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Binds and Bounds of Communion: Effects of Interpersonal Values on

Assumed Similarity of Self and Others

Kenneth D. Locke, Traci Craig, Kyoung-Deok Baik, and Krutika Gohil
University of Idaho

Assumed similarity refers to ascribing similar attributes to the self and others. Because self—other
similarity facilitates communion, people who value communion should be prone to assume self-other
similarity; but because self—other similarity also evokes obligation, they may be prone to as-
sume similarity only with others with whom they are or would feel comfortable being interconnected. We
tested these hypotheses in 5 studies (total N = 1,709). In Study 1, students indicated their political
preferences and estimated other students’ preferences. In Studies 25, students described their personality
and the personalities of the following targets: actual or imagined romantic partners in Study 2; ingroup
members (students from the respondents’ university) and outgroup members (students from a foreign
university) in Studies 3—4; and specific liked and disliked others in Study 5. As hypothesized, people
with stronger communal values were more likely to assume self—other similarity with liked others,
romantic partners, and ingroup members, but not with disliked others and outgroup members. These
effects replicated across different cultures (India, Korea, and the United States) and remained significant
when controlling for self-esteem, national identification, and attribute desirability. Although people who
valued communion tended to depict themselves and liked and ingroup others in relatively normative
(typical) ways, which partially explained assumptions of similarity and indicated that those assumptions
were to some extent accurate, communal values continued to predict distinctive self—other similarity or

“false consensus” even after controlling for the normative prevalence of attributes.
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People tend to predict that the attributes (e.g., attitudes, beliefs,
experiences, behaviors, and traits) of others will be similar to their
own attributes. This phenomenon has been studied extensively in
a variety of settings, and with a multiplicity of attributes and
targets (Krueger, 2000; Robbins & Krueger, 2005). The basic
phenomenon has also been approached from diverse theoretical
perspectives, and accordingly has received many different names,
including assumed similarity (e.g., Cronbach, 1955; Human &
Biesanz, 2011; Kenny, 1994), attributive projection (e.g., Holmes,
1968, 1978), social projection (e.g., Krueger, 2007), false consen-
sus (e.g., Marks & Miller, 1987; Ross, Greene, & House, 1977),
the self-based heuristic (Ready, Clark, Watson, & Westerhouse,
2000; Weller & Watson, 2009), and self-anchoring (e.g., Cadinu &
Rothbart, 1996; Otten & Wentura, 2001). In the present article, we
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use the term assumed similarity because it does not imply any
particular mechanism or bias and is favored by previous research-
ers who share our analytic approach.

Researchers have been interested in assumed similarity for at
least two reasons. First, by showing how representations of the self
and representations of others are linked, assumed similarity reveals
crucial joists in the architecture of social cognition. Second, as-
sumed similarity influences social relations. A voluminous litera-
ture affirms that assumed self—other similarity predicts feelings of
attraction and connection (Byrne, 1971; Montoya, Horton, &
Kirchner, 2008), and increasing depth of friendship over time
(Selfhout, Denissen, Branje, & Meeus, 2009). When strangers are
enmeshed in an interdependent task or social dilemma, assumed
similarity can improve their cooperation and performance (Krivo-
nos, Byrne, & Friedrich, 1976; Orbell & Dawes, 1991), and in
romantic couples, assumed similarity can enhance feelings of
being understood and relationship satisfaction (Murray, Holmes,
Bellavia, Griffin, & Dolderman, 2002). The sense of oneself
overlapping with another person can increase empathy and altru-
ism toward that person (Cialdini, Brown, Lewis, Luce, & Neuberg,
1997). Conversely, defining others as different—or in a distinct
category—from the self can contribute to dehumanizing and dis-
criminating against them (Krueger, 2007).

Although people appear generally inclined to assume similarity
between the self and others (Krueger, 2000), there may also be
individual differences in the propensity to assume self—other sim-
ilarity. Neither cognitive ability nor reasoning biases predict as-
sumed similarity (Stanovich & West, 1998); however, there are
both theoretical and empirical bases for expecting interpersonal
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values—particularly the value people place on experiencing com-
munion with others—to predict assumed similarity. Investigating
that possibility was the central aim of the present article.

Communal Values

Two fundamental dimensions of interpersonal behavior and
motivation are agency (dominance, control) and communion
(friendliness, warmth) (Horowitz et al., 2006). Factor analyses
show that these two dimensions account for a large proportion of
the variance in ratings of interpersonal dispositions (Foa, 1961;
Wiggins, 1979), including interpersonal values (Locke, 2000).
Compared with people with weak agentic values, those with strong
agentic values place more importance on having power and less
importance on avoiding conflict in interpersonal situations. Com-
pared with people with weak communal values, those with strong
communal values place more importance on experiencing mutual
support and connection and less importance on guarding or pro-
tecting themselves in their interpersonal relationships.

The dimensions of agency and communion constitute the basic
axes of the interpersonal circumplex, a popular model for concep-
tualizing and assessing interpersonal dispositions (Fournier, Mos-
kowitz, & Zuroff, 2011; Locke, 2011). In the first book to artic-
ulate and explore the explanatory power of the interpersonal
circumplex, Leary (1957) offered numerous insightful observa-
tions about individuals whose predominant interpersonal disposi-
tions were in the communal octant of the circumplex. He described
individuals with moderate levels of communal tendencies as “more
likely to cooperate, to go along with the conventional pattern . . .
less likely to emphasize a unique, original, or highly controversial
point of view” (p. 303). He described individuals with extreme
communal tendencies as “‘so committed to conventional responses
that they forfeit originality and individuality. . . They seem to fear
being individuals” (pp. 304-305). In short, Leary suggested that
communal individuals prefer to be similar to rather than distinct
from others.

Subsequent research has supported Leary’s (1957) observations.
Mikulincer, Orbach, and Iavnieli (1998) found that assumed self—
other similarity is stronger for people with an anxious-ambivalent
attachment style (who fret about being loved and not rejected) but
weaker for people with an avoidant attachment style (who do not
emphasize communal goals in their relationships; Locke, 2008).
Locke and Christensen (2007) found that undergraduates with
stronger communal values were more likely to ascribe the same
personality traits to both the self and a close friend. Correlations
between self-ratings and friend ratings were also stronger for
people who scored higher on “relational-independent self-
construal” (a trait positively correlated with communal values) and
weaker for people who scored higher on Machiavellianism (a trait
negatively correlated with communal values) (Cross, Morris, &
Gore, 2002; Locke & Christensen, 2007). Finally, Morrison and
Matthes (2011) found that individuals’ need to belong predicted
greater assumed consensus for opinions about personally impor-
tant social issues and was reduced by learning that personally
important opinions were commonly shared. The latter result sug-
gests that assumed similarity fulfills needs for belonging. More
generally, believing that others share our attributes (e.g., beliefs,
traits, preferences) may help affirm that our attributes are normal,
correct, or appropriate and that, accordingly, we are accepted,

supported, and liked members of a larger group (Marks & Miller,
1987). If so, then perceived similarity may be especially attractive
to people who value being supported and embraced. Indeed, stud-
ies of naturally occurring social comparisons show that people
with stronger communal values do respond more positively to
noticing similarities between themselves and others (Locke, 2003).
On the basis of the preceding discussion, we hypothesized that
communal values will be positively associated with assumed sim-
ilarity.

Communal Binds and Boundaries

Cooperative relationships create opportunities to achieve goals
that would be difficult or impossible to achieve independently;
however, cooperative relationships can involve costly expenditures
of resources and ongoing social obligations (Kurzban & Leary,
2001). Because our resources (e.g., time, wealth, emotional sup-
port) are limited, they cannot be shared with everyone. In short,
communion has bounds because the binds of communion have
costs.

Therefore, evolutionary psychology predicts that psychological
adaptations to form cooperative relationships evolved along with
complementary adaptations to discriminate between who to in-
clude and who to exclude from such relationships (Kurzban &
Leary, 2001). Specifically, cooperation is most beneficial when
limited to kin and people who will reciprocate benefits received.
Consequently, cues that have historically predicted kinship and
reciprocal altruism—such as sharing similarities and group mem-
berships—should evoke cooperation. Moreover, people are most
inclined to identify with individuals or groups with whom they
share attributes that are distinctive rather than common (Leonar-
delli, Pickett, & Brewer, 2010; Miller, Turnbull, & McFarland,
1988); attributes that fail to distinguish among people or groups
will fail to clarify to whom one owes and from whom one can
expect loyalty. The prototypical image of communion is a circle of
people holding hands because it conveys both communion and
closure; by binding together those inside, the circle excludes those
outside.

If assumed similarity evokes communion and people seek to
limit communion, then people should limit assumed similarity.
Indeed, research confirms that people generally do assume more
similarity with some individuals than others. One predictor is
sentiment toward the target: People assume greater similarity with
individuals who they already feel attracted and close to, and with
whom they have experienced or anticipate experiencing coopera-
tion and affection rather than competition and conflict (Human &
Biesanz, 2011; Toma, Yzerbyt, & Corneille, 2010; Weller &
Watson, 2009). Thus, although assumed similarity may facilitate
liking, liking may also facilitate assumed similarity (Morry, 2005).
Another predictor of assumed similarity is group membership:
People tend to assume greater similarity with ingroup members
(with whom they share a group membership) than with outgroup
members (DiDonato, Ullrich, & Krueger, 2011; Otten, 2002; Rob-
bins & Krueger, 2005). Apparently, people prefer to assume sim-
ilarity only with others with whom they feel comfortable experi-
encing communion (such as liked, close, or ingroup others).

