
Counter Cross-Cultural Priming and Relative
Deprivation: The Role of Individualism–Collectivism

Kees van den Bos • Tanja S. van Veldhuizen •

Al K. C. Au

Published online: 23 December 2014

� Springer Science+Business Media New York 2014

Abstract This paper uses cross-cultural comparisons and comparisons obtained

by experimental manipulation to examine how cultural and contextual factors

influence responses to personal and group relative deprivation. Two studies were

conducted, one in an individualistic country (The Netherlands) and one in a col-

lectivistic country (Singapore). One way to examine the influence of the assumed

cultural differences in individualism–collectivism is to assign participants to the

conditions that elicit ‘‘countercultural’’ psychological states, that is, conditions that

prime collectivistic mindsets in the Netherlands and individualistic mindsets in

Singapore. Results show that cross-cultural differences have reliable effects on

responses to relative deprivation and gratification. Furthermore, findings in the

countercultural (experimental) conditions meaningfully differed from those

observed in the control conditions in which participants were exposed to neutral

stimulus materials. This suggests that cultural mindsets are not fixed, and that

countercultural priming can be used to study cross-cultural and contextual differ-

ences with high levels of internal validity.
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Relative deprivation theory describes the responses that are elicited when people

feel they are unjustly treated relative to a standard. The experience of relative

deprivation has been shown to impact a variety of reactions, such as people’s

fairness judgments and their intentions to criticize and voice their opinions (e.g.,

Crosby, 1976; Smith & Ortiz, 2001; Walker & Mann, 1987). Furthermore, the

standards to which people are responding can consist of various things, such as a

similar other person or a comparable other group (Crosby, 1976; Runciman, 1996;

Stouffer, Suchman, DeVinney, Star, & Williams, 1949; Walker, 1999). Imagine, for

example, that year-end bonuses are allocated within your company following two

possible situations. In the first situation, you get a lower year-end-bonus than your

immediate co-worker. In the second situation, all employees in your department get

a lower year-end bonus than the employees in another department. In both situations

you get the same absolute amount of money thus, objectively, you are equally well

off in both situations. Still, research shows that people may react quite differently to

these situations (see, e.g., Smith & Ortiz, 2001; Smith, Pettigrew, Pippin, &

Bialosiewicz, 2012). Similarly, people may respond quite differently when their

bonus is better than what other persons versus other groups receive (e.g., Dambrun,

Taylor, McDonald, Crush, & Méot, 2006; Guimond & Dambrun, 2002; Moscatelli,

Albarello, Prati, & Rubini, 2014).

In the current paper, we examine how people respond to issues of personal

deprivation (being disadvantaged as an individual relative to a similar other

individual) and group deprivation (being disadvantaged as a group member relative

to a similar other group; Walker, 1999). We contrast this with how people respond

to issues of personal gratification (being advantaged as an individual relative to a

similar other individual) and group gratification (being advantaged as a group

member relative to a similar other group). In exploring these issues, we focus on the

question of why people sometimes are more sensitive to treatment as an individual

whereas in other circumstances they are more sensitive to treatment as a group

member. To that end, we note that earlier studies have linked responses to personal

and group deprivation to social identity concepts (e.g., Ellemers, 2001; Kawakami

& Dion, 1993; Smith, Spears, & Oyen, 1994). Specifically, it has been argued that

people, whose personal identity is salient in a given situation, are more likely to be

sensitive to comparisons that affect them as an individual relative to another

individual than to comparisons that affect them as a group member. Therefore, they

are thought to be primarily affected by the presence of personal deprivation or

personal gratification. In contrast, people whose group membership is salient are

assumed to be more sensitive to comparisons that target them as a group member,

and are therefore assumed to respond more strongly to issues of group deprivation

and group gratification.

Research findings support this reasoning. For example, Kawakami and Dion

(1993) primed participants in a college setting such that either strong identification
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with their tutor group was made salient or personal identity was made salient. The

authors manipulated whether personal or group deprivation was present or absent.

Findings showed that participants whose group membership was salient reported

more feelings of group deprivation and stronger intentions to engage in collective

action. In contrast, participants whose personal identity was salient were more likely

to undertake individual actions against the injustice. Furthermore, Smith et al.

(1994) primed psychology students with either a specific group identity or with a

personal identity. Then, half of the participants were both personally and group

deprived, whereas the other half of the participants were personally gratified but

group deprived. Findings obtained revealed that justice judgments about the

situation depended on whether their group membership was salient or not.

The studies reviewed suggest that a focus on group membership or the individual

identity does influence feelings of group and personal deprivation. Building and

extending on these insights, we argue that not only situational variations in personal

or group identity influence responses to relative deprivation and relative gratifica-

tion, but also more chronic inclinations to respond in individualistic or collectivistic

terms can impact fairness judgments and intentions to voice opinions following

experiences of relative deprivation and relative gratification. In our attempt to

provide evidence for this line of reasoning, we link relative deprivation theory to the

cultural dimension of individualism versus collectivism (Hofstede, 2001).

Individualism and Collectivism

One type of chronic focus on the individual or the group is represented by the

cultural dimension of individualism versus collectivism. Work on this cross-cultural

dimension suggests that in individualistic societies people mainly think in terms of

‘‘I’’ and see themselves as unique individual beings. In contrast, in collectivistic

societies people are assumed to think more in terms of ‘‘we,’’ thereby primarily

viewing themselves in terms of important group memberships (Hofstede, 2001).

Accordingly, individualistic societies attach importance to individual initiative,

achievement, and autonomy. In these cultures, you are supposed to take care of

yourself and to protect your personal goals (e.g., Heine, Markus, Lehman, &

Kitayama, 1999; Hofstede, 2001; Oyserman, 2011; Oyserman, Coon, & Kemm-

elmeier, 2002; Sedikides, Gaertner, & Toguchi, 2003; Triandis, McCusker, & Hui,

1990). In contrast, collectivistic societies primarily value belonging to a group.

Here, it is expected that people invest in social relationships, and fulfill their

obligations to the group (e.g., Heine et al., 1999 Hofstede, 2001; Oyserman, 2011;

Oyserman et al., 2002; Sedikides et al., 2003; Triandis et al., 1990).

Thus, individualism can be described as a mindset in which personal identities

are chronically salient, whereas collectivism can be portrayed as a mindset in which

group identities are chronically salient. This led us to expect that people from

individualistic and collectivistic cultures should respond differently to personal and

group deprivation and/or gratification. Specifically, we expected that personal

deprivation and gratification should have a greater impact among participants from

individualistic cultures than from participants from collectivistic cultures, whereas
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group deprivation and gratification should be more important in samples obtained in

collectivistic cultures than in samples from individualistic cultures.

