Journal of Intercultural Communication, 19(2), 2019

In-group and out-group perspectives

A cross-cultural comparison of four countries

Jung-Soo Yi
Wright State University

Abstract

As the interrelationships among countries are increasing in various social, political, educational, and
commercial contexts, it would be beneficial to understand how people of different cultures perceive the
links of human relationships and how they present different behaviors toward in-group and out-group
individuals. By conducting questionnaire, the present study aims to explore the differences in in-group
and out-group perceptions and behavioral patterns of private organization employees in South Korea,
Japan, Canada, and the United States. Statistical analysis of the collected data yielded cultural differences
of human relationships based on in-group and out-group distinctions. To obtain more generally applicable
findings, however, further investigation should examine other factors such as age, geographical locations,
education, and occupations.
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Introduction

William Summer (1906) introduced the notions of in-group and out-group perspectives when he
described the characteristics of American people. In group, by definition, is “a special class of
membership group characterized by a potent internal cohesiveness among its members” (Neuliep, 2015,
p- 218) for whom people feel concern and are willing to cooperate (Triandis, 1995) with strong and deep
commitment (Lustig & Koester, 2006) and unquestioned loyalty (Hofstede & Bond, 2001) while sharing
freer and deeper talk (Gao & Ting-Toomey, 1998) among members. Out group, in contrast, is a group of
individuals that people see as separate and different from them (Sorrells, 2013) who can be led to
stereotyping and prejudice (Klyukanov, 2005) while being perceived as a source of threat (Neuliep,
2000); thus, communicating with them may cause uncertainty and anxiety (Gudykunst & Kim, 2003).
Since the introduction of this concept, in-group and outgroup perspectives have been studied and applied
in psychology (e.g., Brewer, 1999; Mummendey & Wenzel, 1999), sociology (e.g., Branscombe et al.,
1993), communication (e.g., Hogg & Reid, 2006), business (e.g., Husted & Allen, 2008), politics (e.g.,
Falk, Spunt & Leiberman, 2012), child development (e.g., Aboud, 2003), medicine (e.g., Henry,
Bartholow & Arndt, 2010) and other academic and practical fields. These studies explored a variety of
issues such as behavioral biases (Balliet, Wu, & De Dreu, 2014), cultural orientations (Coon &
Kemmelmeier, 2001), exclusion and inclusion (Bernstein, et al., 2010) that leads to social categorization
(Billig & Tajfel, 1973), racial prejudice (Turner & Giles, 1981), intergroup conflict (Weisel & Bohm,
2015), and myriad other topics.

With the increasing amount, frequency, and variety of international interactions among countries, scholars
have examined various cultural subjects to recommend the benefits of better communication skills and
strategies for successful outcomes. To provide general and detailed guidelines of how to function
effectively in intercultural environments, researchers explored topics such as individualism and
collectivism dimension (e.g., Hofstede, 1980; Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002), conflict
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management skills (e.g., Tinsley & Brett, 2001), decision-making styles (e.g., LaFever, 2008), problem-
solving approaches (e.g., Engle, Elahee, & Tatoglu, 2013), and other cultural issues. To understand the
deep roots of cultural variations, however, delving into the bottom of these differences would be
desirable. Triandis (1995) argues that the perception of in-groups and out-groups is one of the major
aspects that differentiate people’s behavioral patterns in diverse cultures.

Intercultural interactions among people often bring joy, excitement, and satisfaction. Unfortunately,
people also experience negative outcomes such as confusion, embarrassment, misunderstandings, anger,
and even conflicts that lead to detrimental consequences. For example, misunderstanding the
categorizations of in-group and out-group and different behavioral patterns toward these groups by
cultural counterparts could direct the experience to unsuccessful closures. The chances of these mental
fluctuations could increase when the importance of understanding cultural complexity is forgotten or
ignored. Therefore, to offer more accurate ground rules and satisfy the desire for effective cultural
interactions of people who work, reside, and study in intercultural settings, it is important to make careful
advances to reassure the comprehensibility and adaptability of this cultural theme.

