2.93, p = .09, n; =.05.
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Figure 4.1. Negative affect reaction as a function of
uncertainty and scenario manipulation. Error bars
show SES.
**p<.01
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4.2.3 Discussion

As hypothesized, the effect of scenario manipulation on negative affect reaction

was significantly stronger in the uncertainty threat condition than in control. The present

result indicated that participants in uncertainty threat condition were more affectively

sensitive toward whether duty is adhered to or not, than those in control.

ANOVA revealed unexpected effects of uncertainty threat on general negative

affective state measured by PANAS as a distractor task. Past research did not show such

effects. However, PANAS was used as covariates to partial out the effects of uncertainty

threat and scenario manipulation. We will discuss this further in the latter part of this

chapter.

4.3 Study 3b Marginal Duty Adherence and Naive Duty Violation Scenarios

In Study 3a, the co-worker described in the duty violation scenario openly

declared that s/he had no intention to honor his/her own duty. However, in the case of

Japanese, being blunt in such a manner may not be socially desirable, and they may prefer

a more euphemistic communication. In order to give more reality to the scenario, the co-

worker’s rather extreme duty violation was changed to be more in consistency with

Japanese cultural norms. On the other hand, the duty adherence scenario featured a co-
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worker who easily met his/her expectation, and participants may not have sufficiently felt
the impact of adherence. The adherence scenario in Study 3b depicted a situation in which
the deadline was barely met. In Study 3a, the scenario accentuated the co-worker’s
obligation to the respondent, by having him/her owe the respondent some kind of favor,
but such description was omitted in Study 3b. The reason for this was that a favor owed
will create a relational conflict which may confound the effects inseparable from that of
duty violation. Hence, the difference between duty adherence and violation scenarios was

less conspicuous in Study 3b than in Study 3a.

4.3.1 Method

Participants. Undergraduates (40 men and 139 women; Mg, = 19.73) in
central Japan participated for course credit. The survey was administered online using
Qualtrics. All participants identified themselves as Japanese. Study 3b adopted the same

2 x 2 design experiment as Study 3a.

Procedure. For the most part, the procedure was same as Study 3a. Participants
performed the same task for uncertainty threat manipulation along with the same
distractor task (positive affect o = .80; negative affect a = .89), and then read the scenario,
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which was minimally revised to keep in consistency with aim of this study.
The beginning of the scenario was similar to that of Study 3a, with the exception
of the relationship between participant and the co-worker. The scenarios shared a common

description in the beginning as follows;

You work at an advertising agency. Last month your agency was asked to
propose a new advertising campaign for a mobile phone company. You and
your co-workers were given two weeks to gather ideas pertaining to the
project and would present them. A co-worker, whom you often work with,
was going to participate in the project. The co-worker and you promised to
cooperate with each other. As a result, you were to brainstorm for ideas,
while the co-worker does research on the client. This research is vital to
completing your recommendations. Hence, the co-worker and you decided
to report on each other's achievement by e-mail at least in 10 days’ time in
order to prepare the presentation two weeks from now. You prepared your
ideas with time to spare, and report to the co-worker a week later. However,

you still have not received any e-mail from him/her.
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In the duty adherence scenario, the story was followed by:

After that, the co-worker finally reported his/her findings to you by e-mail,

late at night ten days later, i.e, the deadline day.

In the duty violation scenario, participants read the following ending:

After that, the co-worker finally reported that s/he had not done his research

vet, and will not be able to report his findings by the due date.

Finally, participants answered the same items for co-variant and dependent

variable measurement (harm perception o = .85; negative affect reaction a = .90).

4.3.2 Results

PANAS. A 2 (uncertainty: uncertainty threat vs. control) x 2 (scenario: duty
adherence vs. duty violation) between-subjects ANOVA yielded no significant main
effect on positive affect: uncertainty F (1, 175) = 2.30, p = .13, n; =.01; scenario F (1,
175) = .13, p = .72, n; = .001. Additionally, the interaction effect of uncertainty and

90



scenario was not significant: F (1, 175) = .09, p = .76, U;Z; =.001. ANOVA for negative
affect yielded a significant main effect of uncertainty manipulation: uncertainty F (1, 175)
=16.08, p<.001, n,z, =.08; scenario F (1, 175) =.01, p=.92, r]f, <.001. The interaction
effect of uncertainty and scenario was not significant: F (1, 175) =.14,p=.71, n; =.001.
As in Study 3a, negative affect was higher in the uncertainty threat condition (M = 3.02,
SD = .88) than in control (M = 2.45, SD = .10). However, uncertainty threat did not
influence positive affect (uncertainty threat M = 2.79, SD = .88, control M = 2.57, SD =

1.02).