Importantly, however, our predictions also included contextual effects. That is,

we proposed that normally individualists and collectivists respond to personal and

group treatment according to mindsets that are the cultural ‘‘default.’’ However,

when mindsets are made salient that are opposite to the culturally default mindsets;

this will probably have an influence on their reactions in the direction of the salient

contextual mindsets. Thus, we argued that it is possible to manipulate cultural

mindsets and to push people’s responses to relative deprivation and relative

gratification in countercultural directions.

Although this position might seem controversial (cf. Heine et al., 1999), it is

consistent with a view on culture as a flexible and dynamic system, rather than a

fixed set of stable characteristics (see, e.g., Hong, 2009; Hong & Chiu, 2001;

Kühnen, Hannover, & Schubert, 2001; Matsumoto & Hee Yoo, 2006; Miller, 2002;

Oyserman, 2011; Oyserman & Lee, 2008; Van den Bos et al., 2010; Van den Bos,

Brockner, Van den Oudenalder, Kamble, & Nasabi, 2013). Specifically, cultural

expressions may be malleable by context and meaning that whether people adhere

to mindsets that are default in their culture actually depends on the situation that

they are in (e.g., Oyserman, 2011; Oyserman & Lee, 2008; Van den Bos et al., 2010,

2013). As long as a default cultural mindset is valued and expected in a given

situation, people’s reactions to personal and group treatment will reflect responses to

this pro-cultural mindset. However, if countercultural mindsets are made salient,

people’s reactions might be affected significantly by these countercultural mindsets.

The idea behind our position is that mindsets belonging to the cultural system

that people grow up in are easily accessible. Yet, in the modern world, people do

have knowledge of norms and mindsets that are opposite of their default cultural

mindsets. These latter countercultural mindsets can be made salient through

contextual priming. For example, a collectivist who normally focuses on a duty to

the ingroup, might be asked to think of his or her personal uniqueness and personal

expectations. Research shows that, as a result of this task, personal goals become

salient and individualistic mindsets are temporarily induced (Oyserman & Lee,

2007; Trafimow, Triandis & Goto, 1991). Consequentially, the person who engaged

in the individual priming task is likely to perceive the social world through a more

individualistic perspective and respond in a countercultural way (Oyserman & Lee,

2007).

Thus, we hypothesized that both cultural differences and contextual differences

can affect responses to personal and group deprivation and/or gratification.

Normally, people interpret a situation from the perspective of their chronically

available cultural mindset. Consequently, individualists should be more sensitive to

personal deprivation and personal gratification, whereas collectivists should be more

sensitive to group deprivation and group gratification. However, we expected that if

countercultural mindsets are salient in the social context, participants from

individualist cultures will adhere more strongly to collectivistic mindsets, whereas

participants from collectivist cultures will respond in more individualistic ways

(compared to when countercultural mindsets are not salient). We studied these

effects using a countercultural priming paradigm.
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Studying Cross-Cultural Differences with a Countercultural Priming
Paradigm

A nagging concern when studying cross-cultural differences is that one often has to

refer to samples from cultures that are conveniently accessible. Furthermore, in

many cross-cultural studies there often is not enough empirical evidence for the

assumed psychological mechanisms (Brockner, 2003). That is, frequently cross-

cultural research studies include people from two or more countries and assume that

the research participants differ on certain psychological dimensions. These

differences on psychological dimensions are then assumed to affect subsequent

reactions of the participants. As noted by Van den Bos et al. (2013), if the research

findings suggest that the participants in the different countries react differently, and

that these reactions are in accordance with the psychological dimensions presumed

to differ across cultures, it is still necessary to provide evidence that the culturally

varying reactions can be attributed to the hypothesized psychological dimensions.

Researchers sometimes try to provide such evidence by measuring the relevant

psychological dimensions, and then use tests of mediation to asses whether the

cultural differences were attributable to the psychological dimensions (Van den Bos

et al., 2013). However, measuring the hypothesized mediating psychological

dimensions may be difficult (see, e.g., Spencer, Zanna, & Fong, 2005). For example,

the psychological dimensions may refer to unconscious processes that are difficult

to assess. Relatedly, measuring psychological dimensions in cross-cultural research

often involves self-reports, which may be problematic because of people’s

unwillingness or inability to disclose their true beliefs (e.g., Nisbett & Ross,

1980). Furthermore, a well-known issue in cross-cultural studies is that measures of

the same construct may not mean the same thing to people from different cultures

(Hui & Triandis, 1985; Matsumoto, 2003). In short, there may be important

problems associated with measuring the psychological dimensions presumed to

account for cross-cultural differences. In addition, even when it is possible to

measure reliably the hypothesized psychological mediators of the effects of culture,

the ensuing statistical analyses can at best provide only correlational evidence which

limits the empirical strength of the study in question (Van den Bos et al., 2013).

In the present paper, we argue that there is a need in cross-cultural research to not

only provide evidence of why people from different cultures show different

reactions, but also to do so in ways that entail a high degree of internal validity (Van

den Bos et al., 2010). In fact, for purposes of internal validity an experimental

approach in which participants are randomly assigned to conditions differing along

the psychological dimension hypothesized to account for the results may have

important advantages. For example, one of the virtues of such an approach is that it

is likely to hold constant all factors other than the construct being manipulated. As a

result, differences that emerge on dependent variables are likely to have been

causally influenced by the manipulated construct (Van den Bos et al., 2013). In the

current paper, we employ such an experimental approach to cross-cultural research

on relative deprivation and relative gratification using a method in which we prime

(vs. do not prime) countercultural mindsets among people from individualistic and

collectivistic cultures, and we assess how the resulting variations in culture (i.e.,
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country) and context (i.e., experimental condition) impact participants’ reactions to

being deprived or advantaged as an individual person or as a member of a group.

There is growing evidence for the possibility of priming culture (see, e.g.,

Bechtoldt, Choi, & Nijstad, 2012; Bechtoldt, De Dreu, Nijstad, & Choi, 2010;

Kühnen et al., 2001; Kühnen & Oyserman, 2002; Oyserman & Lee, 2008; Van den

Bos et al., 2010, 2013). Earlier studies that explicitly used a countercultural priming

paradigm did so in the context of differences in masculinity–femininity (Van den

Bos et al., 2010) and power distance (Van den Bos et al., 2013) and focused on

responses to being allowed or denied opportunities to voice one’s opinions. Relative

deprivation obviously plays a very important role in people’s lives across this world

and so do differences in individualism and collectivism. As noted by Baumeister

(2005, p. 177): ‘‘Today, the vast majority of cultural psychologists focus on

comparing Eastern and Western cultures, because these are the most reliably

different.’’ Thus, we think the studies to be presented here are important for both the

study of cross-cultural differences and relative deprivation.