In-group and out-group

In-group and out-group perspectives are closely tied with individualism and collectivism dimension of
cultures (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). Individualism is known to be more prevalent in Western countries
including the United States (Vandello & Cohen, 1999) and Canada (Li, 2001) where people place more
importance on individual needs and identity over group needs and harmony (Ting-Toomey & Chung,
2012). On the other hand, collectivists “identify themselves as embedded in groups and relationships
rather than as separate from others” (Coon & Kemmelmeier, 2001, p. 349). Collectivism is a common
value in East Asian countries such as South Korea (Lee, 2012) and Japan (Kobayashi, Kerbo, & Sharp,
2010) where harmony among in-group members including family, friends (Samovar et al., 2017), and
colleagues (Jandt, 1998) is very important.

Behavioral biases of in-group and out-group have been explained by in-group virtues and out-group vices
(Schaefer, 1998), in-group love and out-group hate (Weisel & Bohm, 2015), in-group favoritism (Balliet,
Wu, & De Dreu, 2014) and out-group rejection (Nawata & Yamaguchi, 2014) or out-group prejudice
(Aboud, 2003). That is, certain behaviors of the in-group can be perceived as virtuous by in-group
members while the same practices can be recognized as unacceptable if done by out-group members
(Neuliep, 2000). For instance, eating food with the hands is taken as a natural cultural practice by people
in some countries while people in other countries might see it as unsanitary and unhealthy.

While North Americans do not tend to make a clear distinction between in-group and out-group members
(Yum, 2000), East Asians are inclined to draw explicit boundaries between themselves (Chen & Starosta,
1998) and keep social and work group relationships long-lasting and unchanging (Lustig & Koester,
2006). That 1s, individualists are very good at entering and leaving groups (Triandis et al., 1993) and have
skills in making relatively superficial (Triandis et al., 1988) and non-intimate relationships (Triandis,
1991) with other members of a group. On the other hand, collectivists spend much time establishing
relationships (Triandis, 1991) and mutual dependence (Yum, 2000) on interpersonal obligations (Triandis
et al., 1988) that takes precedence over responsibility to oneself (Lustig & Koester, 2006). This
behavioral perspective stems from the idea that the members of collectivistic cultures hold the belief that
the basic unit of life is the collective or group, while individualists believe the basic unit of survival is the
self (Hui & Villareal, 1989).

Importance of understanding in-group and out-group
perceptions

The present study began with an idea that most people, if not all, want to enjoy effective, successful,
constructive, and healthy intercultural encounters. The next step was to carry out research on how people
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of different cultures shape relational boundaries and apply behavioral patterns to people of different levels
of intimacy. Because “definitions of in-groups and out-groups differ widely across cultures” (Neuliep,
2000, p. 176) and distinguishing in-group from out-group is a universal human tendency (Brewer &
Campbell, 1976) of which “strangers and foreigners have the lowest weight for grouping” (Chang &
Chang, 1994, p. 55), it is imperative to see how people of different cultures categorize others in various
social interactions. Acknowledging these arrangements could help people better prepare for more positive
cultural encounters. Moreover, a huge challenge associated with increased multicultural encounters
requires accurate understanding of cultural perceptions including relationships with co-workers, friends,
social members, and even intercultural relatives. If clear interpretations of in-group and out-group
relationships with social and cultural counterparts are recognized, fewer misunderstandings and more
productive mutual outcomes would be possible.

Previous researchers have explored in-group and out-group identity and behaviors mainly from the
perspectives of social identity theory (e.g., Marques, Robalo & Rocha, 1992), self-categorization theory
(e.g., Hogg & Reid, 2006), intergroup contact theory (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), and expectancy-
violation theory (Bettencourt et al., 1997). These theories were examined by using a meta-analytic test
(e.g., Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), normative-ethical analysis (e.g., Horak & Klein, 2016), stereotype
content model (Lee & Fiske, 2006) and other methods of analysis. With these efforts, scholars have
offered diverse characteristics (e.g., Weisel & Bohm, 2015), cultural roots (e.g., Yum, 2000), and
behavioral patterns (e.g., Brewer, 2007) of in-group and out-group perspectives to help people better
understand cultural variabilities. Not many studies, however, examine who might be included as in-group
members and who might be treated as out-group members by people of different cultural backgrounds.

One of the two major goals of the present study was to identify the different categorizations of in-groups
and out-groups by nations. Eight classifications of people were suggested to participants. They were
asked whether they believed these groups are in-groups or out-groups in their life boundaries. Those eight
groups include immediate family members, relatives, friends, school alumnus, people from the same
region (regionalism), co-workers, religious group members, and social activity members. The second goal
was to identify different perspectives and behavioral patterns of people from four countries toward in-
group and out-group members. To examine these issues, two research questions were formulated:

RQ1: Do people of South Korea, Japan, Canada, and the United States present different tendencies of in-
group and out-group member selections?