Harm perception. The 2 x 2 ANOVA as above yielded a significant effect of
scenario manipulation: uncertainty F (1, 175) = .13, p = .72, n; =.001; scenario F (1,
175) = 18.86, p <.001, n; =.10. The interaction effect of uncertainty and scenario was
not significant: F (1, 175) = .32, p = .57, nzz, = .002. In both uncertainty and control
conditions, duty violation heightened harm perception than in duty adherence condition
(uncertainty-duty adherence M = 4.74, SD = 1.32, control-duty adherence M = 4.78, SD
= 1.36, uncertainty-duty violation M = 5.57, SD = .97, control-duty violation M = 5.48,

SD = 1.28).
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Affective reaction. The above 2 x 2 ANOVA was altered to designate PANAS
positive and negative affects, and harm perception as covariates, and a 2 x 2 ANCOVA
was conducted, revealing a main significant effect of scenario manipulation: uncertainty
F (1, 168) = .59, p = .44, n; =.003; scenario F (1, 168) = 5.52, p =.02, n;; =.03. The
interaction effect of uncertainty and scenario was significant: F (1, 168) = 5.94, p = .02,
ng = .03. The tests for simple main effects revealed that the effect of scenario
manipulation on negative affect reaction was significant only in the uncertainty threat
condition (uncertainty-duty adherence M = 4.12, SD = 1.05, uncertainty-duty violation M
=4.87,SD = 1.06), F(1,168) = 11.34, p=.001, nj =.12, but not in the control condition
(control-duty adherence M = 4.62, SD = 1.07, control-duty violation M = 4.62, SD = 1.14),
F (1, 168) = .001, p = .98, nj < .001, see Figure 4.2. Furthermore, uncertainty threat
significantly attenuated negative affect reaction toward duty adherence scenario, F (1,
168) = 5.13, p = .03, n; =.06. However, uncertainty threat did not have any effects in

duty violation scenario condition, F (1, 168) = 1.17, p =.28, n; =.02.
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Figure 4.2. Negative affect reaction as a function of
uncertainty and scenario manipulation. Error bars
show SES.
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4.3.3 Discussion

The results of Study 3b were similar to those of Study 3a. ANCOVA revealed
significant interaction effects of uncertainty threat and scenario manipulation. Under
uncertainty threat condition, participants’ negative affect reaction depended on whether
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duty was adhered to, or violated more than in control. However, unlike Study 3a,

uncertainty threat decreased negative affect toward duty adherence. Like Study 3a,

unexpected effects of uncertainty threat on PANAS scores were found. On the other hand,

the results of harm perception were consistency with Study 3a.

4.4 General Discussion of Study 3

Across two experiments, as hypothesized, uncertainty threat increased affective

sensitivity toward duty adherence or violation, and the effects of scenario manipulation

were significantly stronger in uncertainty threat conditions than in control.

On the whole, uncertainty threat influenced PANAS negative affect, but not

PANAS positive affect and harm perception toward the scenarios. These variables were

used as covariates, hence the effects of uncertainty threat and scenario manipulation were

independent of them. These results indicated that individuals manage uncertainty through

duty, and hence individuals under uncertainty threat become more affectively sensitive

toward whether duty is adhered to or not.

These results imply that when there is social unrest, or some type of personal

crisis, people feel uncertainty threat, and can become more affectively sensitive toward

duty adherence/violation. Simultaneously, individuals might blame the duty violator, who
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had until then been transparent, and hence mutual criticism and hostility may arise. Put

in a societal perspective, for example, the majority may reject minorities, €.g., immigrants,

who are not well versed in values and social norms of the majority, because they expect

minorities to violate or ignore implicit or explicit expectations of the people in their

society, and consequently, react affectively toward them. On the other hand, as for duty

adherence, heightened affective sensitivity toward duty might paradoxically promote

acceptance of a person who otherwise might be suspect. Duty adherence scenario of

Studies 3b described a person barely meeting his duty, who elicited a moderately positive,

or possibly ambivalent cognitive evaluation. Uncertainty threat suppressed negative

affect toward the target in this case, although such simple main effects were not consistent

across studies. A large body of literature focused on targets with obvious negative or

positive valence, and assumed that psychological threat induced social exclusion of

socially deviant people because they tend to be perceived negatively (e.g., Van den Bos

et al., 2007). However, when the majority put light on their positive behavior, such as

meeting their duty, uncertainty threat may promote social inclusion, despite the fact that

they may simultaneously have negative traits.