Although communion is typically circumscribed, some people
draw more expansive circles of communion than others. People
who place little value on communion may draw their boundary at
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the border of the self. They prefer to experience themselves as
distinct and independent, even from close others. Indeed, they may
be particularly guarded with people with whom they share a
nominal bond because it is with them that they feel the most
pressure to give, to receive, and to conform; however, to the extent
that they do not experience relationships and group memberships
as engendering strong bonds of mutual obligation, they may be less
attentive than most people are to who is inside or outside those
social categories. People who place more value on communion
enlarge their boundaries to include others (e.g., friends, partners,
group members), and within that circle they cherish sharing com-
monality and mutuality; however, they may be correspondingly
more discriminating about whom to include within that circle of
fellowship. That is, the more people experience relationships and
group memberships as engendering bonds of mutual obligation,
the more they will be concerned about defining, clarifying, and
solidifying the boundary between those with whom they share a
connection and those with whom they do not.

The preceding discussion suggests that we refine our core hy-
pothesis as follows: People with stronger communal values will
assume greater similarity with others with whom they are or would
feel comfortable being interconnected (e.g., friends, partners, in-
group members). A weak version of this hypothesis is that com-
munal values are irrelevant to—and therefore not predictive of
assumed similarity with—people outside the boundary of that
circle of connection (e.g., disliked and outgroup others). A strong
version of this hypothesis is that people who care more about their
relationships and memberships will carefully guard those bound-
aries, and therefore will be more prone to deny or reject overlaps
between themselves and others with whom they are not intercon-
nected. If so, then communal values may actually predict assumed
dissimilarity toward people outside the circle of communion.

Overview of the Studies

We tested our hypotheses in a series of five studies. In Study 1,
students indicated their own political preferences and estimated
other students’ political preferences. In Studies 2-5, students rated
their personality and the personalities of various target others. In
Study 2, the target was an actual or a desired romantic partner.
In Studies 3 and 4, the targets were students from one’s own
university or from a foreign university. In Study 5, the targets were
specific liked and disliked others. Across all of the studies, we
predicted that people with stronger communal values would as-
sume greater similarity with others with whom they were or would
feel comfortable being interconnected (i.e., liked others, romantic
partners, and peers at their institution), but not with others with
whom they were not interconnected (i.e., disliked others and
students in a foreign country). The studies also tested whether the
findings would be robust across different cultures and when con-
trolling for variables such as self-esteem and the social desirability
of the attributes.

Most studies of assumed similarity have examined overall self-
other similarity (the similarity between raw self-ratings and ratings
of others). However, overall similarity conflates similarity due to
sharing common attributes (that most people share) and similarity
due to sharing uncommon attributes (that few people share). More
precisely, an individual’s rating on an attribute can be decomposed
into a normative and a distinctive component (Cronbach, 1955;

Furr, 2008). The normative component is the average rating for
that attribute across all individuals. The distinctive component is
the degree to which the individual’s rating is above or below that
average. Similarity due to describing both the self and others as
normative is normative self—other similarity. Similarity due to
describing the self and others in the same distinctive terms is
distinctive self—other similarity. In the context of estimating the
prevalence of attributes in a population, distinctive self—other
similarity is sometimes called “truly false consensus” because it
represents the degree of assumed similarity that is not corroborated
by actual prevalence rates (Krueger & Clement, 1994). Because
normative similarity and distinctive similarity represent different
routes by which communal values might influence overall simi-
larity, we assess both overall self—other similarity and its norma-
tive and distinctive components.

A third route by which communal values may influence self—
other similarity is that people who value communion may have
relatively positive impressions of themselves and people con-
nected to the self. Many researchers have noted that because
people describe themselves favorably (Taylor & Brown, 1988), if
people also describe others favorably, then self—other similarity
could be due to similarly favorable descriptions rather than simi-
larity in the non-valuative content of the descriptions (Riketta &
Sacramento, 2008; Robbins & Krueger, 2005; Sherman, Chassin,
Presson, & Agostinelli, 1984; Toma et al., 2010). Extending that
logic, Locke and Christensen (2007) suggested (but did not for-
mally test the hypothesis) that the tendency for people with strong
communal values to describe themselves and their friends in
favorable terms might be sufficient to explain why people with
stronger communal values assume greater self—friend similarity.
To test this possibility, we tested whether trait desirability medi-
ates the effects of communal values on assumed trait similarity in
Studies 2-5.

To summarize, our key hypothesis was that people with stronger
communal values would assume greater similarity with targets
with whom they were or felt comfortable being interconnected;
however, we also assessed three ways that might occur. If differ-
ences in overall similarity are due to being similarly desirable,
then it suggests people who value communion endorse attributes
that convey “we’re both equally worthy of esteem.” If differences
in overall similarity are due to being similarly normative, then it
suggests people who value communion endorse attributes that
convey “we’re both normal and fit in.” If differences in overall
similarity are due to being similarly distinctive, then it suggests
people who value communion endorse attributes that convey “we
share a distinct identity.”

Study 1

Our first investigation concerned the assumed similarity of
political preferences—specifically, U.S. students’ estimates of
whether other students shared their preferences for president. Sev-
eral previous studies have also assessed assumed consensus for
political opinions (e.g., Granberg & Brent, 1983; Koestner, Losier,
Worren, Baker, & Vallerand, 1995), but none evaluated the present
hypothesis—namely, that people with stronger communal values
would believe that more people share their preferences.
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Method

Participants.  University of Idaho undergraduates (49
women, 30 men, one unknown; M age = 19.5 years, SD = 2.2)
participated for extra credit in psychology courses. The partici-
pants’ self-reported ethnic backgrounds were 90.0% European
American, 2.5% Hispanic, 2.5% Asian American, 2.5% Native
American, and 2.5% unreported.

Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Values (CSIV). The
CSIV (Locke, 2000) is a self-report measure of agentic and com-
munal values. The CSIV specifically consists of eight 8-item
scales designed to assess each octant of the interpersonal cir-
cumplex defined by the orthogonal axes of agency and commu-
nion. For each item, respondents indicate how important it is that
they act, appear, or are treated that way during social interactions
on 0 (not important) to 4 (extremely important) scales. All items
begin: “When I am with him/her/them, it is important that ...”
Examples of high communion items are “. .. I feel connected to
them” and “... they support me when I am having problems.”
Sample low-communion items are . .. I keep my guard up” and
“. .. they keep their distance from me.” Sample high-agency and
low-agency items are, respectively, “. .. I not back down when
disagreements arise” and “. .. they not get angry with me.” (The
complete CSIV, norms, and scoring information are available at
www.class.uidaho.edu/klocke/csiv.htm.) The CSIV has conver-
gent and discriminant validity with measures of interpersonal
traits, interpersonal problems, interpersonal self-efficacy, interper-
sonal sensitivities, interpersonal goals, implicit interpersonal mo-
tives, and various other personality and personality disorder mea-
sures (Hopwood et al., 2011; Kammrath & Scholer, 2011; Locke,
2000; Locke & Sadler, 2007).

To formally test whether the CSIV scales met the criteria for a
circumplex model in the present sample, a randomization test of
hypothesized order relations was conducted (Hubert & Arabie,
1987; Tracey, 2000). Perfect fit to a circular model requires that
correlations of adjacent scales on the circle exceed correlations of
scales two octants apart, which in turn exceed those of scales three
octants apart, which in turn exceed those of scales opposite on the
circle. In total, a circular model makes 288 predictions about
the relative magnitudes of correlations among eight octant scales.
The program RANDALL (Tracey, 1997) computes the number of
these predictions met in a particular sample and a correspondence
index (CI; Hubert & Arabie, 1987) equal to the proportion of
predictions met minus the proportion violated. The CI can range
from —1.0 (all predictions violated) to 1.0 (perfect fit). Running
RANDALL on the mean-centered CSIV scales, 276 of the 288
predictions were met (CI = .92, p < .001), indicating significant
conformity to a circular model.

Because the CSIV octant scales formed a circumplex, the scales
were summarized in terms of two underlying vectors using the
following formulae (Leary, 1957, p. 69): Agentic Values =
3.S;sinf; and Communal Values = XS;cosb;, where S; is the ith
octant score, 0; is the angle at the center of that octant, and the
angles of the “high communion” and “high agency” octants are,
respectively, 0° and 90°. Cronbach’s alphas for the agentic values
dimension and communal values dimension were 0.83 and 0.93."

Procedure.  Participants completed a questionnaire during
one of four group testing sessions: the week before the 1996 U.S.
presidential election (n = 18), election week (n = 18), 1 week

after the election (n = 22), and 2 weeks after the 1996 election
(n = 22). Participants (a) completed the CSIV; (b) indicated
whether they most supported Bob Dole, Bill Clinton, or Ross Perot
(the main presidential candidates); and (c) indicated “what per-
centage of University of Idaho students your age do you think
support each of the presidential candidates.”