RQ2: Do people of South Korea, Japan, Canada, and the United States present different behavioral
patterns to in-group and out-group members?

Systematic measures and appropriate suggestions of cultural differences would help people develop better
comprehensibility and preparedness in various cultural relations.

Method

The questionnaire was constructed in two sections. The first section presents participants with various
groups and asks whether these groups are included as in-group in their perspectives. The second section
provides questions to measure the participants behavioral patterns on cooperative and competitive
behaviors, interpersonal issues, problem-solving approaches, and material aspects with in-group and out-
group members. From the pilot study of forty-two items with low average reliability (0. 64), twelve items
were edited, deleted, or divided. Among 32 items included in the main study, eight items were included in
each of four sub-categories in the second section. The average reliability estimate of items improved to
(0.90) for the main study.

Respondents

Two private organizations each in South Korea, Japan, Canada, and the United States were selected after
contacting twenty-two National Communication Association members of the United States who work for
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those companies or who know the executives with study participation decision authority for those
organizations. Participating organizations were selected on the basis of size and geographical locations.

Two hundred fifty (250) copies of the questionnaires were sent to each organization for a total of 2,000
copies to eight organizations. One thousand three hundred ninety seven (1,397) questionnaires were
completed and returned, and 1,352 were statistically analyzed. Thirty-one questionnaires were excluded
from the analysis because of missing demographic information. In addition to those 31 individuals, 14
other participants were excluded from the analysis due to nationality issue. All South Korean participants
were South Korean citizens, but there was one American citizen in a Japanese company. Also, there were
two Germans, one American, one Japanese, and one Indian in Canadian organizations. In the United
States, there were three Chinese, two Germans, two Indian, and one Canadian in the participating
organizations. People working or residing in foreign countries might have adapted to a new culture and
their original cultural perspectives and behavioral patterns could have changed. Thus, all 14 people
working in foreign countries were excluded from the statistical analysis to prevent possible contaminating
effects.

Table 1 displays the specific number of participants by countries, organizations, and gender. Among the
1,352 respondents included in the statistical analysis (N = 842, males; N = 510, females), the number of
respondents representing each country and organization varied.

Table 1: Number of Respondents by Countries, Organizations, and Gender

Org.in a small city* Org.in a large city** Males Females Total

South Korea = (Gumi) 168 (Daegu) 227 244 151 395
Japan (Ichihara) 147 (Sapporo) 163 197 113 310
Canada (Saskatoon) 144 (Edmonton) 154 194 104 298
United States = (Cincinnati) 173 (Houston) 176 202 147 349

* City with less than 300,000 people in population
** City with more than 1,000,000 people in population

Japanese participants were the oldest group (M = 38.8 years; SD = 15.7) followed by Canadian
respondents (M = 35.6 years; SD = 14.2) and Korean participants (M = 34.8 years; SD = 15.2). American
respondents were the youngest group (M = 31.4 years; SD = 13.6). The oldest respondent was a South
Korean director of a company in a small city (56.5 years), and the youngest was an interning college
student in a bank in a small city in the United State (21.2 years). Among all participants from four
countries, 784 (58%) have four-year college degrees in various majors. Social sciences (N = 342), natural
sciences (N = 228), and engineering (N = 119) were the three most popular fields of study for
participants. Ninety-five remaining respondents indicated different academic majors.

Procedure

Before the completion of the questionnaire for the present study, a pilot study was conducted with 148
participants who were not included in the main study (South Korean, N = 43; Japanese, N = 34;
Canadian, N = 32, American, N = 39). These participants completed the questionnaire in Korean,
Japanese, or English versions of the questionnaire before the conduction of back translation procedure.
Following the pilot study, the main questionnaire was composed with translation and the back translation
method (Brislin, 1970) to maximize translation fidelity.