The current research adopted scenario experiments, but further studies should

examine how uncertainty threat changes interpersonal behavior directly in a laboratory
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setting, such as Van den Bos et al. (2007) did. Therefore, further efforts should examine

effects of uncertainty threat on duty adherence/violation in real interpersonal situations.

Simultaneously, future research should address cultural differences. The present study

featured the Japanese, whose culture emphasizes interdependence of individuals (Markus,

& Kitayama, 1991), which may be cause for people to feel more committed to each other

with respect to mutual duty, which leads to uncertainty management. On the other hand,

those with an independent self-construal, or individualistic orientation, may be less

concerned about whether duty is adhered to or not, than people from collectivistic cultures.

Therefore, the effects of this experimental procedure become more prominent when

research is conducted in collectivistic cultures, than in individualistic. Future cross-

cultural research are warranted for examining the robustness of this dissertation’s

assumption regarding relational uncertainty management though interpersonal duty

among people in collectivistic cultures.

Across experiments, results consistently showed unexpected results in PANAS

scores. Contrary to past research and Study 2 in this dissertation, uncertainty threat

influenced general affective states. Across experiments, uncertainty threat was

manipulated through open-ended questions, hence participants may have elaborated on

events which had caused general affective change apart from uncertainty. An alternate
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explanation could be the effect of culture. According to Hofstede et al. (2010), Japanese

score high on uncertainty avoidance, thus they may have been hypersensitive to

uncertainty threat manipulation. Most of the literature in this topic had employed samples

in less uncertainty avoidant cultures, thus such cultural issues may have not drawn

attention. In any case, further studies should adopt other forms of uncertainty threat

manipulation that can lead to mere uncertainty, and examine these hypotheses.

Aside from current research hypothesis, some additional interpretations of the

results should be noted. Holbrook and Sousa (2011) and Van den Bos and Lind (2010)

claim that individuals faced with psychological threat may become vigilant, and this

vigilance urges them to process information affectively and intuitively. In support of this,

studies have revealed that after death or uncertainty threat has been made salient,

individuals evaluated positive or negative affect-related targets more acutely according to

the affective valence (e.g., Greenberg et al., 1990; Van den Bos et al., 2005). Also,

Holbrook and Sousa (2011) found that when primed with death threat, participants tended

to rate mere images without any social meaning more favorably when the images were

moderately pleasant (e.g. nature scene) relative to moderately aversive (e.g. soiled carpet).

In the present study, participants perceived duty adherence or violation as simple negative

or positive incidents, and uncertainty threat worked to heighten these valences, regardless
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of the function of duty. Future attempts should examine the effect of other types of

psychological threat on reaction toward duty adherence or violation scenarios.

98



CHAPTER 5: GENERAL DISCUSSION AND FUTURE DIRECTION

While the literature on threat-compensation research is expanding, most are

involved Western countries, conducted by Western researchers from a Western

perspective, who at best, attempt to replicate their studies in non-Western countries (e.g.,

Yavuz, & Van den Bos, 2009; Hogg, 2010). Research outside of the West has been

minimal, hence the current research has contributed to the much needed cross-validation

of existing uncertainty threat theories in a non-Western country. The findings of this

dissertation provide evidence that culture, i.e. IND-COL, affects whether uncertainty

arising from a specific context poses a threat. Relational uncertainty was more threatening

than independent self-uncertainty amongst Japanese (Study 1), and cultural priming

influenced the effect of relational uncertainty manipulation (Study 2). Furthermore,

interpersonal duty and obligation, which collectivistic cultures emphasizes, managed

uncertainty of the Japanese participants (Study 3). These results implied that collectivism

influenced ways in uncertainty management. This chapter discusses implications of these

studies.
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5.1 Culture, Cultural Change and Uncertainty Management

Culture constrains our decision-making, and behavioral choice, and hence we

infer appropriate behaviors in order to avoid conflict with others (Chiu et al., 2011).

Culture is shared knowledge that serves to reduce informational uncertainty which

accompanies communal living. Therefore, epistemic motives, such as need for cognitive

closure, induce conformity toward culture (Fu, Morris, Lee, Chao, Chiu, C& Hong, 2007).

We are able to be confident about the validity of our decision in accordance with culture.