Results and Discussion

The percentage of our respondents who supported Clinton,
Dole, and Perot were, respectively, 52.5%, 25%, and 22.5%. The
key outcome of interest was the percentage of other students who
respondents believed shared their preference. The mean percentage
of estimated agreement was 52.1% (SD = 12.4) for Clinton
supporters, 38.1% (SD = 13.6) for Dole supporters, and 15.0%
(SD = 17.9) for Perot supporters; thus, Perot supporters tended to
underestimate and Dole supporters tended to overestimate other
students’ agreement.

The predictors of interest were interpersonal values. When we
regressed estimated percentage of agreement on agentic and com-
munal values, communal values predicted greater estimated agree-
ment (standardized 3 = .30, SE = .11, p = .01), but agentic values
did not (B = .07, SE = .11). Analyses of variance showed that
communal and agentic values were unrelated to respondents’ can-
didate preferences, Fs(2, 77) = 1.1, ps > .3. However, because the
candidates’ actual popularity differed in our student sample, we
computed “false consensus” by subtracting the actual percentages
of support from respondents’ estimates—that is, we subtracted
52.5%, 25%, and 22.5% from the consensus estimates given by,
respectively, Clinton, Dole, and Perot supporters. Regressing
“false consensus” on interpersonal values again showed that com-
munal values predicted greater false consensus (f = .25, SE = .12,
p < .05), but agentic values did not (3 = .08, SE = .12). (Which
week data were collected and which candidate the respondent
supported did not significantly influence or moderate the results.)
In sum, the results supported the hypothesis that communal values
predict assumed similarity.

Study 2

Study 1 assessed assumed similarity with other students in
general. In Study 2, we assessed assumed similarity with a specific
person—namely, a current or a desired romantic partner. It may be
especially important for people who value communion to believe
that they share attributes with close others; therefore, we expected
communal values to be a strong predictor of assumed similarity
with current romantic partners. In interpreting such findings, it
should be noted, though, that individual differences in assumed
similarity may reflect differences in actual similarity; that is, the
partners of people who value communion may actually be more
similar to them. Thus, desired future romantic partners provide an
equally interesting target to study because assumed similarity with

! The reliabilities for the dimension scores were computed as ry, = 1=
(E(1-ry)w))/o3), where o) is the sample variance of the dimension
scores (computed from z-scored octant scores), the w; are the weights
(i.e., the sin or cos) of the octant scores, and r;; are the reliabilities of
the octant scores.
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desired partners is a pure measure of preferences, independent of
reality.

As noted in the introduction, one goal of Studies 2—5 was to test
whether desirable responding mediates the effects of communal
values. For example, in the present study, simply making relatively
rosy ratings of both oneself and one’s partner (without considering
the traits’ nonevaluative content) would enhance self—partner sim-
ilarity. To test such a possibility, we had participants in Studies
2-5 rate themselves and others on carefully designed sets of
desirable and undesirable traits, and then tested whether trait
desirability mediated any moderating effects of communal values
on assumed similarity. For simplicity, rather than reporting these
analyses in each study separately, we wait and report them all in
the results section of Study 5.

Method

Participants.  University of Idaho undergraduates (230
women, 147 men, four unknown; M age = 20.7 years, SD = 4.2)
participated for extra credit in psychology courses.” The partici-
pants’ self-reported ethnic background were 85.6% European
American, 5.8% Hispanic, 3.9% “mixed” or “other,” 3.4%
African-, Asian-, or Native American, and 1.3% no response.

Materials.

CSIV.  Using the same data and selection procedures de-
scribed in Locke (2000), four items from each CSIV scale were
selected to create a 32-item short form. A randomization test of
hypothesized order relations on the mean-centered CSIV scales
showed 268 of the 288 predictions were met (CI = .86, p < .001),
indicating significant fit to a circular model. Because the octant
scales conformed to a circumplex, they were combined into overall
indices of agentic and communal values. Cronbach’s alphas for the
agentic values dimension and communal values dimension were,
respectively, 0.60 and 0.81.

Traits.  Sixty traits that collectively covered all levels of social
desirability but did not confound trait desirability with trait content
were carefully selected. We began with a pool of traits for which
there were social desirability norms from two independent samples
(Hampson, Goldberg, & John, 1987; Norman, 1967). In both
samples, participants had rated the social desirability of each trait
on a 1 (extremely undesirable) to 9 (extremely desirable) scale.
The norms from the two samples were averaged to obtain a more
stable index of desirability. Then traits that were contrasting in
meaning but whose mean social desirability ratings were within .5
units of each other were paired together. Five such pairs at each of
six levels of social desirability were selected. The pairs were as
follows: ambitious—easy-going, practical-principled, lively—
relaxed, independent—sociable, adaptable—stable (desirability be-
tween 7 and 8); humble—bold, modest—daring, dignified—playful,
firm—accommodating, frank—sensitive (desirability between 6 and
7); reserved—mischievous, soft—tough, outspoken—quiet,
compliant—forceful, cautious—carefree (desirability between 5 and
6); docile-dominant, conventional-rebellious, shy—dramatic,
bashful-flirtatious, restrained—rambunctious (desirability between
4 and 5); highly strung-lethargic, impatient—indecisive,
immodest—inhibited, submissive—argumentative, meek—
demanding (desirability between 3 and 4); self-pitying—conceited,
irritable—apathetic, unsociable-nosey, distrustful-gullible, vain—
insecure (mean desirability between 2 and 3).

Procedure.  All participants completed the CSIV and then
rated themselves on the 60 (randomly ordered) traits. Next, par-
ticipants who were currently in a romantic relationship (n = 198)
rated how well each trait described their romantic partner, and
participants who were not in a relationship (n = 183) indicated
how well each trait “describes the romantic partner with whom you
would be most compatible.” All trait ratings were made on scales
ranging from —2 (strongly disagree) to O (neither) to +2 (strongly
agree).

Results

Data analysis for Studies 2-5. In Studies 2-5, participants
rated themselves and others on sets of personality traits. Because
ratings are nested within participants, in keeping with current
practice (e.g., Human & Biesanz, 2011; Riketta & Sacramento,
2008), we used multilevel random coefficient modeling to analyze
the data. Multilevel modeling allowed us to estimate potential
moderators of self—other similarity at both the trait level (e.g.,
desirability, target) and rater level (e.g., communal and agentic
values).

The continuous variables were z-scored (using the sample mean
and standard deviation). The binary variables were effect-coded
(i.e., in Studies 3—4, outgroup or Asian = —1, ingroup or Amer-
ican = +1; in Study 5, disliked others = —1, liked others = +1);
thus, effects of these binary variables will indicate half the stan-
dard deviation change expected due to the trait or person being in
different categories. Unless otherwise specified, the significance
level for all tests was .01, and we only report significant effects. In
all analyses, we tested first linear effects, then two-way interac-
tions (controlling for linear effects of the constituent variables),
and finally three-way interactions (again controlling for lower
order effects). Because there were no significant simple effects or
interpretable interactions involving gender, we omitted gender
from the analyses.

Overall similarity. To analyze overall self—partner similar-
ity, the trait-level (Level 1) model was:

Partner;, = By + By;Selfy + ey, (D

where Partner; and Self;, are participant i’s partner rating and
self-rating on trait k; (B; is the predicted partner rating at the
self-rating mean; 3, is participant i’s overall similarity coefficient;
and e, is the residual.

The rater level (Level 2) model was:

Boi = Boo + Boi(Communal;) + By,(Agentic;) + uy; 2)
Bii = Bio + Byi(Communal;) + B;,(Agentic;) + uy;,  (3)

where Communal, and Agentic; are participant i’s CSIV scores for
communal and agentic values, respectively; 3,, and 3,, (the fixed
effects of primary interest) indicate whether interpersonal values
predict variation in the Level 1 slopes (i.e., overall similarity); u,,
and u,; are residuals.

2 Because we did not follow up on Study 1 for 9 years, whereas Study
1 was conducted in 1996, Studies 2-5 were conducted between the fall of
2005 and the spring of 2011.
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We conducted the analyses separately on participants who were
in a relationship (and so described their current partner) and
participants who were not in a relationship (and so imagined a
compatible partner). Self-ratings strongly predicted ratings of both
real and imagined partners (Bs = .385 and .544; SEs = .022 and
.016, ps < .001). Communal values predicted even greater simi-
larity between the self and both real and imagined partner (Bs =
.096 and .075, SEs = .022 and .017, ps < .001). Figure 1 displays
the estimated simple slopes for assumed self—other similarity
across a wide range of communal values and shows that the
increase in assumed similarity as a function of communal values
was sizable.

Normative and distinctive similarity. The normativeness of
a set of self-ratings refers to their similarity to a set of normative
(average) self-ratings (Furr, 2008). Therefore, to analyze the nor-
mativeness of self-ratings, we first computed the normative self-
rating for each trait. Then we used the model shown in Equations
1-3, but changed the Level 1 model to:

Selfix = Boi + By;Normy + e, ()]

where Norm, is the normative self-rating for trait k. Normative
self-ratings were, of course, powerful predictors of individual
participants’ self-ratings (B = .504, SE = .009, p < .001). More
interesting, people with stronger communal values made more
normative self-ratings (3 = .104, SE = .010, p < .001). Therefore,
communal values may predict greater self—other similarity be-
cause communal values predict ascribing normative or typical
qualities to both self and others. To address this possibility, below
we distinguished normative from distinctive similarity.