The Current Research

Two studies are presented in the current paper. Study 1 was executed in The

Netherlands and Study 2 took place in Singapore. The Netherlands score high on the

individualism versus collectivism dimension (i.e., 80; Hofstede Centre, 2013),

suggesting that the Dutch normally tend to be focused on their personal state of

affairs and primarily think of themselves in terms of ‘‘I’’ (Hofstede, 2001).

Singapore, on the other hand, scores low on this dimension (i.e., 20; Hofstede

Centre, 2013), indicating that Singaporeans tend to be oriented toward the group and

are likely to think in terms of ‘‘we’’ (Hofstede, 2001).

Thus, the Netherlands and Singapore are at opposite ends of the individualism

versus collectivism dimension. This is not to say that no other cultural dimensions

could distinguish the Netherlands and Singapore, but the clear distinction in

individualism and collectivism between the two countries helped us when

operationalizing the countercultural priming manipulation that we induced in both

studies presented here. That is, building on earlier studies that used a countercultural

priming paradigm (Van den Bos et al., 2010, 2013), in both our studies half of the

participants were primed with stimuli that have been shown in earlier studies to be

perceived in neutral ways by research participants and that we assumed would keep

their chronically accessible cultural mindset intact. We expected that in this control

condition—in which countercultural priming was absent—research participants

would adhere to mindsets that can be assumed to be default and belonging to their

national culture. In contrast, the other half of the participants were presented with

countercultural primes. Specifically, using the conceptualization by Trafimow et al.

(1991), we constructed individualistic and collectivistic primes. The Dutch

participants in the countercultural or experimental condition of Study 1 responded

to a collectivistic prime (Trafimow et al., 1991), and the Singaporean participants in

the countercultural or experimental condition of Study 2 responded to an

individualistic prime (Trafimow et al., 1991). We predicted that when people had
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been (vs. had not been) brought in these countercultural mindsets their reactions

would adhere more strongly to norms and values that are normally not associated

with their cultural background (Van den Bos et al., 2010, 2013).

Because our experimental priming manipulations were designed to capture

specifically the individualism versus collectivism dimension (Trafimow et al.,

1991), we argued that we could attribute participants’ reactions following the

priming manipulations to this dimension. We used this insight to assess how our

participants responded to outcomes in terms of fairness judgments and their

intentions to voice their opinions. In all the conditions, participants received the

same outcome and this outcome was unfair in all the conditions. We varied those

standards to which participants responded such that when participants were

deprived their outcome was worse than the outcome of others, whereas when

participants were advantaged their outcome was better than the outcome of others.

We also varied that participants were affected either as an individual relative to

other individuals or as a member of a group relative to another group. We predicted

that when an individualistic norm was salient, participants’ ratings of fairness and

willingness to criticize a decision would be influenced by their personal advantage

or disadvantage. We predicted that when a collectivistic norm was salient,

participants’ ratings of fairness and willingness to citizen would be influenced by

their group’s advantage or disadvantage.

Study 1

Method

Participants and Design Two hundred and thirty-nine students at Utrecht

University in the Netherlands participated in Study 1 (75 men, 164 women;

Mage = 20.86, SDage = 2.25). Participants were randomly assigned to one of the

conditions of a 2 (countercultural priming: absent vs. present) 9 2 (deprivation:

deprived vs. advantaged) 9 2 (level of treatment: personal vs. group) between-

subjects design.

Experimental Procedure Students were invited to participate in the paper-and-

pencil experiment in designated study areas or university canteens. Participants took

part on a voluntary basis and were not paid for their participation. The questionnaire

that made up the experiment consisted of four parts: a priming manipulation; a filler

task; the relative deprivation manipulation with dependent variables; and an

assessment of demographics. Participants were quite fluent in English and all

materials were written in English in an attempt to control language effects between

Studies 1 and 2.

The questionnaire started with the priming manipulation. The condition in which

countercultural priming was present to our Dutch participants was modeled directly

after the collectivistic prime of the Similarities and Differences with Family and

Friends (SDFF) task (Trafimow et al., 1991). Accordingly, participants in this
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condition were informed that recent research has shown that people’s thoughts

about their friends and family tell a lot about them and that we therefore asked them

to think about their friends and family and to complete the following two questions

to that effect: (1) ‘‘Please think for a minute about what you have in common with

your family and friends. How are you similar to each other?,’’ and (2) ‘‘What do

your family and friends generally expect you to do?.’’ Similar primes have been

shown to effectively alter cultural mindsets (Oyserman & Lee, 2007).

The condition in which countercultural priming was absent was modeled after

stimulus materials that served successfully as control primes in various earlier

studies (see, e.g., Greenberg, Solomon, & Pyszczynski, 1997). Specifically,

participants were told that recent research has shown that people’s thoughts about

watching television tell a lot about them and that we therefore asked them to think

about watching television and complete the following two questions related to this

issue: (1) ‘‘Please think for a minute about watching television. How would you

describe a typical moment of watching television?,’’ and (2) ‘‘With what

expectations do people generally watch television?.’’ Earlier research suggests that

these kinds of questions are perceived in neutral ways by participants and leave their

default mindsets intact (e.g., Loseman, Miedema, Van den Bos, & Vermunt, 2009;

Van den Bos, 2001; Van den Bos et al., 2012, 2013; Van den Bos & Miedema,

2000; Van Prooijen, Van den Bos, & Wilke, 2002).

To let the priming manipulation sink in, participants continued by filling out the

Positive And Negative Affective Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen,

1988). In line with earlier research (e.g., Greenberg et al., 1997; Loseman et al.,

2009; Van den Bos, 2001; Van den Bos et al., 2012, 2013; Van den Bos &

Miedema, 2000; Van Prooijen et al., 2002), this scale served as a filler task. The

scale consists of 10 items measuring positive affective states (a = .86) and 10 items

measuring negative affective states (a = .87).1

After filling out the PANAS, both deprivation and level of treatment were

manipulated. To this end, participants were asked to read and respond to scenarios

about the allocation of year-end bonuses. In all conditions, the scenarios started with

the following introduction.