These cultural processes, however, are insufficient to explain uncertainty management

through culture in a society. In these theoretical assumptions, the relationship between

components of culture and contexts of uncertainty is not apparent. Culture help us to

reduce uncertainty pertaining to multiple aspects of life, however, whether we can feel

security and certainty regarding our daily lives is a different matter. When we can reduce

uncertainty regarding personal and important issues though norms, values, and societal

institution which are parts of culture, we are hardly faced with threatening uncertainty.

Culture affects what types of uncertainty are significant and threatening, while there may

also be influence in the opposite direction. Depending on the priority of specific

uncertainty reduction, utility of each component of culture will vary.

As Sedikides et al. (2010) implied, people with independent self-construal
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emphasizes uncertainty pertaining to their self-concept. Therefore, individualistic

cultures induce people to establish their self-concept as unique individuals. On the other

hand, as Studies 1 and 2 of this dissertation revealed, relational uncertainty is crucial

amongst collectivists, and as they capacitate people for managing this particular type of

uncertainty. Cultural evolution such as described above develop gradually but constantly

on a long-term basis, and will never be completed. Not all current cultural norms and

practices are subsequently optimal for managing culturally important uncertainty.

Otherwise, regardless of the character of a culture, the number of social norms will simply

predict uncertainty of people, because they can choose appropriate behaviors in

accordance with such norms in almost any situation. Accordingly, predominant social

control is not likely to reduce threatening uncertainty effectively, while predictability of

whole society seems to be increased. According to Gelfand et al. (2011), cultural tightness,

which is characterized by a large number of social norms, and severe repercussions

toward non-conformity, does not correlate with uncertainty avoidance. Uncertainty

avoidance reflects how easily people perceive uncertainty and ambiguity to be threatening

in their daily lives in a specific culture (Hofstede et al., 2010), implying that tight cultures

do not suppress uncertainty threat perception of people. Gelfand et al. (2011) suggested

that the quality of norms, rather than quantity, is crucial for uncertainty perception. The
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results of this dissertation support their intuitions. The importance given to particular

types of uncertainty differs by culture, and hence, in the view of uncertainty management,

this cultural difference affects what types of norms should be kept tight. As mentioned

above, relational uncertainty is poses anxiety in collectivistic cultures, and people

subsequently construct social norms to the utility of relational uncertainty management.

Otherwise, they must be particularly sensitive to information regarding others for

clarifying whole relationships around them in detail. As had been discussed in Chapter 4,

even if futile norms can reduce uncertainty, the effect of it will be smaller than appropriate

ones. Therefore, collectivism emphasizes norms and values pertaining to relationships,

such as duty, which was featured in Study 3. Conversely, if people negate such cultural

norms, it may heighten uncertainty of the whole society. If culture succeeds to develop

appropriate social norms and societal institutions, and such condition become stable,

people are hardly faced with uncertainty threat. In short, the stability of valued

components of a culture is vital for us to manage threatening uncertainty.

Based on the above arguments, when culture undergoes a huge transformation,

people encounter a tide of threatening uncertainty. Members become confused, and this

leads to a massive number of non-conformists to cultural tradition, and hence people lose

their conviction about predictions pertaining to their social lives. They subsequently
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cannot infer what types of choice are appropriate for adapting to society. Culture has the

urge to deal with ambiguous standards of social lives, since its people cannot predict the

outcomes of their behaviors with such ambiguity, making them feel uncertain and

insecure.  In such cases, uncertainty management becomes an excessive burden,

warranting individual solutions for individual patterns of everyday life. Simultaneously,

the social system may not be able to keep up to the rapidly changing world in preparing

new sets of social norms and societal institutions for dealing with the newly created

uncertainties. In particular, we can see increasing individualism creeping up on Japanese

society, as globalism, economic growth and technological innovations gear the society

toward more individualistic values. According to Hamamura (2012), economic growth

has greatly affected Japanese culture, and some facets of it, but not all, have been

becoming more individualistic than the traditional culture in recent decades. At the

demographic level, the average household size has decreased, while divorce rate, along

with the ratio of urban dwellers have increased. With respect to personal values, Japanese

have become more promotive of independence in their socialization of children. These

variables are correlated with multiple indices of IND-COL, and the courses of the

difference in this cultural dimension, at the national level; the IBM score of IND-COL

(Hofstede et al., 2010), linguistic practice (Kashima & Kashima, 1998), and pathogen
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prevalence (Fincher, Thornhill, Murray, & Schaller, 2008). In recent years, ties between
community and individuals have greatly been weakened, putting people more at risk of
uncertainty (£57<, 2015). Nevertheless, Hamamura (2012) also points out that other
facets of recent Japanese culture have become more collectivistic than in the past. In any
case, defensive reaction toward uncertainty threat may be affected by these cultural
changes pertaining to IND-COL, and hence future studies should address which aspect of
culture is especially influential in uncertainty threat research.