We computed each participant’s distinctive self-rating for each
trait by subtracting the normative rating for that trait from the
participant’s self-rating. Next, we used the basic model shown in
Equations 1-3, but replaced overall self-ratings with normative
and distinctive self-ratings.®> Thus, the Level 1 model was:

Partner;, = By; + B;;Normative; + [3,;Distinctive;, + e,
(6)

where Distinctive;, is participant i’s distinctive self-rating on trait
k, B,; shows partner i’s normative similarity (i.e., similarity to the
sample’s normative self-ratings), and 3,; shows partner i’s distinc-
tive similarity (i.e., similarity to participant i‘s distinctive self-
ratings). The Level 2 model was accordingly expanded to include:

Bai = Bz + B2i(Communal;) + By (Agentic;) + uy.  (7)

Normative self-ratings strongly predicted partner ratings (3s for
real and imagined partners = .470 and .615, SEs = .017 and .012,
ps < .001). Distinctive self-ratings also predicted partner ratings
(Bs for real and imagined partners = .143 and .260, SEs = .018
and .014, ps < .001). Examining the coefficients shows that
normative similarity exceeded distinctive similarity, and simi-
larity to imagined partners exceeded similarity to real partners.
As hypothesized, communal values moderated similarity.
Greater communal values predicted greater normative similarity
(Bs for real and imagined partners = .089 and .050, SEs = .016
and .012, ps < .001) and marginally greater distinctive simi-
larity (Bs for real and imagined partners = .038 and .033, SEs =
.018 and .014, ps < .05).

Discussion

The fact that people described their current or desired partner as
similar to themselves accords with previous research (Botwin,
Buss, & Shackelford, 1997). Of greater interest was that communal
values magnified the tendency to assume partners were similar.
One caveat is that people with stronger communal values may
report greater similarity with their partners because their partners
in reality are more similar; however, the greater similarity between
the self and imagined partners suggests that communal values
influence desired (and not just actual) levels of similarity.

Study 3

In this study, we asked American participants to describe the
self, other students from their university, and students from a
university in Korea. Likewise, we asked Korean participants to
describe the self, other students from their university, and students
from a university in the United States. Study 3 extended our
investigation in several ways. First, in Studies 1-2, we tested only
whether or not communal values predicted assumed similarity for
liked or ingroup targets; in Study 3 (along with Studies 4-5), we
tested whether or not communal values predicts assumed similarity
for outgroup targets (such as students at a foreign university).
Second, studying both Americans (who completed the study in
English) and Koreans (who completed the study in Korean) al-
lowed us to test the generalizability of the findings across cultures
and languages. Third, greater self-esteem predicts greater assumed
self—other similarity (Human & Biesanz, 2011) and is also asso-
ciated with stronger communal values (Locke & Christensen,
2007); therefore, self-esteem could explain the association be-
tween communal values and assumed similarity. In Study 3, we
assessed whether the effects of communal values would remain
robust, even controlling for self-esteem.

Method

Participants. The participants were American undergradu-
ates (152 women, 61 men, four unknown; M age = 20.1 years,
SD = 3.2) from the University of Idaho and South Korean under-
graduates (110 women, 113 men; M age = 23.4, SD = 3.0) from
Baejae (n = 32), Dongkuk (n = 130), and Hansung (n = 62)
Universities. The American participants’ self-reported ethnic back-
ground was 83.9% European American, 6.0% Hispanic, 4.6%
mixed/“other,” 1.8% African American, 1.8% Native American,
and 1.8% no response. Korean students were not asked their
ethnicity. American students received extra credit and Dongkuk
University students received school cafeteria coupons for partici-
pating. Baejae and Hansung University students received no com-
pensation.

Materials.

Traits.  Forty-four (22 desirable and 22 undesirable) traits
were used. Of these, 24 were from the set developed by Haslam
and Bain (2007). Haslam and Bain categorized traits into eight

* An example of this procedure being used to model normative and
distinctive components of self—other similarity can be found in Human and
Biesanz (2011), and a detailed rationale for the procedure can be found in
Biesanz (2010).
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Figure 1. Assumed similarity coefficients as a function of communal values in Study 2. At each level of
communal values, the pale curved lines show the 95% confidence bands (continuously plotted confidence
intervals) around the estimated simple slopes for assumed similarity. We computed the equations for the
confidence bands using the formulas provided by Bauer and Curran (2005) and online utilities provided by

Preacher, Curran, and Bauer (2006).

categories based on whether they were high or low with respect to
three dimensions: desirability, being uniquely human, and reflect-
ing human nature. Three traits from each of their eight categories
were used. The other 20 traits consisted of five sets of “trait
quartets” similar to those developed by Hampson (1998). As Table
1 shows, within each trait set all of the traits loaded on one factor
of the five-factor model of personality, but two of the traits were
desirable (with one from each pole of the factor) and two were
undesirable (again with one from each pole of the factor). Using
these 44 traits ensured that trait desirability was not confounded
with either the five-factor model dimensions or Haslam and Bain’s
“humanizing-dehumanizing” dimensions.

Interpersonal values.  Using the same data and selection
procedures described in Locke (2000), two items from each CSIV
scale were selected to create a 16-item short form of the CSIV. A
randomization test of hypothesized order relations on the mean-
centered CSIV scales showed 264 of the 288 predictions were met
in the Korean sample and 271 of the 288 predictions were met in
the American sample (CIs = .86, ps < .001), indicating significant
fit to a circular model in both countries. Cronbach’s alphas for the
agentic values dimension and communal values dimension were
0.48 and 0.56 in America and .55 and .62 in Korea.

Self-esteem.  The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg,
1965) was used, a popular 10-item self-report measure of overall

self-esteem; for its psychometric properties, see Gray-Little, Wil-
liams, and Hancock (1997). Cronbach’s alphas in America and
Korea were .89 and .86. As expected, self-esteem correlated pos-
itively with communal and agentic values, rs(339) = .29 and .27,
ps < .001.

Procedure. The materials were translated from English into
Korean, and then back-translated to ensure accuracy. The study
was administered online. First, participants completed the CSIV.
Then, participants described three targets. Korean students de-
scribed themselves, most students at their university (their in-
group), and most students at the University of Idaho (their out-
group). American students described themselves, most students at
their university (their ingroup), and most students at Hansung
University (their outgroup). Korean students were told that the
University of Idaho was an American university similar in size and
structure to their university, and American students received the
analogous information about Hansung University. The participants
rated how well each of the 44 traits described each target on scales
ranging from —2 (very untrue) to O (neither) to + 2 (very true).
(Participants were randomly assigned to rate the targets in one of
these two orders: ingroup-self-outgroup or outgroup-self-ingroup.
Order had no effect on the results and so will not be discussed
further.)
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Table 1

Evaluatively and Descriptively Contrasting Trait Quartets Used in Studies 3—5

High on dimension

Low on dimension

Personality dimension Desirable Undesirable Desirable Undesirable

Agreeableness

Study 3 cooperative intrusive independent unsociable

Study 4 trusting gullible not easily fooled cynical

Study 5 tactful vague straightforward abrupt
Conscientiousness

Study 3 organized fussy carefree sloppy

Study 4 careful fussy carefree sloppy

Study 5 self-disciplined rigid uninhibited unstable
Extraversion

Study 3 decisive domineering accommodating timid

Study 4 self-confident arrogant humble self-doubting

Study 5 outspoken boastful modest withdrawn
Neuroticism

Study 3 sensitive irritable levelheaded bored

Study 4 sensitive irritable levelheaded unemotional

Study 5 spirited temperamental stable unemotional
Openness to Experience

Study 3 cultured unrealistic practical uncultured

Study 4 imaginative unrealistic realistic unimaginative

Study 5 cultured snobbish down-to-earth coarse

Results

Overall similarity.
the Level 1 model was:

To analyze overall assumed similarity,

Other;, = Boy; + BiySelfi, + BaTarget; + B3;;(Self;, X Target;)
+ €ijk (8)

where Other;;, and Self;, are participant i’s other rating and self-
rating on trait k; Target; is the effect code indicating whether the
rating was of the ingroup or outgroup; and B,;;, B,;;, and B5;; are
the mean effects of self-rating, target, and their interaction for
target i. At Level 2, the Level 1 s were regressed on country,
communal and agentic values, self-esteem, and the Values X
Country and Esteem X Country interactions. For example, the
overall effect of self-ratings on other ratings was modeled as:

Biij = Bio + Byi(Communal;) + B,,(Agentic;) + B,5(Esteem;)
+ B4(Country;) + B,5(Country X Communal;)
+ Bis(Country X Agentic;) + B,4(Country X Esteem;)
+ugy 9)

where Country; is the effect code indicating whether the participant
was Korean or American; {3, is the mean overall assumed similarity;
and the other Bs (the fixed effects of primary interest) indicate
whether the person-level variables predict variation in assumed sim-
ilarity.

Self-ratings strongly predicted other ratings (3 = .317, SE =
.013, p < .001). Similarity was influenced by country (3 = .035,
SE = .013) and the Country X Target interaction (3 = —.052,
SE = .010, ps < .01). Simple effects analyses showed that in
addition to similarity being greater in America than Korea, in
Korea self-ingroup similarity exceeded self—outgroup similarity

(Bs = .330 and .224, SEs = .023 and .024), whereas in America
self—outgroup similarity exceeded self-ingroup similarity (Bs =
413 and .300, SEs = .025 and .024).