Imagine that you are working as a consultant at a medium-sized company. The

company has two similar departments that are only slightly different in the

clients they serve. Each department holds approximately 15 persons. Your

1 Please note that after the prime manipulation and before reading the scenarios (which included the

deprivation and level of treatment manipulations), participants completed the 20 items that, combined,

constitute the PANAS (Watson et al., 1988). The PANAS items asked participants to indicate their

present affective states. Importantly, after having read the scenarios (and hence having completed all

manipulations), participants completed different questions. Specifically, participants then were asked to

answer 24 questions about the situation portrayed in the scenarios (see Van Veldhuizen, 2013). We

included the PANAS in our studies because earlier research shows that priming manipulations that use

open-ended questions to induce mindsets have stronger effects when followed by filler tasks. Thus, as in

earlier studies (e.g., Greenberg et al., 1997; Loseman et al., 2009; Van den Bos, 2001; Van den Bos et al.,

2012, 2013; Van den Bos & Miedema, 2000; Van Prooijen et al., 2002), the PANAS served as a filler task

in our studies and (as mentioned in Footnotes 2 and 4) controlling for positive and negative affective

states as assessed by the PANAS did not alter the findings reported. Therefore, the effects of affective

states are not reported further. Data and stimulus materials are available on request.
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position is in one of the two departments. So far, you feel valued by the

management. Furthermore, the secondary benefits are very good, so you are

pretty happy about your position. Every year the company awards a year-end

bonus to both departments, to thank them for their hard work. Thus, when the

end of the year is coming into sight, you already start thinking about how to

spend the bonus this year.

In each condition, the scenario ended with two sentences in which all participants

were informed that they received a year-end bonus of €500. Thus, the year-end

bonus amount was always the same. The sentences were set up in such a way that

deprived participants received a lower year-end bonus than others, whereas

advantaged participants received a higher year-end bonus than others. Level of

treatment was manipulated such that participants were affected either as a member

of the department relative to the other department or affected as an individual

worker relative to their immediate co-workers. Specifically, when participants were

group deprived the scenario ended as follows:

Without warning or explanation, the management reveals that this year the

bonus will be different for each department. Employees in your department

will receive €500 this year, whereas the employees in the other department

will receive €1000.

Participants who were personally deprived read the following two sentences:

Without warning or explanation, the management reveals that this year the

bonus will be different for each employee. You will receive €500 this year,

whereas your 14 immediate co-workers each will receive €1000.

Participants who were group advantaged read the following:

Without warning or explanation, the management reveals that this year the

bonus will be different for each department. Employees in your department

will receive €500 this year, whereas the employees in the other department

will receive €100.

Finally, participants who were personally advantaged read:

Without warning or explanation, the management reveals that this year the

bonus will be different for each employee. You will receive €500 this year,

whereas your 14 immediate co-workers each will receive €100.

We report all manipulations, all data exclusions, and all measures in our studies

(Simmons, Nelson, & Simonsohn, 2012), so we note that the scenarios were

followed by 24 items measuring different categories of reactions such as fairness

judgments, intentions to voice opinions, and positive and negative feelings about

treatment in the scenarios. All questions were answered on 7-point scales (1 = not

at all, 7 = very much) and univariate analyses revealed that participants of Study 1

responded strongest in terms of our predictions to the following three items: ‘‘How

fair do you think the €500 bonus is?,’’ ‘‘How fair do you feel you are treated?,’’ and

‘‘To what extent do you feel that the €500 is right?’’ Participants’ answers to these
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questions constituted a reliable fairness judgments scale (a = .79). Additionally, we

also included in our analyses the items that yielded the strongest effects in the

Singaporean sample of Study 2 and that constituted a reliable scale of participants’

individual intentions to voice their opinions in Study 1 (a = .75). ‘‘To what extent

would you like to express your opinion about the €500 bonus?,’’ and ‘‘To what

extent would you like to criticize the management of the company?.’’ The way in

which these two scales were constructed will be discussed in the General Discussion

(see also Van den Bos et al., 2012). Table 1 shows the grand means, standard

deviations, and correlations regarding the dependent variables of Studies 1 and 2.

Tables 2 and 3 present the means and standard deviations within each cell of the

two studies.

Results

Fairness Judgments A 2 (countercultural priming: absent vs. present) 9 2

(deprivation: deprived vs. advantaged) 9 2 (level of treatment: group vs. personal)

analysis of variance on the fairness judgments scale revealed a main effect of

deprivation, F(1, 222) = 11.57, p \ .002, g2 = .04, an interaction effect between

deprivation and level of treatment, F(1, 222) = 9.97, p \ .01, g2 = .04, and the

predicted three-way interaction effect between countercultural priming, deprivation,

and level of treatment, F(1, 222) = 5.11, p \ .03, g2 = .02.2 Other effects were not

statistically significant, ps [ .31.

Figure 1 shows the three-way interaction effect. To interpret this effect, it is

relevant to note that in the condition in which countercultural priming was absent

we obtained a significant two-way interaction effect between deprivation and level

of treatment, F(1, 222) = 14.64, p \ .001, g2 = .06. This effect indicated that, in

the absence of countercultural priming, our Dutch participants found it less fair to be

personally deprived (M = 2.40, SD = 1.06) than to be group deprived (M = 3.08,

SD = 0.97), F(1, 222) = 4.97, p \ .03, g2 = .02. Furthermore, participants found

it more fair to be personally advantaged (M = 3.55, SD = 1.24) than to be group

advantaged (M = 2.63 SD = 1.08), F(1, 222) = 9.76, p \ .003, g2 = .04. Viewed

differently, in the absence of countercultural priming, the Dutch participants found

2 Inspecting Cook’s (1977) distance measure in this analysis (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003)

revealed that 7 of the 239 participants of Study 1 (2.9 % of the sample) showed a distance score of more

than 3 SDs above the mean. These participants were excluded from the main analyses of Study 1. Two

other participants (0.8 % of the sample) were also excluded because of missing values on the fairness

judgments scale, leaving a total of 230 participants, with 27–30 participants in each cell of our design.

Although the answers of at least some of the excluded participants may have deviated from what was

expected, including them in our analyses yielded a similar three-way interaction effect between

countercultural priming, deprivation, and level of treatment on participants’ fairness judgments as is

reported in the main text, although in this case the effect was marginally significant only, F(1,

229) = 3.44, p = .065, g2 = .01. It also should be noted that when controlling for positive and negative

affective states as assessed by the PANAS, the predicted three-way interaction was still statistically

significant, F(1, 189) = 4.58, p \ .04, g2 = .02. Therefore, the effects of affective states are not reported

further in Study 1.
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it more fair to be personally advantaged than to be personally deprived, F(1,

222) = 14.98, p \ .001, g2 = .06, and found it equally unfair to be deprived and to

be advantaged when they were affected as a group, F(1, 222) = 2.30, p [ .13,

g2 = .01.

In the condition in which countercultural priming was present, the interaction

effect between deprivation and level of treatment was not statistically significant,

F(1, 222) = 0.40, p [ .52, g2 = .00. In this condition, there was only a significant

main effect of deprivation, F(1, 222) = 9.70, p \ .003, g2 = .04, indicating that, in

the presence of countercultural priming, our Dutch participants found it less fair to

be deprived (M = 2.61, SD = 1.00) than to be advantaged (M = 3.27, SD = 1.26).