However, according to Hamamura (2012), the importance of social obligation
has increased in Japan. Based on the assumption of this dissertation, this cultural change
in values may reflect cultural changes enhancing uncertainty threat in some aspects of our
daily lives, and the fortified needs of the tool for relational uncertainty management
arising from it. Therefore, psychological process pertaining to defensive reactions may

also affect the cultural changes.

5.2 Duty and Cultural Change
Study 3 focused on interpersonal duty. However, duty also arises from societal
institutions and formal norms. In our society, traditions and customs are formed in order
to effectively manage uncertainty, although such uncertainty never will be eradicated over
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time (North, 2005). Social systems evolve to decrease the need for members of society to

deliberate earnestly on important issues regarding social lives, and subsequently, they

heighten efficiency and productivity of society as a whole (e.g., North, 1981). Therefore,

as Moghaddam et al. (2001) point out, duty is useful for maintaining stability of not only

micro-communication structures, but also macro-social structures. If so, collectivistic

cultures may be hard to change, due to their propensity toward uncertainty management

based on duty. Indeed, collectivism is significantly related to tightness (Gelfand et al.,

2011). Even if specific norms and rules are no longer useful, a sense of duty arising from

them may still linger on, and people may be reluctant to abandon the familiar norms and

rules.

5.3 Defensive Reaction of Japanese and Extremism

Studies 1 and 2 adopted two different dependent variables, national identification,

i.e. a form of group identification, and RAM, because this dissertation assumed that they

would reflect compensation independent from the uncertainty context and IND-COL. The

findings of this dissertation indicated that Japanese respond to uncertainty threat in

defensive ways, and a part of their reactions may lead to defensive extremism, as had

been shown in past studies (e.g., Doosje et al., 2013).
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People reduce uncertainty through group identification, and if this group were to

support a radical attitude, members would oblige. Additionally, according to UIT, a group

with distinct characteristics is especially equipped to reduce uncertainty. Therefore,

people who are faced with uncertainty may prefer identifying with a group based on

extreme ideology. While Study 1 showed that relational uncertainty caused national

identification among Japanese, identification with the group in which members share their

extreme nationalistic attitudes develops from this national identification.

When uncertainty induces RAM, people strengthen their commitment toward

their own personal attitudes and values. For example, those with faith in a particular

religion will support a war for the sake of defending their religious worldview owing to

RAM (McGregor, Haji, Nash, & Teper, 2008). Apart from religion, RAM encourages us

to take a highly polarized stance toward our personal opinions, regardless of how logical

a contradictory view might be, even for controversial issues such as capital punishment

or use of force (McGregor, & Jordan, 2007). In Study 1, national identification of

undergraduates was higher than the midpoint, independent of uncertainty manipulation,

and this implied that most of them had a pro-national attitude. Therefore, RAM Theory

predicts that Japanese who are faced with uncertainty threat heighten their nationalistic

orientation, and they also may engage in derogation and criticism toward other nations.
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However, group identification and RAM cause compensatory behaviors in
general, and not specific behaviors such as extremism. Research conducted in the Western
cultures have repeatedly confirmed uncertainty as causing defensive extremism in direct
ways, but this had yet to be confirmed in Japan. The lack of religious standards, combined
with a widening income gap amongst its people, and an unstable political and economic
environment has driven Japanese society into anomy and increased uncertainty. However,
according to Todd (2015 JE&R 2016), Japanese have not turned to xenophobia and
nationalism as much as has been theoretically anticipated. This dissertation confirmed
that Japanese, indeed, do respond to uncertainty with compensatory behaviors, but they
appear to have alternate strategies beyond just defensive extremism. Needless to say,
Japanese society does not obviously accept a large number of immigrants, and such a
state of society may steer people from uncertainty reduction through group centrism or
intergroup derogation. The interpretation of results of this research need further

investigation, as the reason why defensive extremism is embraced has not been clarified.

5.4 Contexts of Uncertainty and Types of Compensation
Furthermore, some studies have indicated that compensatory behaviors were
altered by the contexts of uncertainty (De Cremer et al., 2008). Rios et al. (2012)
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demonstrated that self-uncertainty, in particular, induced compensatory pursuit of self-

uniqueness. This implies that there may be specific interaction effects between

uncertainty context and culture depending on the type of compensatory behavior. Since

cultural orientation may direct people toward different types of uncertainty, it may also

determine how they should be dealt with. Relational uncertainty may cause defensive

reactions in order to maintain stable relationships, or avoid social rejection. When faced

with relational uncertainty, people may adapt their behaviors accordingly to reinstate

stability in their relationships.