Because the participants might apply different inclusions and definitions to groups, each of the eight
groups was described in the questionnaire. This was done to eliminate the confusions the participants
might face during the selection process in the first part of the questionnaire. Immediate family included
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parents and spouse’s parents of the participants, the spouse and children. If the respondents were not
married, parents and unmarried siblings were used as their only immediate family. Relatives meant blood-
tied members and in-laws who are not immediate family including married siblings, cousins, uncles,
aunts, nephews, and nieces. Because the concepts of “siblings” differ widely among cultures (Adams,
1999) and it is advisable to use clear definitions of siblings in cultural studies (Cicirrelli, 1994) including
marital status of siblings (White, 2001), this issue was considered and specified when groups are
suggested for selections. School alums are those, whether they maintain contacts or not, who have
graduated from same schools during the participants’ education. Regional members are people who are
born or reside in the same city or province as the respondents. Co-workers include those who work
together in the same company and meet regularly for work assignments and accomplishments. Religious
members are those who attend the same church, temple, or synagogue for worship and religious activities.
Social members are those who spend time together for special interest such as volunteer work, sports
activities, and learning groups. Finally, friends are those people the respondents might have met through
school, work, military or religion who sustain close ties and friendship.

Although the second part of the questionnaire included four sub-divisions, items were not indicated or
grouped with headings. This was done to hinder the participants from being influenced by possible
response biases based on the categories. That way, it was expected to collect more accurate responses of
what the respondents actually think rather than what they were anticipated to present as more socially
acceptable answers. Also, the consent form of the questionnaire included information to ask the
participants not to interact, share ideas, ask for other respondents’ thoughts, or discuss the questions with
other participants. This was done to prevent any influence among participants while completing the
questionnaire.

Method of Analysis

Two sets of one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) were used to analyze the data for the present study.
The first set was used to compare the selection of in-group and out-group members indicated by the
participants. The second set was utilized to measure the behavioral patterns and perceptual viewpoints of
the respondents toward in-group and out-group individuals. In the second section of the questionnaire,
thirty-two items were the dependent variables (criterion variables), and each country was the independent
variable (explanatory variable). As the ANOVA is an adequate method to measure the significance of
responses “involving three or more groups” (Stacks & Hocking, 1999, p. 382), this statistical test was
used to analyze cultural differences of four countries. An average score for each item selected by the
participants in each nation was the unit of analysis.

Significant F-ratios were conducted before the Duncan Multiple Range test to compute the significance of
items by each country. That way, it was anticipated to see how the responses are attributed to the cultural
differences of the participants. Finding the F values to measure the ratio of mean regression in the present
study was done to draw conclusions by interpreting the significant differences of collected data. With the
following use of the Duncan Multiple Range test, significant differences among the sample mean scores
of four participating countries were determined.

When analyzing the data for the thirty-two items, a factor analysis was conducted again to confirm that
the items were grouped as a reliable method to measure the intended cultural differences. This was done
to verify that such scores could be explained as indicators of the underlying constructs. Five-point scale
Likert format was used to collect data on the participants’ in-group and out-group behavioral perspectives.
For each statement, “5” represents “strongly agree,” “4” indicates “agree,” “3” represents “neutral,” “2”
represents “disagree,” and “1” was used for “strongly disagree.” Reliability of the items was computed
using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for inter-item consistency.

Results

Table 2 displays the findings of the first section of the questionnaire. Although not all eight suggested
groups yielded significant differences among countries, the results substantiate the presence of cultural
differences in in-group and out-group categorizations. Family, religious members, and social members are
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the three groups that did not present significant differences among all four participating countries. The
five remaining groups presented significant differences among some countries. Among eight suggested
groups, Japanese respondents presented the highest selection of percentages in six groups as their in-
groups followed by South Korean participants with two remaining groups, while Canadian and American
groups did not choose any top percentage selections.

Table 2: Selection percentage of in-group members by nation

South Korea (N=  Japan (N = Canada (N = United States (N =
395) 310) 298) 349)
Immediate 84% (N =332) 86% (N = 266) 82% (N = 244) 84% (N = 293)
family
Relatives 44% (N = 173) 39% (N = 120) 2% (N =95) 35% (N =122)
Friends 59% (N = 233) 61% (N = 189) 52% (N = 154) 54% (N = 188)
School 45% (N = 178) 49% (N = 152) 35% (N = 104) 33% (N = 115)
Alumnus
Regional 29% (N =114) 28% (N = 86) 19% (N = 56) 17% (N = 59)
members
Co-workers 32% (N = 126) 54% (N = 167) 26% (N =77) 27% (N = 94)
Religious 32%* (N = 35%* (N = 29 %* (N = 31%* (N =
members 41/127%%) 24/68%*) 38/132%%) 45/147%%)
Social members = 16% (N = 63) 18% (N = 55) 17% (N = 50) 17% (N = 60)

* Percentage calculated of the participants who claim to adhere to a religion.
** Number of the respondents who attend religious establishments.