Voice Intentions A 2 (countercultural priming) 9 2 (deprivation) 9 2 (level of

treatment) analysis of variance on participants’ intentions to voice their opinions

revealed a significant main effect of the deprivation manipulation only, F(1,

221) = 6.88, p \ .01, g2 = .03.3 Participants were inclined to voice more against

being deprived (M = 5.20, SD = 1.31) than against being advantaged (M = 4.68,

SD = 1.68). The three-way interaction of priming, deprivation, and level of

treatment was not statistically significant, F (1, 221) = 0.77, p [ .37, g2 = .00.

Other effects in the 2 9 2 9 2 analysis were also not statistically significant,

ps [ .11.

Discussion

The results we obtained on participants’ fairness judgments are in line with the view

that people from an individualistic country such as the Netherlands are normally

focused on their personal state of affairs such that, in the absence of countercultural

priming, our Dutch participants found it less fair to be deprived as an individual than

to be deprived as a member of a group, whereas they found it more fair to be

advantaged as an individual than to be advantaged as a member of a group. When

Table 1 Grand means, standard deviations, and correlations regarding the dependent variables of Studies

1 and 2

M SD r

Study 1

Fairness judgments 3.02 1.26 -.37*

Voice intentions 4.87 1.57

Study 2

Fairness judgments 3.32 1.39 -.54*

Voice intentions 4.31 1.59

The correlation coefficients reported are correlations between participants’ fairness judgments and their

intentions to voice their opinions. * p \ .001

3 One participant had a missing value on one of the voice items, explaining the degrees of freedom

reported.
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they were brought in a collectivistic mindset; however, they only found it less fair to

be deprived than to be advantaged, regardless of the level on which they were

treated.

Thus, Study 1 indicated that when participants responded to neutral stimulus

materials our Dutch participants found it less fair to be personally deprived than to

be group deprived, which is indicative of an individualistic pattern of responses.

Furthermore, absent countercultural priming the Dutch participants found it more

fair to be personally advantaged than to be group advantaged, which suggests a self-

interested effect. In this way, Study 1 showed that when our Dutch participants were

in their default mindset, which we assumed to be individualistic, personal self-

interest affected how fair or unfair they judged the scenarios presented to them.

In contrast, Dutch participants primed with collectivistic mindsets showed strong,

robust reactions to our fairness manipulation only, such that they found it less fair to

Table 2 Cell means and standard deviations of fairness judgments and voice intentions among Dutch

participants as a function of the absence versus presence of the priming of a collectivistic mindset and

being deprived or advantaged as a group or person (Study 1)

Dependent variable Countercultural priming absent Countercultural priming present

Deprived Advantaged Deprived Advantaged

M SD M SD M SD M SD

Fairness judgments

Group treatment 3.08 0.97 2.63 1.08 2.64 0.93 3.16 1.35

Personal treatment 2.40 1.06 3.57 1.26 2.58 1.08 3.37 1.19

Voice intentions

Group treatment 5.28 1.03 4.67 1.59 5.09 1.21 4.72 1.74

Personal treatment 4.82 1.74 4.48 1.71 5.61 1.13 4.82 1.74

Means are on 7-point scales with higher values indicating more positive fairness judgments and stronger

voice intentions, respectively

Table 3 Cell means and standard deviations of fairness judgments and voice intentions among Sin-

gaporean participants as a function of the absence versus presence of the priming of an individualistic

mindset and being deprived or advantaged as a group or person (Study 2)

Dependent variable Countercultural priming absent Countercultural priming present

Deprived Advantaged Deprived Advantaged

M SD M SD M SD M SD

Fairness judgments

Group treatment 2.67 1.14 3.95 1.20 2.94 0.93 3.75 1.39

Personal treatment 2.11 1.12 4.38 1.14 2.49 1.09 4.24 1.15

Voice intentions

Group treatment 5.36 0.99 3.62 1.42 4.68 1.34 4.30 1.46

Personal treatment 5.39 0.99 3.59 1.49 5.39 0.93 2.74 1.27

Means are on 7-point scales with higher values indicating more positive fairness judgments and stronger

voice intentions, respectively
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be deprived than to be advantaged, regardless of whether it was a personal or group-

based disadvantage. This finding suggests that when collectivistic mindsets are

salient (in this case by means of experimental priming), this triggers a more

inclusive view of the self in which both personal and group treatment matter to

people.

We emphasize that we obtained these findings on participants’ fairness

judgments only. We also note that before strong conclusions are drawn on the

basis of these findings, it is important to assess among participants from a

collectivistic culture the possible effects of countercultural priming and being

deprived or being advantaged as an individual or as a group member. This was the

main aim of Study 2.

Study 2

Method

Participants and Design Two hundred and twenty-nine students at the National

University of Singapore in Singapore participated in Study 2 (118 men, 111 women;

Mage = 21.93, SDage = 2.21). Participants were randomly assigned to one of the

conditions of a 2 (countercultural priming: absent vs. present) 9 2 (deprivation:

deprived vs. advantaged) 9 2 (level of treatment: group vs. personal) between

subjects design.

Experimental Procedure The method of Study 2 was similar to Study 1 and

differed only in the following respects:

Participants of Study 2 were invited to fill out the paper-and-pencil questionnaire

in small classroom sessions and received S$4 (approximately €2.50) for their

participation.

In Study 2, the condition in which countercultural priming was present to our

Singaporean participants was modeled after the individualistic prime of the SDFF

Fig. 1 Fairness judgments among Dutch participants as a function of the absence versus presence of the
priming of a collectivistic mindset and being deprived or advantaged as a group or person (Study 1).
Error bars represent standard errors of the mean
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task (Trafimow et al., 1991). Accordingly, participants in this condition were

informed that recent research has shown that people’s thoughts about their own

distinctiveness tell a lot about them and that we therefore asked them to think about

themselves and to complete the following two questions to that effect: (1) ‘‘Please

think for a minute about what makes you different from your family and friends.

How are you a unique being?,’’ and (2) ‘‘What do you generally expect yourself to

do?’’ The condition in which countercultural priming was absent was the same as in

Study 1.

Study 2 also included the PANAS as a filler task, again yielding reliable scales of

positive (a = .91) and negative affective states (a = .93). The content of the

scenarios was the same, only the amount of the bonus was converted into

Singaporean Dollars. That is, all participants of Study 2 received a year-end bonus

of S$850 (approximately €535) and learned that immediate co-workers or members

from other departments received a bonus of either S$1500 (approximately €943) or

S$150 (approximately €94). Participants of Study 2 completed the same set of items

as in Study 1, again yielding reliable scales of fairness judgments (a = .90) and

intentions to voice opinions (a = .74).