5.5 Limitations

Admittedly, the present series of studies have some limitations. In Study 1,

participants in the independent self-uncertainty condition showed stronger identification

than those in the control, but this difference was not significant. However, accumulation

of research findings pertaining to independent self-uncertainty of people in collectivistic

cultures is insufficient. It is possible that independent self-uncertainty is also important

in collectivistic cultures, although it might be less so than relational uncertainty. However,

according to Hofstede’s IBM survey, Japan scored midway between collectivism and

individualism (Hofstede et al., 2010). In addition, it is possible that economic prosperity
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has alleviated collectivistic tendencies of Japanese society in convergence with

traditionally individualistic Western societies (e.g., Hamamura, 2012). Because of this,

the differentiation between independent self-uncertainty and relational uncertainty could

be more acute in more collectivistic countries. However, contrary to the above, the fact

that Japanese are collectivistic may have been responsible for non-significant results in

Study 1 owing to the uncertainty manipulation, i.e. describing freely of instances where

they felt uncertain. In independent self-uncertainty condition, 19 participants mentioned

discomfort partly arising from relationships, and furthermore, 10 participants out of 19

elaborated on uncertainty regarding relationships. In this dissertation, independent self-

uncertainty was not anticipated to be compounded with relational uncertainty. It would

appear that relational issues are central to self-uncertainty for the Japanese, reflecting the

nature of their self-construals. The participants defined their self-construal by their

relationships. Therefore, participants may have had difficulty in imagining solely

independent self-uncertainty, without reference to the relational context. This tendency

in Japanese participants may be altered by adequate priming, and enhancing uncertainty

manipulation.

In Study 2, under individualistic priming, relational uncertainty did not affect the

index of the compensatory reaction toward uncertainty threat. If the cultural orientation
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of participants had been adequately controlled through a priming task, the hypothesized

relationship between culture, uncertainty and national identification may have been

attained. Whether culture can be simultaneously manipulated by priming, along with

imagining some context of uncertainty needs to be probed. In addition, future research,

using the procedure described in Study 3, should be conducted to yield a veritable cross-

cultural comparison based on the national level of IND-COL. Furthermore, cultural

priming for a more direct investigation of the effects of uncertainty management through

duty may be in order. This dissertation leaves several questions like these unanswered,

and further studies are warranted.

Across all experiments, the participants involved Japanese undergraduates, and

hence the applicability of results were limited. Intimate relationships and personal identity

construction may be crucial for this particular developmental stage, and uncertainty

regarding them may be subsequently threatening. Samples from different age population

showed different reactions toward uncertainty threat arising from relationships or self-

concept. Furthermore, cross-cultural studies involving people from different collectivistic

cultures should be conducted, for clarifying the effects of relational uncertainty were not

unique for Japanese.
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5.6 Future Direction

This dissertation assumed that culture is stable to a certain degree, and salient

characteristics of culture, such as IND-COL, affects uncertainty threat perception and

management. However, as mentioned above, culture and its components have been

undergoing incessant change given the rapid globalization in contemporary society.

Conformity to culture is one of the primal means of uncertainty management. It is not

clear how people cope toward multiple types of uncertainty when culture becomes

ambiguous or contradictory. Dysfunction of culture as a shared standard of uncertainty

perception and management may induce excessive psychological self-defensive

responses of people, and may lead undesirable outcomes in society, such as racism.

Accordingly, further studies should address the issue of uncertainty perception and

management taking into consideration the dynamics nature of culture.
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APPENDICES

The materials used in Studies 2 and 3a are attached as implemented during the
surveys and experiments. On the other hand, Studies 1 and 3b adopted an online
experiment, in which materials were presented using the survey system “Qualtrics.” In
the experiments, layouts and fonts of materials were adapted to be compatible to
information processing terminal and web browser, which participants used for access to
the experiment. While the presentation format varied slightly between PC and
smartphone versions, the instructions, questions and choices were the same. Therefore,
the appendices arrange contents of the material page by page instead of presenting just
one version. Choice and anchors for the questionnaires are exhibited below * [
%] . Additionally, the positioning of blank space for open-ended question were
indicated by “ [ B F3EC 48] ,” and that of a dropdown menu were done so by “ [~