Japanese people’s selection of co-workers as in-group members was significantly higher than that of the
Korean group F (1, 705) = 2.38; p < 0.05, Canadian participants F' (1, 608) =3.12; p <0.001, and
American participants F (1, 659) = 3.24; p < 0.001. However, no significant value differences were found
among South Korean, Canadian, and American respondents for this item. The percentage of perceiving
co-workers as in-group members for South Korean was not significantly higher than that of Canadian
group F (1,693) =6.95; p=0.05, and American group F' (1, 744) = 8.14; p = 0.05 in the present study.
Also, no significant selection differences were found between Canadian participants and American
respondents F (1, 659) =7.24; p = 0.05. Because Japanese organizations are fundamentally social
organization (Grainger & Miyamoto, 2003) in which harmony of the group members (Beamer & Varner,
2001) and closeness and friendship between employees is considered very important (Wolf, 2013), most
institutes and organizations view employees as one family unit (Wolf, 2013), where communication
among members is often used as a tool of harmony establishing or maintaining (Okabe, 1983). This
unique approach is different from the United States where maximizing the profits (Husted & Salazar,
2006) and performance goals (Shinkle, 2012) are more important, and possibly from Canada that has
heavy cultural influence from the United States (Martin & Nakayama, 2011).

An interesting finding arose from the participants’ perceptual categorization of regional members.
Between South Korean respondents and Japanese participants, there were no significantly different
statistical presentations of this group as an in-group F (1, 705) = 8.69; p = 0.235. Also, Canadian group
and American participants did not present significant difference perception toward regional members F (1,
647) = 9.84; p = 0.229. Twenty-nine percent of South Korean respondents view regional members as their
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in-group and behave accordingly. This selection was significantly higher than that of Canadian
respondents F (1,693) =9.27; df = 1; p < 0.05 and that of American participants F (1,744) =9.83;df = 1;
p < 0.05. Twenty-eight percent of Japanese participants selected regional members as their in-group
which was significantly higher than that of Canadian respondents F (1, 608) = 7.94; p < 0.05 and that of
American participants F (1, 659) =8.92; df = 1; p < 0.05. Because Korean (Kang & Lee, 2007; Yee,
2000) and Japanese (Yum, 1987) people tend to keep particularly close ties with regional members, the
results of this in-group selection are consistent with previous studies (e.g., Chang & Chang, 1994).

Besides relatives and friends with higher selecting percentage as in-group by South Korean and Japanese
participants compared with Canadian and American respondents, school alumnus is another group that
yielded significant differences among four countries. Again, no significant selection differences were
found between South Korean respondents and Japanese participants F (1, 705) = 7.38; p > 0.05, and
between Canadian participants and American group F (1, 647) = 8.84; p > 0.05. South Korean
participants’ selection of school alumnus as in-group was significantly higher than that of Canadian
respondents F (1,693) =7.69; df = 1; p < 0.05 and that of American group in the present study F (1, 744)
=10.22;df = 1; p<0.05. Close to a half of all Japanese participants (49%) perceived school alumnus as
in-group members which was significantly higher than the selection presented by Canadian participants F
(1,608) =9.82; p < 0.05 and by American participants F (1, 659) = 10.12; p < 0.05. South Korean (Lee,
2016) and Japanese (Iwama, 1989) youths spend more time at school than youths in most other countries.
For example, schools in Japan are in session from 240 to 250 days while American schools offer about
180 school days a year (Iwama, 1989). Friendships developed at school would be important regardless of
cultures, but American friendship is known to show tendency to decline in satisfaction, commitment, and
investments as friends grow older (Oswald & Clark, 2003). During school, however, intimacy and
developing friendship are the most important positive features for Japanese adolescence (Schneider,
2000) and the ties of friendship are extremely strong with fellow alumni in South Korea that will continue
as closest friends through their adult life (Chang & Chang, 1994). Previous research supports the data
from the present study that close friendships developed in youths is recognized as a means of maintaining
harmony and social cohesion in Japan (Schneider, Lee & Alvarez-Valdivia, 2012) and with high trust
level among alumni in South Korea (Chang & Chang, 1994).