Results

Fairness Judgments A 2 (countercultural priming) 9 2 (deprivation) 9 2 (level

of treatment) analysis of variance on participants’ fairness judgments showed a

significant main effect of the deprivation manipulation, F(1, 214) = 98.05,

p \ .001, g2 = .30. Participants found it less fair to be deprived (M = 2.55,

SD = 1.10) than to be advantaged (M = 4.08, SD = 1.23). We also found a two-

way interaction effect between deprivation and level of treatment, F(1, 214) = 9.65,

p \ .01, g2 = .03. This effect indicated that participants found it less fair to be

personally deprived (M = 2.29, SD = 1.11) than to be group deprived (M = 2.80,

SD = 1.04), F(1, 214) = 4.89, p \ .03, g2 = .02, and that they found it less fair to

be group advantaged (M = 3.86, SD = 1.29) than to be personally advantaged

(M = 4.31, SD = 1.13), F(1, 214) = 4.33, p \ .04, g2 = .01. Viewed differently,

the effects of the deprivation manipulation were stronger when experienced at the

personal level, F(1, 214) = 84.69, p \ .001, g2 = .26, than when experienced at the

group level, F(1, 214) = 23.49, p \ .001, g2 = .07. Importantly, the three-way

interaction effect between priming, deprivation, and level of treatment was not

statistically significant, F(1, 214) = 0.01, p [ .93, g2 = .00. Other effects were also

not statistically significant in the 2 9 2 9 2 analysis, ps [ .10.

Voice Intentions A 2 (countercultural priming) 9 2 (deprivation) 9 2 (level of

treatment) analysis of variance on the voice intentions scale yielded a main effect of

deprivation, F(1, 214) = 94.37, p \ .001, g2 = .28, an interaction effect between

deprivation and treatment, F(1, 214) = 11.89, p \ .01, g2 = .04, and the predicted
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three-way interaction effect, F(1, 214) = 10.50, p \ .01, g2 = .03.4 Other effects

were not statistically significant, ps [ .20. Figure 2 illustrates the three-way

interaction effect.

In the condition in which countercultural priming was absent the two-way

interaction effect between deprivation and level of treatment was not statistically

significant, F(1, 214) = .02, p [ .88, g2 = .00. In this condition, participants

showed a main effect of the deprivation manipulation only, F(1, 214) = 56.21,

p \ .001, g2 = .17, indicating that, in the absence of countercultural priming, our

Singaporean participants intended to voice their opinions more against being

deprived (M = 5.02, SD = 1.20) than against being advantaged (M = 3.52,

SD = 1.57).

In the condition in which countercultural priming was present, we obtained a

statistically significant two-way interaction effect between deprivation and level of

treatment, F(1, 214) = 21.93, p \ .001, g2 = .07. This effect indicated that, in the

presence of countercultural priming, our Singaporean participants intended to voice

their opinions somewhat more when they were personally deprived (M = 5.39,

SD = 0.93) than when they were group deprived (M = 4.68, SD = 1.34), although

we note that this effect was marginally significant only, F(1, 214) = 3.68, p = .056,

g2 = .01. Furthermore, when countercultural priming was present, our Singaporean

participants reported less intentions to voice their opinions when they were

personally advantaged (M = 2.74, SD = 1.27) than when they were group

advantaged (M = 4.30, SD = 1.46), F(1, 214) = 20.62, p \ .001, g2 = .06. Put

Fig. 2 Intentions to voice one’s opinions among Singaporean participants as a function of the absence
versus presence of the priming of an individualistic mindset and being deprived or advantaged as a group
or person (Study 2). Error bars represent standard errors of the mean

4 Inspecting Cook’s distance measure in this analysis revealed that 7 of the 229 participants of Study 2

(3.1 % of the sample) indicated a distance score of more than 3 SDs above the mean. These participants

were excluded from the main analyses of Study 2, leaving a total of 222 participants, with 26–29

participants in each cell of the design. Including the outlying participants in our analyses yielded a

significant three-way interaction effect between countercultural priming, deprivation, and level of treatment

on participants’ intentions to voice their opinions, F(1, 221) = 6.97, p \ .01, g2 = .02, attesting to the

robustness of the predicted effect. When controlling for positive and negative affective states, the

hypothesized three-way interaction was statistically significant, F(1, 209) = 9.78, p \ .01, g2 = .03, hence

the effects of affective states are not reported further in Study 2.
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differently, in the presence of countercultural priming, participants showed

significantly more intentions to voice their opinions against being personally

deprived than against being personally advantaged, F(1, 214) = 58.98, p \ .001,

g2 = .18, and indicated no significant difference in voice intentions when they were

group deprived or group advantaged, F(1, 214) = 1.30, p [ .25, g2 = .00.

Discussion

The results obtained in Study 2 on participants’ voice intentions are in line with

what we found in Study 1 on participants’ fairness judgments, albeit on a different

dependent variable. That is, in Study 2, we found that when experimentally primed

with individualistic mindsets our Singaporean participants voiced their opinions

somewhat more against being deprived as an individual than against being deprived

as a group member (i.e., p = .056), whereas they intended to voice their opinions

less against being advantaged as a person than against being advantaged as a group

member. However, when countercultural priming was absent, and hence our

Singaporean participants could be assumed to have adopted their normal,

collectivistically oriented mindsets, they only had stronger voice intentions when

they were deprived than when they were advantaged, independent of the level on

which they were treated.

Although the most interesting effects of Study 2 were obtained on a different

dependent variable than in Study 1, the findings are noteworthy, we think, and to

some extent resemble those obtained in Study 1 in interesting ways. That is, Study

2 showed that in the presence of countercultural priming our Singaporean

participants intended to voice their opinions somewhat more against being

personally deprived than against being group deprived. This effect was marginally

significant only, but the pattern obtained is suggestive of an individualistic kind of

effect. Furthermore, when countercultural mindsets were primed the Singaporean

participants intended to voice their opinions more against being personally

advantaged than against being group advantaged, which indicates a self-interested

effect in this condition. Thus, when experimentally primed to view themselves as

individuals, Singaporean participants showed individualistic or even self-inter-

ested patterns of reactions.