V- I
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Materials for Study 1
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Page two
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Page three in independent self-/relational uncertainty conditions
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Page four in independent self- uncertainty condition
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Page four in relational uncertainty condition
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Page nine in control condition
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Page ten in control condition

BTN INETRAETLEHEHCHEOF T, 3D LA»o7dD, HIREP - D%
3ORBGELRTLZI N,

CZOGED (B LAX] Lt BLWV] 2wy X REEZHEIBHLAITHINT
FTL, AMICEBEESCBD LAV W) X RGE0 [ LA THMER I wEE
Ao T2, BMLWGHELIHED T, BH LA o720 X0k THHZWAFB IR 72,
(V29 7 RFTBHIENTER| 72D, HIRED» 27T L EHBMEZH TV I2720» T H E
TEXWEHA,

Bz X, F 7~k AgGa0, BROEHRE A2 IConTH O TH ALV TH L nTT
Ly BT = A, I2a—=Yv 2720y 7 74 7HMBRICOBTE BT 2720 Td EIT
TIVELA BB L72d 0% BlzGGEe, WRYy 7 P 2BEALZY LY AALLED LTHR
HEAEDZ IOV THE TV THOMEIIS ST WERA, T fvX—F v kD
=T A REHMHALCAZMESELET, ~ATHRAEZDDOTH, HHATRZDDTHR
I nwERA,

T, AT LS IEMEICT L EFHCHE O AR ZFH T 272 BB TS nE LA, #
A2 0 WEHERKREPANRS ZABCCTHINE DT, /-, FFEOHFHTIIA
(L 2OV RHOFMEZLCHZ, BB LAVERL S, LI X I kErhFTEEN
THMEIZ ST WELTA,

L, bbbl EFThlTTOT, BT LLFIERLC LI By v vy DT L EFH,
BHICOWTEHENTWAZBERIETWERA, EDXIRIDTHIDT, /i
EoTHiAD»272b D, HIREDP 2725 D% 3 2B GIELRTL I 0,

BEDHBEF O 7 L e HHP A A2 1$20 ) OBEA2 5 2 HE1E. 200 2 EkryicE L
oL Tl 7T,

BEICATWZ7 L e HHCHEZH S HGAICIE, BETH D 2HRENELZ BTS2 D
DEENTLEI WV, $72, HFTETLOHDNICE o TIEED X ) BREKRLFE 22w Dl
TEBMRVEETTL 0,

H L. EILTHEERLEIZVWESIE, 25 WIS H - 25H1C, BansblL b
o725 b ) EzZEER LT ZIn,

COMETIE, FNOoD T L EEM - BEICEL T, LT X9 REMICEZE L Twiz %
E
O #DOFM - HEIZ, EDXH7%RDDTT I,

235



@ Z oM - ByEIFHAE D BRI L T2 b DT
@ ZoFM - -BHEERCWZLE, HALFEDLI BRI LEE X, HIEN - EHIC L
DX aREERE LE LD,

(Fil % BFiAic o7z, T OREH & FEEFEHZ BHAICR > TLEI 0]

(12451 1)

@®

BYNCEET 5 7L e EAML

©)

HHHEL T - BilEch 2,
®

I TR 280 Rb 2 Anhbnl T, EThRaINk, £/, YV FTOEEES
oW ThH X HF
EINTWT, ZOBEBEOMEEEX BNHIRICE > TW 3,

([R5 2)

®

Avi—3v+ Lich2EBh L aHEROMGE
0]

BAEE CHBEZ kL L T 2,

®

S2OIERLE VI DIFEEL TN D, COFHETIE. BT VELTIER W, 0T b0
L el omt
BRiErvEDLNTEY, BbIFE-TLT o7,

(GEEFIH)

7507227203 DOFM - BT XTI L CEZFEZKT LTI 4EIIH Y THA,
PFERIEZ XL FA T NODOFEM - FEICONWT L o5 0 EIHICEWFEL R T,
&S5 LD FTL I,

T 37O EEB KD > 1255813, 20X P ICERHEL LT 0,

[#hclz. UToEMICEZLTL7ZF X W]

236



BRI NTTHEZTLERM - BHOF T, B LA -70 0, EEFENEE S5~
DE12D2BVHELTLFEX W, (12H)

ZOEM - BHEIZE I Wolzh DTT D,

YR T LRICENTL Iy,

[ B HEdidAH])