Self—other similarity was positively associated with greater self-
esteem (3 = .043, SE = .013), greater communal values (3 = .055,
SE = .014), and the Communal Values X Target interaction (3 =
027, SE = .010, ps < .01). Simple effects analyses showed that
communal values moderated self—ingroup but not self—outgroup sim-
ilarity (Bs = .083 vs. .027, SEs = .017). Figure 2 displays the simple
slopes for assumed similarity across a range of communal values and
shows that as communal values increased, there was a significant
increase in self-ingroup (but not self—outgroup) similarity.

Normative and distinctive similarity. = We computed the nor-
mative self-rating for each trait (separately in each country). Then, to
examine the normativeness of self-ratings, we used the procedure
described in Study 2. Normative self-ratings were, of course, powerful
predictors of individuals’ self-ratings (3 = .559, SE = 014, p <
.001). Agentic values predicted less normative self-ratings (B =
—.041, SE = .013, p < .01), but because no other study found this
effect, we do not discuss it further. In addition, the normativeness of
self-ratings was positively associated with being Korean (vs. Ameri-
can) and with communal values and self-esteem (Bs = —.065, .084
and .137, respectively; SEs = .014). Such individual differences in
normativeness may explain individual differences in overall self—
other similarity; therefore, we tested the independent effects of the
normative and distinctive components of self-ratings on other ratings.

To do so, we used the procedure described in Study 2, but in
order to distinguish ingroup and outgroup targets, we used the
following more complicated Level 1 equation:

Other; = Bo;; + By Normative;, + B,;Distinctive;, + B5;Target;
+ B.;;(Normative,, X Target;) + Bs;;(Distinctive,

X Target;) + ejy. (10)
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Figure 2. Assumed similarity coefficients as a function of communal values in Study 3. At each level of
communal values, the pale curved lines show the 95% confidence interval around the estimated simple slopes

for assumed similarity.

Both normative and distinctive self-ratings strongly predicted
other ratings (Bs = .353 and .116, SEs = .013 and .008, ps <
.001). Target and the Target X Country interaction moderated the
effects of normative self-ratings (3s = —.037 and —.053, SEs =
.010) and distinctive self-ratings (Bs = .032 and —.020, SEs =
.008, ps = .01); specifically, distinctive self-ratings predicted
ingroup ratings better than outgroup ratings in Korea (B = .043,
SE = .011) but not in America (B = .004, SE = .011), whereas
normative self-ratings predicted outgroup ratings better than in-
group ratings in America (3 = —.085, SE = .014) but not in Korea
(B = .025, SE = .017). Greater self-esteem predicted greater
distinctive similarity (3 = .036, SE = .009, p < .001). Stronger
communal values predicted greater normative similarity (3 =
072, SE = .015, p < .001). Finally, the Communal Values X
Target interaction predicted distinctive similarity (f = .021, SE =
.008, p = .01); specifically, communal values predicted greater
distinctive similarity with the ingroup (8 = .029, SE = .012) but
not the outgroup (B = —.008, SE = .009). Country did not
moderate the effects of communal values on normative or distinc-
tive similarity.

Discussion

Study 3 produced sundry interesting findings; here, we summa-
rize just those that contribute to our understanding of the effects of

communal values on assumed similarity. First, in accord with our
previous studies, communal values predicted assumed similarity;
moreover, the effect of communal values was similar in America
and Korea. Second, in accord with our hypothesis that communion
has bounds, communal values predicted distinctive similarity with
ingroup members but not with outgroup members. Third, in accord
with previous research (Human & Biesanz, 2011), greater self-
esteem predicted greater self—other similarity (especially distinc-
tive similarity); however, controlling for self-esteem did not un-
dermine the effects of communal values on self—other similarity.

Study 4

Study 4 replicated the basic procedure of Study 3 with two
modifications. First, in order to further test the generalizability of
the results, in Study 4 we compared participants from America and
India. Second, previous research suggests that identifying with
one’s group has effects that parallel those we have observed for
communal values. Riketta (2005) found that people who more
strongly identify with their ingroup assume greater similarity with
their ingroup and greater contrast with competing outgroups.
Coats, Smith, Claypool, and Banner (2000) likewise found that
group identification predicted the degree of implicit overlap be-
tween trait representations of the self and the ingroup. Therefore,
in Study 4 we tested whether identifying with one’s country (or
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national identification) would enhance assumed similarity with
people from one’s own country but not people from other countries
and whether controlling for national identification would eliminate
the effect of communal values.

Method

Participants.  The participants were U.S. citizens attending
the University of Idaho (147 women, 57 men, 19 unknown; M
age = 20.7 years, SD = 4.2) and Indian citizens attending Gujarat
University (120 women, 82 men; M age = 20.1, SD = 1.3). The
American participants’ self-reported ethnic backgrounds were
81.2% European American, 7.2% “mixed,” 4.9% Hispanic, 6.3%
African-, Asian-, or Native-American or “other”; and 0.4% no
response. Indian students reported their religion instead of their
ethnicity; 78.2% were Hindu, 11.4% Jain, 7.9% Muslim, and 2.5%
“other.” American students received extra credit; Indian students
received money.

Interpersonal values. The 64-item CSIV was administered.
A randomization test of hypothesized order relations on the mean-
centered CSIV scales showed 238 of 288 predictions were met and
one was tied (CI = .66, p < .001) in the Indian sample and 286 of
288 predictions were met (CI = .99, p < .001) in the American
sample, indicating significant fit to a circular model in both coun-
tries (although the fit was better in the United States than in India).
Cronbach’s alphas for Agentic Values and Communal Values were
0.80 and 0.87 in America and .39 and .77 in India. Thus, the
reliabilities were good, with the exception of agentic values in
India.

Procedure. The materials were translated from English into
Gujarati, and then back-translated to ensure accuracy. Indian stu-
dents had the option of completing the questionnaire in English or
in Gujarati; 74% chose English. Participants completed the ques-
tionnaire during group testing sessions. First, participants indicated
their national identification by rating “Being American [Indian] is
an important part of my identity” on the following scale: —3
(disagree strongly), —2 (disagree somewhat), —1 (disagree
slightly), +1 (agree slightly), +2 (agree somewhat), +3 (agree
strongly). Second, participants completed the CSIV. Interestingly,
national identification correlated with communal and agentic val-
ues in India only weakly, rs(200) = .23 and .16, and in America
not at all, rs(221) = .03 and .00. Third, participants indicated how
typical each of 20 traits was of (a) “you,” (b) “most university
students in India (who grew up in India),” and (c) “most university
students in the United States (who grew up in America).” The
ratings were made on three separate pages, and were made on the
following scale: —3 (extremely atypical), —2 (very atypical), —1
(somewhat atypical), +1 (somewhat typical), +2 (very typical),
+3 (extremely atypical). The traits (shown in Table 1) consisted of
five trait quartets similar to those used in Study 3.

Results

Overall similarity. We used the same analytic model as in
Study 3, except we replaced self-esteem with national identifica-
tion. The effects of interest involved assumed similarity and the
moderators of assumed similarity. Self-ratings strongly predicted
other ratings (f = .288, SE = .012, p < .001). Self-other simi-
larity was moderated by target (3 = —.041, SE = .014) and the

Country X Target interaction (3 = —.179, SE = .013, ps < .01).
Simple effects analyses showed that in India, self-ingroup simi-
larity exceeded self—outgroup similarity (Bs = .468 and .185,
SEs = .023 and .035), whereas in America, self—outgroup simi-
larity exceeded self—ingroup similarity (8s = .407 and .057, SEs =
.044 and .026). Stronger national identification predicted greater
similarity (3 = .040, SE = .013, p < .01). Similarity was also
moderated by the Target X Communal Values and Target X
Agentic Values interactions (s = .056 and —.046, SEs = .018,
ps = .01). Simple effect analyses showed that communal values
predicted greater ingroup but not outgroup similarity (s = .092
and —.017, SEs = .028 and .026), whereas agentic values pre-
dicted greater outgroup but not ingroup similarity (Bs = .057 and
—.032, SEs = .026 and .027). Figure 3 displays the simple slopes
for assumed similarity across a range of communal values and
shows that as communal values increased, there was a significant
increase in self—ingroup (but not self—outgroup) similarity.

Normative and distinctive similarity. The following analy-
ses paralleled those used in Study 3. Normative self-ratings were
powerful predictors of individuals’ self-ratings (B = .567, SE =
.013, p < .001). More interesting, stronger communal values
predicted more normative self-ratings (B = .098, SE = .022, p <
.001); thus, if people with stronger communal values describe
themselves and others in similar terms, then it may be because they
describe themselves and others in more normative terms. There-
fore, we tested the independent effects of the normative and
distinctive components of self-ratings on other ratings.

Both normative and distinctive self-ratings strongly predicted
other ratings (Bs = .304 and .129, SEs = .011 and .010, ps <
.001). Country, target, and the Target X Country interaction mod-
erated distinctive self-other similarity (Bs = —.039, .030, and
—.057; SEs = .012, .010, and .011, ps < .01); specifically,
distinctive self—ingroup exceeded distinctive self—outgroup simi-
larity in India but not in America (s = .058 vs. —.027, SEs =
.019 and .015). Target and the Target X Country interaction also
moderated normative self-ratings (Bs = —.101 and —.231, SEs =
.016 and .012, ps < .001); specifically, normative self-ratings were
in India more strongly associated with ingroup than outgroup
ratings (3 = .108, SE = .027), but in the United States were more
strongly associated with outgroup than ingroup ratings (f =
—.307, SE = .017).