Study 2 also revealed that absent countercultural priming our Singaporean

participants showed statistically reliable reactions to the fairness manipulation only

such that they intended to voice their opinions more against being deprived than

against being advantaged. Thus, in correspondence with at least some findings

obtained in Study 1, when participants can be assumed to have adhered to

collectivistic mindsets (which was probably the case in Study 2 when no explicit

mindsets were made salient and hence our Singaporean participants were likely to

default to the values and beliefs that are predominant to their collectivistic culture)

fairness issues impacted participants’ voice intentions strongly. We again emphasize

that the most interesting effects obtained in Studies 1 and 2 were found on different

dependent variables. In what follows, we discuss what the two studies have in

common and how they differ.
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General Discussion

Taken together, the two studies presented here show that individualistic and

collectivistic mindsets affect reactions to variations in personal and group

deprivation. Specifically, people in an individualistic mindset, either because this

is embedded in their national culture (which was likely to be the case in the control

condition in the Dutch sample of Study 1 in which there was no countercultural

priming) or because they are reminded of their personal uniqueness (as was the case

in the experimental condition in the Singaporean sample of Study 2 in which

countercultural priming was present) respond in more negative terms when they are

deprived as an individual person than when they are deprived as a group member

and respond in more positive terms when they are advantaged as a person than as a

group member. These findings suggest that individualistic or self-interested types of

reactions are likely when individualistic mindsets are salient as a result of cultural

background (Study 1) and experimental manipulation (Study 2).

Furthermore, both studies also show that when people adhere to collectivistic

mindsets, either because of national culture (as in the control condition of the

Singaporean sample of Study 2) or because they are experimentally reminded of

their similarities with family and friends (as was the case in the countercultural

condition in the Dutch sample of Study 1), they respond more negatively to being

deprived than to being advantaged, irrespective of whether this manipulation

affected them as individuals or as group members. One way to interpret these

findings is to conclude that in our collectivistic mindset conditions (derived by

experimental manipulation or national background), we observed reactions that are

indicative of a more inclusive view of the self in which both personal and group

treatment matter to participants. This finding needs to be supported in future

research. Future research is also needed to deepen our understanding of this finding.

This brings us to a discussion of the implications as well as the limitations of the

findings presented here.

Implications

With respect to implications for relative deprivation theory, the results presented

provide an explanation for why people sometimes may be more sensitive to

situations in which they are personally deprived, whereas in other circumstances

they respond more strongly to being group deprived. It might well be the inclination

to think in terms of ‘‘I’’ or to think in terms of ‘‘we’’ can explain these differential

responses to personal and group deprivation. Thereby the present research builds on

earlier research that linked personal and group deprivation to salient social identities

(Ellemers, 2001; Kawakami & Dion, 1993; Smith et al., 1994, 2012). That is, people

from individualistic countries or who have adopted individualistic mindsets in some

other ways are more likely to respond to variations in personal deprivation than to

variations in group deprivation. People with a collectivistic background or who have

adopted a collectivistic mindset, pay attention to general disadvantage or advantage

and do not appear to be sensitive to variations in being treated as an individual or a

group member. Perhaps this latter finding suggests that an inclusive view of the self
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in which both personal and group treatment matter is especially prevalent under

conditions or in cultures in which collectivistic norms and values are important and/

or salient. This suggestion needs further empirical examination.

We further note that even though researchers all over the world have drawn upon

relative deprivation, they often use it to construct post hoc explanations of

unexpected findings, and data reported are often correlational and rarely involve

direct cross-national comparisons (see, e.g., the Smith et al., 2012, meta-analysis).

There is a growing realization that research findings obtained in one culture cannot

always be extrapolated easily to other cultures and that appropriate attention to

cross-cultural differences is pivotal for any reliable social and behavioral science,

including the scientific study of social justice and relative deprivation. In the current

paper, we employed an experimental approach to cross-cultural research on relative

deprivation using a method in which we primed (vs. did not prime) countercultural

mindsets among people from individualistic and collectivistic cultures, and we

assessed how the resulting variations in culture (i.e., country) and context (i.e.,

experimental condition) impacted participants’ reactions to being deprived or

advantaged as an individual person or as a member of a group.

One implication that follows from the two experiments presented here is that by

means of countercultural priming we may gain insight into the psychological

dimensions that account for cross-cultural differences in how people treat relative

deprivation. In particular, what the current studies show is that identifying countries

or cultures that differ reliably and meaningfully on the individualism–collectivism

dimension (e.g., Hofstede, 2001), and then randomly assigning some of the research

participants to conditions that prime norms and values that contradict what is

prevalent in their culture and assigning other participants to conditions in which

they are likely to draw upon prevalent cultural norms can yield research results that

help to interpret reactions to personal and group deprivation from members of

individualistic and collectivistic cultures. The results thus obtained have a high level

of internal validity due to the reliance on experimental manipulations. As noted, this

is important because a recurring issue in the study of cross-cultural differences is

trying to get a good handle on potential problems of convenience sampling and lack

of insight into underlying psychological processes. The method of experimental

countercultural priming may help to overcome at least some of these problems.

The finding that it is possible to push people in a countercultural direction

provides support for the idea, that cultural norms are malleable, and thereby for the

possibility of priming countercultural norms (e.g., Oyserman, 2011; Oyserman &

Lee, 2008; Van den Bos et al., 2010, 2013). One reason why this insight is important

is because it allows for studying cross-cultural differences with experimental

control. As noted, we think there are good reasons why it is preferable, when

possible, to manipulate the cultural dimensions under consideration, so that causal

relationships can be inferred (Spencer et al., 2005; Van den Bos et al., 2010, 2013).

The present research shows that this is possible in cross-cultural research even when

complex social behavioral patterns are targeted. Still, to gain more solid ground, the

countercultural priming paradigm should be extended to other cultural dimensions

and different behavioral patterns.
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Limitations

We note explicitly that the two studies reported are not without flaws. For example,

we had no manipulation check or pilot data to confirm that the individualistic and

collectivist primes worked. However, we carefully constructed our stimulus

materials on the basis of thorough conceptualization of cross-cultural differences

in individualism and collectivism (see Trafimow et al., 1991). Furthermore, people-

activated mindsets might be difficult to measure reliably without raising concerns of

suspicion or performance demands among participants. That noted, it clearly would

be desirable to have more definitive evidence that the results emerged for the

reasons delineated in our line of reasoning.

Furthermore, based on the work by Trafimow et al. (1991) and Hofstede (2001),

we assumed that in the control conditions of both studies, our student participants in

the Netherlands emphasized values associated with individualism, whereas those in

Singapore assigned more importance to values associated with collectivism.

Whereas the results we obtained are consistent with this possibility, further research

clearly is needed to evaluate these assumptions. The Netherlands and Singapore

probably differ on more cultural dimensions than individualism–collectivism alone

(see, e.g., Hofstede, 2001), and it is important for future research to evaluate

whether any of the present findings may be accounted for by other underlying

mechanisms and psychological processes.

Another possible limitation is that research participants need to be susceptible to

the mindset induction that we operationalized in the current studies by having

participants respond to two open-ended questions. Careful construction of the words

used in the questions and instructions is pivotal. We have some good experiences

with these kinds of manipulations (see also Van den Bos et al., 2010, 2013), but

nevertheless an important prerequisite is that participants should be able and willing

to pick up the meaning conveyed in the stimulus materials. Future researchers

should be aware of this issue as well as the need to pretest stimulus materials in their

samples.