Z DOF - B IIRGE F CHEZMEL CB Y, fdb B2b0 T, 2t b, HHIE
LTz &l - Bl <32,

HIE T CHBEZ ML L T 5,

HHREEL T4 - Bilicd 5,

HIRL -5 - BiE<h 3,
MR L 72 b 07255, LARIE U X 5 Ze@hl %2 EERIiC R Twiz,

ZOFM -BEHERCVWARL X, b EDX 3 vFE 2, BIRN - RIEMICED X
SRR LE LD
fHEEXTHLDLEIVERLADT, BOREIENTLZ Iy,

(QEREERRuYiE )

237



BRI NTTHEZTLERM - BHOF T, B LA -70 0, EEFENEE S5~
DE12D2BVHELTLFEX W, 22H)

ZOEM - BHEIZE I Wolzh DTT D,

LY RTLERICENTL YWy,

[ B HEdidAH])

Z DOF - B IIRGE F CHEZMEL CB Y, fdb B2b0 T, 2t b, HHIE
LTz &l - Bl <32,

HIE T CHBEZ ML L T 5,

HHREEL T4 - Bilicd 5,

HIRL -5 - BiE<h 3,
MR L 72 b 07255, LARIE U X 5 Ze@hl %2 EERIiC R Twiz,

ZOFM -BEHERCVWARL X, b EDX 3 vFE 2, BIRN - RIEMICED X
SRR LE LD
fHEEXTHLDLEIVERLADT, BOREIENTLZ Iy,

(QEREERRuYiE )

238



BRI NTTHEZTLERM - BHOF T, B LA -70 0, EEFENEE S5~
DE12BVWHELTLFX v, (32H)

ZOEM - BHEIZE I Wolzh DTT D,
YR T LRICENTL Iy,

[ HRCdA]

Z OFM - B IFBIE £ CHIEZAME L T 0, LD RAbDTI 2, 2hi b, HHE
L7235 - Bhili< 9 22,

BIE  CHIEZ B L T\ 5,

HHHEL T %M - BilEch 2,

R L 72 %4 - Bhificd %,

B L7Z-d 07223, LETE L X 5 7@l % ERER I B CTwiz,

ZOFM -BEHERCVWARL X, b EDr 3 vE 2, BIRK - RIEMICED X
SRR LE LD
fHEEXTHLDLEIVERLADT, BOREIENTLZ Iy,

(QEREERRuYiE )

239



Page eleven

BREDOKMREEL > 7 U F BT 2 B

ROEMTIE, BEDO DR 7-05MmIREICES 2 EMICEE L CnwizA & 4,
ZOHBOBETII, > F V) FE2FHATWZ7ZWT, v F ) AT 3ERICHEE L Tnwi=7
Eg

240



Page twelve

DTIciREEZRTFER VL OpRINTVET, BIEDOS L7000 NIZEHTITE
T2l YTEELAVLI2YTEES RV I3 ELEL2E W IEYSTITE LR,
.85 00wz IEYTTE2], 5.4 TFE2 ], T6.IFFICICYTITEE] oFrb
ROEY D DEEALTLEE N,

PR 75
ERDDH 5
BUOZT
HEH LW
2D Tz
iz
GRS TR
gL 72
KLY Uy L7
RO L7

GERK]

YTl EL W
YCikEsn
EbLpe vz TiEEL AN
ELbhl vy TIES
WTikE
FEFICEIYTIIES

N U1 Wy

241



Page thirteen

(Hio~—y okt x cd]
DUTIciREEZRFTFER WL OpRINTVET, IEDS A7z ic Nz it
T2 Y TEELAV L2 TEES RV I3 ELEL2E W IEYSTITE LR,
(4.8 00 VZIEYTIFTES), 5.8 TEE 2L T6IEFHICXYTIEEE] oFrs
ROMEL 7 b DEIEATLIZE 0,

ik L7z
RHERDB DTz
PRI 72
BUEL 7=
HO3 A L
4747 L7%
kD H 5
ILADn
WMExED o7z

EEE

GERK]

LY TEFEL R
YCikEsn

Lol ZIEYTEEL R
ELbhl Y TIIES

E N ES
FERICXIYTIE S

N O Wy =

242



Page fourteen

ROFETIE, FHoF IV A Z2HHATH A E, ZICETZEBICHE L TwizZ & 9,
PFVARFEARIEE T, Lo EHAT, Y F ) F iR 2852 X5 L
TL7Z&E 0,

243



Page fifteen in duty adherence condition
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Page sixteen in duty adherence condition
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Page seventeen in duty adherence condition
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Page eighteen in duty adherence condition
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Page fifteen in duty violation condition
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