There were also effects of communal values and national iden-
tification. Normative similarity was positively associated with
national identity and the National Identity X Target interaction
(Bs = .032 and .038, SEs = .012, ps < .01). Normative similarity
showed similar but weaker associations with communal values and
the Communal Values X Target interaction (s = .045 and .034,
SEs = .018, ps = .06). Finally, the Communal Values X Target
interaction predicted distinctive similarity (3 = .058, SE = .015,
p < .000).

Analyzing ingroup and outgroup ratings separately clarified the
reasons for the interactions. Stronger communal values and na-
tional identity predicted greater normative similarity with ingroup
members (Bs = .081 and .082, SEs = .028 and .025, ps < .01), but
not with outgroup members (3s = .020 and .000, SEs = .025 and
.021). Stronger communal values predicted marginally greater
distinctive similarity with ingroup members (3 = .053, SE = .023,
p = .02), but undermined distinctive similarity with outgroup
members (3 = —.065, SE = .024, p < .01).
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Figure 3. Assumed similarity coefficients as a function of communal values in Study 4. At each level of
communal values, the pale curved lines show the 95% confidence interval around the estimated simple slopes

for assumed similarity.

Discussion

Several results of Study 4 contribute to our understanding of the
effects of communal values on assumed similarity. First, as in
Study 3, communal values predicted assumed similarity with in-
group but not with outgroup members; indeed, people with stron-
ger communal values were less likely to believe students from
another country shared their distinctive traits. Second, the effect of
communal values was similar in America and India. Third, in
accord with previous findings suggesting that identifying with a
group facilitates assumed similarity with that group but not com-
peting groups (Riketta, 2005), identifying with one’s country pre-
dicted greater normative similarity with students from one’s own
country but not students from a foreign country. Although the
effects of national identification roughly paralleled those of com-
munal values, national identification and communal values were
only weakly correlated, and the effects of communal values re-
mained robust even when controlling for identification.

Study 5

In the preceding studies, we examined assumed similarity with
either romantic partners or groups of students. Study 5 comple-
mented these studies by comparing the effects of communal values
on assumed similarity with specific liked or disliked others. On the
basis of decades of previous research (see Montoya et al., 2008),
we expected similarity with liked others to exceed similarity with

disliked others. More importantly, based on our hypothesis that
communal values inspire both similarity and selectivity, we ex-
pected people with stronger communal values would show greater
assumed similarity with liked but not disliked others.

Method

Participants.  University of Idaho undergraduates (230
women, 152 men; age range = 18—-43 years, M = 20.5, SD = 3.1)
participated for extra credit in psychology courses. Of those who
reported their ethnicity, 86% were European American; 6% were
mixed; 4% were Hispanic/Latino; and 4% were African American,
Asian American, or Native American.

CSIV. The 32-item version of the CSIV used in Study 2 was
used here. A randomization test of hypothesized order relations on
the mean-centered CSIV scales showed 268 of the 288 predictions
were met (CI = .86, p < .001), indicating significant conformity
to a circular model. Cronbach’s alphas for the agentic values
dimension and communal values dimension were, respectively,
0.67 and 0.85.

Procedure. The participants completed the study at computer
terminals in private booths. The participants made personality
ratings of five different (randomly ordered) targets: two different
individuals “whose friendship you enjoy and really value,” two
different individuals “towards whom you have very negative or at
least mixed feelings,” and their own personality “in general.”
Participants rated each target on 20 traits using 6-point scales



890

ranging from —3 (strongly disagree) to + 3 (strongly agree); there
was no “0” or “neutral” option. The traits are shown in Table 1 and
consisted of five trait quartets similar to those used in Studies 3—4.
The participants then completed the CSIV.

Finally, the participants rated each trait on scales ranging from
—3 (very undesirable) to + 3 (very desirable) with respect to “how
desirable do you think it is” and “how desirable most people think
it is.” These ratings were obtained for the purpose of testing
whether trait desirability mediates the effects of communal values.
Participants’ ratings of “how desirable do you think it is” power-
fully predicted their ratings of “how desirable most people think it
is” (standardized B = .827, SE = .012, p < .001). Interestingly,
the association was stronger for people with stronger communal
values (B = .030, SE = .012, p = .01); they were more likely to
assume others shared their evaluations of trait desirability. Given
the strong association between participants’ two ratings of each
trait, the ratings were averaged to yield a more stable measure of
perceived trait desirability.

Results

The analyses mirrored those used in Studies 3—4 except that in
Study 5, Target referred to liked versus disliked (rather than
ingroup versus outgroup) targets.

Overall similarity.  Self-ratings strongly predicted other rat-
ings (B = .225, SE = .011, p < .001). Liking moderated this
association (f = .349, SE = .010); specifically, self-ratings were

LOCKE, CRAIG, BAIK, AND GOHIL

associated positively with ratings of liked others (3 = .576, SE =
.014) and negatively with ratings of disliked others (3 = —.130,
SE = .016, p < .001; ps < .001). The self—other association was
also moderated by communal values (3 = .046, SE = .011) and
the Communal Values X Liking interaction (§ = .034, SE = .010,
ps = .001); specifically, greater communal values predicted
greater similarity between the self and liked others (3 = .080,
SE = .014, p < .001) but not between the self and disliked others
(B = .013, SE = .016). Figure 4 displays the simple slopes for
assumed similarity across a range of communal values and shows
that people assumed greater similarity with liked than with disliked
others and that this was especially true for people with stronger
communal values.

Normative and distinctive similarity.  Normative self-
ratings were powerful predictors of individuals’ self-ratings (f =
.668, SE = .012, p < .001), and the normativeness of self-ratings
was greater for people with stronger communal and (to a lesser
extent) agentic values (s = .129 and .043, SEs = .013 and .012,
ps < .001). (Because no other study found this positive effect of
agentic values, we do not discuss it further.) Next, to test whether
the normativeness of self-ratings explains why communal values
predict greater self—other similarity, we modeled the independent
effects of the normative and distinctive components of self-ratings
on other ratings.

Both normative and distinctive self-ratings strongly predicted
other ratings (Bs = .221 and .101, SEs = .010, ps < .001). Liking
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Figure 4. Assumed similarity coefficients as a function of communal values in Study 5. At each level of
communal values, the pale curved lines show the 95% confidence interval around the estimated simple slopes

for assumed similarity.
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moderated the effects of both normative and distinctive self-ratings
(Bs = .403 and .105, SEs = .010 and .008, ps < .001). Simple
effects analyses showed that liked-other ratings were positively
related to normative and distinctive self-ratings (Bs = .621 and
204, SEs = .011 and .011, ps < .001), whereas disliked-other
ratings were negatively related to normative self-ratings (B =
—.184, SE = .016, p < .001) and unrelated to distinctive self-
ratings (3 = —.004, SE = .013). Finally, greater communal values
predicted greater distinctive similarity (3 = .031, SE = .009, p =
.001), and the Communal Values X Target interaction predicted
normative similarity (B = .032, SE = .010, p < .01). Simple
effects analyses showed that greater communal values predicted
greater normative similarity with liked others (3 = .052, SE =
.012, p < .001), but not disliked others (B = —.010, SE = .016).

Mediated moderation. If people with strong communal val-
ues express favorable views of the self and of others with whom
they are interconnected, then that could explain the effects of
communal values on assumed similarity. To test this possibility,
we tested whether attribute desirability mediated communal val-
ues’ moderating effects on self—other similarity. There are two
routes by which such mediated moderation might occur (Muller,
Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2005). One route is (la) people in general
describe themselves favorably and (1b) people with strong com-
munal values describe others with whom they are connected more
favorably than do people with weak communal values. A second
route is (2a) people generally describe others with whom they are
connected favorably and (2b) people with strong communal values
describe themselves more favorably than do people with weak
communal values.

We tested for mediated moderation in each of the studies for
which we had information about attribute desirability (i.e., Studies
2-5). We defined trait desirability as follows: as a trait’s average
desirability rating in the two normative samples in Study 2 (see
Study 2 Methods); as an effect-coded variable (undesirable = —1,
desirable = +1) in Studies 3 and 4; and as each participant’s
idiosyncratic ratings of perceived trait desirability in Study 5. For
simplicity, we are reporting all of the results here rather than in
each study separately.

Table 2

To test Condition la, we regressed trait desirability on self-
ratings. To test condition 2a, we regressed other ratings on trait
desirability while controlling for self-ratings. Table 2 Lines 1-2
show the results: In all studies, people made favorable ratings of
both the self (Condition 1a) and others (Condition 2a). Therefore,
in each study mediated moderation could occur if either Condition
1b or Condition 2b was met.

To test Condition 1b, we regressed other ratings on the Com-
munal Values X Trait Desirability interaction, and to test Condi-
tion 2b, we regressed trait desirability on the Communal Values X
Self-Ratings interaction (while controlling for the other predictors
in the model). Table 2 Lines 3—4 show the results: Condition 1b
(stronger communal values predicting more favorable descriptions
of others) was met in Studies 2 and 3, and Condition 2b (stronger
communal values predicting more favorable self-descriptions) was
met in Studies 2, 3, and 5. Therefore, the conditions necessary for
mediated moderation existed in Studies 2, 3, and 5, but not in
Study 4.