The exact pattern of effects obtained also needs to be discussed. That is, whereas

we found in both our experiments that individualistic mindsets (whether default by

national culture or induced by means of experimental manipulation) led to

particularly strong reactions to variations in personal deprivation, collectivistic

mindsets did not lead to sensitivity to variations in group deprivation only or

primarily. Thus, collectivistic mindsets (whether default by culture or induced by

manipulation) led to particularly strong reactions to the manipulation that varied

whether participants were deprived or advantaged and this was found both when

participants were affected as individuals and as group members. Perhaps these

findings imply that whereas individualistic mindsets lead people to be oriented to

what happens to themselves primarily, collectivistic mindsets trigger a more

inclusive view of the self, in which both personal treatment and group treatment

matter to people. This possible implication should be treated with caution, of course,

in part because the current studies did not assess participants’ self-concepts directly.

Nevertheless, in light of the interesting debate about pan-cultural self-enhancement

and the role that self-concepts play in possible cross-cultural differences (see, e.g.,
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Heine et al., 1999; Sedikides et al., 2003), it would be interesting to examine the

content of self-concepts pertaining to relative deprivation issues using the

countercultural priming paradigm.

We further note that in the present studies all our participants responded to unfair

outcome distributions. The only thing that we varied was whether the unfairness was

to the disadvantage or to the advantage of the participants involved. We thought

inclusion of the advantaged condition was important because this allowed us to

assess self-interested responses among our participants (see, e.g., Van den Bos,

Peters, Bobocel, & Ybema, 2006). That is, whereas more negative responses to

personal deprivation indicate personal or individualistic kind of reactions, more

positive reactions to personal advantageous outcomes suggest self-centered or self-

interested types of responses. In this way, the findings of our two studies yield

evidence for both individualistic and self-interested effects. Thus, inclusion of both

deprived and advantaged conditions seemed important, but we hasten to note that

other instances of relative deprivation, other fairness issues, and other control

conditions should be included in future research.

Perhaps inclusion of an additional control condition in which the default cultural

mindset is made salient (such as priming individualism when conducting research in

the Netherlands and collectivism when studying reactions in Singapore) might be

worthwhile when using the countercultural priming paradigm in future research. We

note that although this extra condition was now absent in the present studies, we still

were able to contrast conditions in which participants could be assumed to adhere to

their default cultural values with conditions in which they adhered to values that are

opposite to what is known to be prevalent in their national culture (see, e.g.,

Hofstede, 2001; Trafimow et al., 1991).

Perhaps more importantly, precisely because of its default or non-salient quality, a

default cultural norm is often in the back of conscious awareness and people rarely

think of it explicitly (Kitayama, 2002). Hence, bringing the cultural norm into

awareness may change the effects that the norm normally has on people’s reactions.

For instance, reminding participants from individualistic cultures of their personal

uniqueness may lead them to respond more strongly to personal deprivation than they

normally tend to do. And priming similarities and differences with family and friends

among members from a collectivistic culture may lead to more group-oriented

reactions than we now found in our control conditions. Moreover, it is also possible

that priming pro-cultural norms could attenuate the effects of cultural mindsets on

sensitivity to personal and group deprivation. For example, through conscious

reflection on individualistic norms, Dutch participants might conclude that it is

actually not that good to be an individualist and try to distance themselves from

individualistic values (see also Van den Bos et al., 2013). In short, we think that by

comparing experimental conditions, in which countercultural norms were primed

with control conditions in which participants completed two questions that were

shown in earlier studies to be neutral and in which participants could be assumed to

adhere to their default cultural values, we focused on the most relevant contrast for the

current purposes of being the first to use a countercultural-experimental approach to

the study of relative deprivation and individualism–collectivism. That noted, we

would applaud if different control conditions would be used in future research.
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We also note that we analyzed the Dutch and Singaporean samples separately,

even though the samples responded to the same stimulus materials. One of the

reasons why we did this was that the Dutch and the Singaporean samples are

different in essence. This implied that the participants were drawn from different

populations, were tested under different circumstances, and different sampling

methods were used. Therefore, we think it is methodologically more appropriate to

subject them to statistical analyses as two samples.

Finally, we also have seen some apparent issues with participants from different

cultures or different samples being differentially sensitive to different types of

dependent variables. This is not an uncommon observation in cross-cultural studies

(e.g., Matsumoto, 2003). We again emphasize that in both our studies participants

were presented with 24 items assessing different categories of participant reactions

(i.e., fairness judgments, intentions to criticize and voice opinions, and positive and

negative feelings; see Van Veldhuizen, 2013). To construct meaningful scales from

these variables, we started with exploratory analyses in our two studies to assess

which of these variables triggered the strongest response patterns in terms of our

hypotheses in each of the samples. In this way, we computed two scales, one

pertaining to fairness judgments and one regarding intentions to voice one’s

opinions, and we submitted those scales to subsequent analyses reported here. In

this way, we think we provided the most informative story in terms of testing our

hypotheses in the two samples identified. In particular, we were able to show that

our two samples responded differently to the two scales reported. We deliberately

chose to use this method, because we believe that as social psychologists we should

not aim to abstract peoples’ responses down to one single emotion, thought, or

behavior that is assumed to be universal or equally sensitive across different

samples. It is not realistic to think that you can always predict how and on what

response dimension people will respond exactly, especially not when you study

cross-cultural samples that differ in various important ways. This said, we stress that

future research is needed to test for the robustness of the effects reported in the

present paper. Such future studies also would do well to include non-hypothetical

instances of personal and group deprivation.

Coda

To conclude, the current paper presented a countercultural priming approach to the

study of cross-cultural differences. This approach was illustrated by an examina-

tion of responses to personal and group deprivation in the Netherlands and

Singapore, among participants for whom countercultural mindsets were primed or

not. The findings presented suggest that people in individualistic mindsets are

primarily focused on their personal state of affairs; they are more sensitive to being

personally deprived than to being collectively deprived. People in collectivistic

mindsets, in contrast, seem to be focused on both their personal state of affairs and

on the position of the group to which they belong. Consequently, they respond in

similar ways to personal and group deprivation. Importantly, these response

patterns are independent of whether the cultural mindset belongs to one’s national

culture or is temporarily made salient through contextual priming. This implies that
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when cultural backgrounds impact people’s deprivation responses in important

ways. That noted, the findings presented also reveal that cultural mindsets are not

fixed and are malleable by social context. Taken together, these findings suggest

important cultural and contextual differences pertaining to personal and group

deprivation.
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