The two lines at the bottom of Table 2 show the moderating
effect of communal values on assumed similarity before and after
controlling for the effects of trait desirability. Controlling for
desirability did reduce the moderating effect of communal values
in Studies 2, 3, and 5; even so, the effect of communal values
remained strong in all four studies. In summary, desirability did
not mediate the moderating effect of communal values on self-
other similarity in Study 4, and partially mediated the moderating
effects of communal values in Studies 2, 3, and 5.

Discussion

Study 5 contributed to our understanding of the effects of
communal values on assumed similarity with specific, known
others. In addition to predicting greater distinctive similarity, com-
munal values predicted describing both the self and liked (but not
disliked) others in normative terms, which resulted in greater
overall similarity with liked (but not disliked) others. Analyzing
the role of trait desirability showed that people with stronger
communal values tended to describe themselves and others in

Conditions for Demonstrating That Trait Desirability Mediates the Moderating Effects of Communal Values on Assumed Similarity

Study/Type of target

Study 2/ Study 3/ Study 4/ Study 5/

Partner Ingroup Ingroup Liked others

Condition being tested Predictor Outcome B SE B SE B SE B SE

la Self-ratings Desirability 439" 010 441 014 510" 012 719" .013

2a Trait Desirability Other-ratings ~ .393™ .012 .144™ 007 .065" .011 .516™ .014

1b Communal Values X Desirability ~ Other-ratings  .052"* .013 .081™ .019 .039 028 .004 .014

2b Communal Values X Self- Desirability .038™ .010 .047"" 012 .017 020 .078™ 014
Ratings

Moderating effect (unmediated) Communal Values X Self- Other-ratings  .085™ .013 .083"" .017 .092"* .028 .080™ .014
Ratings

Moderating effect (residual) Communal Values X Self- Other-ratings  .049™ .012 .038" .014 .076° .026 .037" .012
Ratings

Note. “Other ratings” were partner ratings in Study 2, ingroup ratings in Studies 3 and 4, and liked-other ratings in Study 5. Because it did not influence
the pattern of results, we did not distinguish between participants with and without partners in Study 2 or between Asian and American participants in

Studies 3 and 4.
“p<.0l. ™p=.00I.
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relatively favorable terms, but this tendency was inconsistent and,
at most, could only partly explain the influence of communal
values on assumed similarity.

General Discussion

We designed the present studies to explore the effects of inter-
personal values on assumed similarity as well as potential medi-
ators of and limits on those effects. In the following discussion, we
focus on the effects of communal values but also mention a couple
of noteworthy general findings involving assumed similarity and a
couple of intriguing effects of culture.

General Findings

In general, people assumed that others shared their traits. Al-
though self-—other similarity was largely attributable to the norma-
tive component of self-ratings, even after controlling for the nor-
mativeness of self-ratings, the effect of the distinctive component
of self-ratings on other ratings remained strong and robust. The
one exception to the preceding statements is that people generally
assumed dissimilarity with disliked others. This is not surprising;
decades of research confirm that people perceive themselves as
more similar to liked others than disliked others (Montoya et al.,
2008). However, our research does suggest the importance of
distinguishing normative and distinctive similarity (a distinction
neglected in prior research). Specifically, we found that ratings of
disliked others were negatively related to normative—but not
distinctive—self-ratings. When considering disliked others, nor-
mative dissimilarity may be particularly appealing because it
frames disliked others as isolated not only from the self but also
from the larger community of good normal people to which the
self belongs.

Effects of Communal Values

Our key hypothesis was that, compared with people with weak
communal values, people with strong communal values would be
more likely to assume they were similar to others with whom they
were or would feel comfortable being interconnected. As hypoth-
esized, stronger communal values predicted greater assumed sim-
ilarity when predicting other students’ presidential candidate
choices or personality attributes. The effects of communal values
were observed across different countries (India, Korea, and United
States), different targets (romantic partners, liked others, ingroup
members), and different traits, and remained significant even when
controlling for self-esteem and national identification.

We explored several mechanisms by which communal values
might influence similarity. One possibility is that people who value
communion rely on a desirability heuristic—essentially, “If the
attribute is desirable, then it applies to me and people connected to
me.” This simple heuristic (which only requires judging whether or
not the attribute in question is desirable) is sufficient to generate
assumed similarity between the self and others. Our results showed
that, compared with people with weak communal values, people
with strong communal values did describe themselves and others
with whom they felt interconnected in more favorable terms.
However, the results were inconsistent across studies and collec-
tively indicated that rosy views of the self and others could only

partially explain the effect of communal values on assumed sim-
ilarity.

A second mechanism by which communal values might influ-
ence similarity is that people who value communion use a norma-
tiveness heuristic—essentially, “If the attribute is normal, then it
applies to me and people connected to me.” This simple heuristic
(which only requires judging whether or not the attribute in ques-
tion is common) is sufficient to generate assumed similarity be-
tween the self and others. To test this possibility, we decomposed
overall similarity into normative similarity (describing self and
others in normative terms) and distinctive similarity (describing
self and others in the same distinctive terms). Our results showed
that people with stronger communal values did use more norma-
tive terms to describe themselves and others with whom they were
or felt comfortable being interconnected; consequently, communal
values predicted normative similarity with each of these targets.
These effects of communal values were observed across diverse
countries and traits, and remained significant when controlling for
self-esteem and national identification. However, people with
stronger communal values were not more apt to apply normative
terms to (and thus were not more normatively similar to) outgroups
in Study 4 or disliked individuals in Study 5. In sum, people with
stronger communal values were placed into the category of people
with normal traits themselves and people with whom they were or
felt comfortable being interconnected, but excluded from that
category outgroup and disliked individuals.

Participants in Studies 3 and 4 also rated the typical member of
their ingroup; the average (normative) self-rating by the members
of that ingroup provides a criterion for evaluating the accuracy of
these ingroup ratings. For example, a Korean student’s rating of
the typical Korean student on a trait can be compared with the
average Korean student’s actual self-rating on that trait. Using this
criterion of accuracy, people with strong communal values—by
virtue of describing their ingroup in relatively normative terms—
described their ingroup relatively accurately. Furthermore, because
people with strong communal values also described the self in
relatively normative terms, they tended to describe themselves in
the way most ingroup members described themselves. In other
words, when people who value communion assume they are sim-
ilar to other members of their group, their assumption—to the
extent that they actually are relatively normative members—is
accurate.

Finally, communal values also predicted distinctive self—other
similarity (describing the self and others in the same distinctive
terms), and did so across a variety of countries, attributes, and
targets. Specifically, in Study 1, communal values predicted higher
false consensus for presidential preferences (even after controlling
for actual consensus estimates), and in Studies 2-5, communal
values predicted distinctive trait similarity with liked and ingroup
others (even after controlling for the normativeness of self-
ratings). However, communal values were either unrelated or
negatively related to distinctive similarity with disliked and out-
group others.

In our introduction, we noted that different types of similarity
convey different meanings. Being similarly desirable conveys
“you and I are similarly worthy of esteem.” Being similarly nor-
mative conveys “you and I are similarly normal and appropriate.”
Being similarly distinctive conveys “you and I are similarly
unique.” Communal values predicted all three sources of similar-
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ity. People with strong communal values assumed that they were
similar to others with whom they were interconnected not only by
virtue of being socially desirable and socially normative but also
by virtue of sharing qualities that conferred a distinct identity; in
essence, they assumed “we are good people and appropriate mem-
bers of our group, but also uniquely us.”

Summary and implications.  The results confirmed our hy-
potheses about communal values. First, people who valued com-
munion were more likely to assume that their friends, romantic
partners, and peers shared their attitudes and traits. To the extent
that people who value communion tend to describe themselves as
typical or normative, such assumptions may be accurate; however,
communal people also assumed greater similarity or consensus for
their attitudes and traits than was warranted based on sample
norms. More generally, the effects of communal values on as-
sumed similarity were partly due to describing the self and others
connected to the self as normal and desirable, but the effect of
communal values on assumed similarity remained robust even
after controlling for normativeness and desirability.

Second, the scope of communion was limited: Stronger com-
munal values did not predict greater similarity with disliked and
outgroup others. In this regard, our results generally support the
“weak version” of the hypothesis; however, the negative associa-
tion between communal values and distinctive self—outgroup sim-
ilarity in Study 4 provides some support for the “strong version” of
the hypothesis—that is, people who value communion more will
assume less similarity with people with whom they are not inter-
connected.

Either way, it appears that people who value communion wish
to be congruent with others, but not indiscriminately. One reason
for their selectively is evident in the CSIV items that have been
empirically found to have strong positive loadings on the commu-
nal dimension; examples of such items are “it is important that . . .
they come to me with their problems” and “it is important that . . .
they support me when I am having problems.” In other words,
people who value communion want to give, but they also want to
receive. Such “reciprocal altruism” is best sustained within
bounded groups in which members share and enforce expectations
for cooperation or know each other and each other’s reputations.

Our results suggest additional hypotheses regarding how com-
munal values might influence reactions to ingroup and outgroup
members. For example, intergroup contact generally promotes
assumed similarity and positive attitudes toward outgroup individ-
uals, presumably in part by helping people to reframe outgroup
individuals as “like me” (Stathi & Crisp, 2008). If people with
stronger communal values draw sharper boundaries between in-
group and outgroup members, then they may show greater in-
creases in assumed similarity and positive attitudes toward out-
group individuals as those boundaries relax following intergroup
contact. As another example, people generally express more dis-
like for a person who does not share their attitudes if that person
is an ingroup member rather than an outgroup member (Chen &
Kenrick, 2002). This effect may be stronger for people with
stronger communal values for two related reasons: (a) They are
more likely to presume agreement among ingroup members and
(b) they may experience dissent as an uncommunal action or
“communal transgression,” and people with stronger communal
values have been shown to evaluate such transgressions more
harshly (Kammrath & Scholer, 2011).

Cross-Cultural Differences

Although cross-cultural differences were not the focus of our
research, two such findings merit further discussion. First, the
normativeness of self-ratings was greater in Korea than in Amer-
ica. Many studies suggest that East Asians more than Americans
want to fit in, try to fit in, and focus on how they fit in with others;
conversely, Americans more than East Asians want to stand out,
try to stand out, and focus on how they stand out (Kim & Markus,
1999; Markus & Kitayama, 1991). One way to fit in is to have
personality traits like those of your peers; one way to stand out is
to have traits unlike those of your peers. Therefore, it is under-
standable why Koreans more than Americans might describe
themselves as similar to each other.

Second, most studies find self—ingroup similarity exceeds self—
outgroup similarity (Robbins & Krueger, 2005). Although we
found that pattern in Asia, we found the opposite pattern in
America. Therefore, we suspect many American students did not
actually experience American students as an ingroup and foreign
students as an outgroup. For example, some Americans may have
conceptualized all targets as members of a larger ingroup (Gaert-
ner, Mann, Murrell, & Dovidio, 1989), such as fellow college
students. Consistent with this possibility, whereas ingroup-versus-
outgroup moderated the effect of communal values on assumed
similarity in Asia (rs in Korea and India = 2.23 and 3.25), the
moderating effect of ingroup-versus-outgroup was weaker and not
statistically significant in America (zs in Studies 3 and 4 = 1.56
and 0.87).

Other studies also suggest that the ingroup—outgroup distinction
is more influential in Asia than America, and perhaps generally
more salient in cultures that emphasize interdependence over in-
dependence (Heine & Ruby, 2010). For example, compared with
people from individualistic cultures, people from cultures that
emphasize group-based collectivism tend to be more helpful and
cooperative with ingroup members but less helpful and coopera-
tive with outgroup members (Knafo, Schwartz, & Levine, 2009;
Triandis, 1989; Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 1994). Of particular
relevance to the present findings, several studies have found the
influence of the ingroup—outgroup distinction on social cognition
to be greater among Asians than among European Americans
(Iyengar, Lepper, & Ross, 1999).

However, Americans’ insensitivity to ingroup—outgroup dis-
tinctions cannot explain why they described themselves as more
similar to Asians. Another factor driving that finding was that
American students expressed relatively negative stereotypes of
American students and positive stereotypes of Asian students (e.g.,
regressing other ratings on trait desirability clearly showed that
Americans described Asians more favorably than Americans; fs in
Studies 3 and 4 = —7.68 and —20.30). Because American students
described their own personalities very favorably (¢s in Studies 3
and 4 = 26.99 and 28.41), they apparently regarded themselves to
be unusually desirable examples of an American student, and
controlling for desirability reduced or eliminated the tendency for
Americans to assume greater similarity with Asians than Ameri-
cans (Azs in Studies 3 and 4 = —4.32 and —9.01).

Limitations and Future Directions

As noted in the previous section, one limitation is that we
assumed participants would construe foreign students as outgroup



894 LOCKE, CRAIG, BAIK, AND GOHIL

members and compatriot students as ingroup members, but did not
measure how participants actually defined their ingroups and out-
groups. The terms ingroup and outgroup could be specified more
clearly in future research by directly assessing respondents’ per-
ceptions of group membership or by experimentally manipulating
the salience of group boundaries.

Another limitation is that that we studied exclusively university
students and measured primarily self—other trait similarity. On the
positive side, our sample was large (N = 1,709), and our traits
were carefully selected to cover a comprehensive array of content
while minimizing confounds between content and desirability.
Nonetheless, research on other populations (e.g., less educated
individuals) and other types of descriptors (e.g., abilities) is needed
to delineate the generalizability of the phenomenon.

A related concern is that in the present research we relied on a
particular measure of communal values—the CSIV. The CSIV was
appealing for two reasons. First, in contrast to measures of group
identification or relational-independent self-construal, its items do
not directly ask respondents whether they overlap with or share an
identity with others. Second, the CSIV distinguishes effects of
communion from effects of agency. Measures of related constructs
(including those used to predict self—other similarity in prior
research) typically assess a mixture of high communion and low
agency, as illustrated by items such as “I worry that I won’t
measure up to other people” (an Anxious Attachment item; Fraley,
Waller, & Brennan, 2000), “It is important to me to fit into the
group I am with” (a Need to Belong item; Morrison & Matthes,
2011), and “It is important to me that I respect the decisions made
by my groups” (a Collectivism item; Triandis, 1996). Therefore,
effects of such measures on assumed similarity may reflect com-
munion, submission, or both (whereas our CSIV findings clearly
suggest that what predicts assumed similarity is communion, not
submission). Nonetheless, any one measure is limited. For exam-
ple, the CSIV asks about what matters to respondents when with
others in general, but different types of relationships entail differ-
ent types of communal binds and bounds. In particular, bonds
experienced as voluntary and breakable (e.g., friendships if one
lives in a large or fluid community) are likely to operate differently
from bonds experienced involuntary or unbreakable (e.g., kinship
or ethnic bonds, especially within collectivistic communities).

A more general limitation is that we did not investigate in the
present research the mechanism by which communal values mod-
erated distinctive self—other similarity. In general, three causal
paths can explain self—other similarity: Representations of the self
shape representations of others, representations of others shape
representations of the self, and generic person representations
(prototypes) shape representations of both self and others. Com-
munal values could moderate self—other similarity by moderating
any combination of these causal paths. Also unclear is to what
extent the mechanism should be framed in motivational terms
(e.g., communal people want to or feel better if they conceptualize
themselves and selected others as similar) or nonmotivational
terms (e.g., communal people have beliefs about or cognitive
representations of self and others that result in overlapping de-
scriptions). Of course, comparing—indeed, even distinguishing
between—motivational and cognitive explanations is notoriously
difficult (Tetlock & Levi, 1982); for example, reinforcing thoughts
soon become habits of thought. Nonetheless, further research that

experimentally manipulates communal concerns may help eluci-
date the underlying mechanism.

Conclusions and Speculations

Compared with people with weak communal values, people
with strong communal values are more open to sharing bonds of
commonality and interdependence with others; however, because
they feel obligated to care about and conform to the expectations
of others with whom they are interconnected, people who value
communion also put boundaries on their connections. Thus, in the
present study people with strong communal values assumed strong
similarities with people with whom they were or felt comfortable
being interconnected (friends, real and imagined partners, ingroup
members) but not with people with whom they were not (outgroup
members and disliked others). In essence, in shaping our social
worlds, strong communal values are a double-edged sword, sev-
ering some boundaries but sharpening others; consequently, people
who value communion may experience a more differentiated so-
cial landscape than those who do not.

Interestingly, the effects of communal values mirror the effects
of the neurotransmitter oxytocin. Oxytocin tends to promote fa-
voritism toward and cooperation among ingroup members, but
may promote mistrust and derogation toward outgroup members
(De Dreu, Greer, Van Kleef, Shalvi, & Handgraaf, 2011). More
generally, oxytocin may intensify social experiences, including
both embracing and rejecting social emotions (Kemp & Guastella,
2011). The effects of oxytocin suggest that humans may be bio-
logically predisposed to experience communion as focused on
specific others or groups rather than as a general embrace of others
regardless of how unfamiliar or strange those others might be.

Although communal attitudes and feelings may generally be
focused on people with whom one has or wants some intercon-
nection, there may be exceptions. For example, compassion seems
to entail concern for and wanting to aide others regardless of their
group membership and without expectation of reward or recipro-
cation. Indeed, Oveis, Horberg, and Keltner (2010) found that
compassion predicted greater ratings of self—other similarity with
people in need regardless of whether they were ingroup or out-
group members. However, even compassion seems restricted to
people in need, and perhaps is inherently incompatible with expe-
riencing the other person as doing well and as not in need.

The existence of individual differences in communal values
itself suggests that communion has not always been an adaptive
strategy, and whether it is adaptive may depend on the specifics of
who we are and who are the other people with whom we can forge
bonds (Buss, 2009). Regardless of their origin, our communal
values can shape the way we conceptualize ourselves and others,
which in turn can shape our social lives, including who we seek or
avoid interdependencies with, who we welcome into or exclude
from our scope of concern, and even who we deem to be as fully
human as ourselves. What motivates our research is the hope that
by recognizing and understanding these influences, we can use our
communal dispositions to aide rather than hinder our ability to
navigate an increasingly complex social world in which our inter-
connections span many boundaries.
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