Table 3 displays actual behavioral and perceptual patterns of participants in the present study. Japanese
participants showed highest selection percentages with six groups among eight suggested groups, and also
showed behavioral patterns that are more positively ingroup-oriented in both small and large cities than
three other countries in the present study. The participants from Ichihara, Japan presented the highest total
score for 32 items (N = 147; 119.34/160; SD = 13.56) and the respondents from Houston presented the
lowest total score for the same items (N = 176; 104.78/160; SD = 10.27) F (1,323) = 16.67; p = < 0.005.
That is, positive and more favorable behavioral and perceptual presentations toward in-group members
were significantly higher for the small city Japanese group than the respondents from a large city in the
United States. For example, in the problem-solving approaches section of the questionnaire, one item
asked participants: “When solving problems, my group members’ needs, interests, and goals are more
important than needs, interests, and goals of my own.” For this item, the mean score for small city
Japanese participants (M = 3.77; SD = 0.84) was higher than any other groups in the present study
followed by respondents from large city Japanese respondents (M = 3.68; SD = 0.79). These behavioral
differences might indicate various degrees of interpersonal perceptions and interactions among people of
different cultures. American respondents from a small city (Cincinnati) showed the lowest score for this
item (M = 2.74; SD = 0.76). With a great emphasis on group harmony in Japanese society in general
(Wolf, 2013) when compared with Western societies in which individualistic concerns preceding the
groups’ interests (Vandello & Cohen, 1999), this finding shows existing perceptual differences among
cultures.

Table 3 Behavioral Characteristics toward In-group and Out-group Members by Nation and Gender

Number of Overall Mean Score Male Female
Items/ (Ranking) (Standard Mean Score Mean Score
Possible Deviation)

Scores
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Gumi, South 32/160 116.45 (3) (SD = 12.89) 113.83 (SD = 117.21 (SD =

Korea * 13.58) 14.12)
Daegu, South 32/160 113.87 (4) (SD =13.21) 109.87 (SD = 115.78 (SD =
Korea ** 10.25) 12.94)
Ichihara, Japan * 32/160 119.34 (1) (SD = 13.56) 114.77 (SD = 120.92 (SD =

12.78) 11.54)
Sapporo, Japan ** = 32/160 117.89 (2) (SD = 14.21) 112.46 (SD = 119.88 (SD =

12.49) 11.83)
Saskatoon, 32/160 112.54 (5) (SD = 11.35) 109.36 (SD = 115.87 (SD =
Canada * 11.02) 11.93)
Edmonton, 32/160 105.68 (7) (SD = 10.89) 106.39 (SD = 103.92 (SD =
Canada ** 9.24) 12.34)
Cincinnati, the 32/160 108.42 (6) (SD = 10.38) 109.37 (SD = 110.29 (SD =
US. * 9.88) 13.34)
Houston, the U.S. = 32/160 104.78 (8) (SD =10.27) 106.44 (SD = 102.66 (SD =
*ok 10.48) 11.56)

* City with less than 300,000 people in the population
** City with more than 1,000,000 people in the population

Among male respondents in all eight groups, Japanese respondents from a small city (Ichihara) presented
highest overall scores (N = 94; 114.77/160; SD = 12.78) followed closely by Korean male respondents
from a small city (Gumi; N = 103; 113.83/160; SD = 13.58) with no significant differences between two
groups F (1, 197) = 6.32; p =0.05. The male group from Edmonton, Canada scored the lowest (N = 99;
106.39/160; SD = 14.24) followed closely by the male group from Houston (N = 121; 106.44/160; SD =
15.48). No significant differences were presented between these two groups, either F (1,220) =6.92; p =
0.05. However, overall mean score variation yielded significant differences between the male group from
a small city in Japan and the male group from a large city in Canada F (1, 193) =9.83; p < 0.05. One item
with the largest score difference between these two groups came from the material aspects with in-group
members. This item asked respondents: “If a group member were to ask me for financial help, even
without guaranteeing to pay me back, I would still help within my means.” For this item, the Japanese
group from a small city scored the highest (M = 3.59; SD = 0.88) followed by South Korean group from a
large city (Daegu; M = 3.38; SD = 0.84) and South Korean group from a small city (Gumi; M = 3.32; SD
=0.91). Male group from a large city in Canada scored the lowest for this item (Edmonton; M = 2.35; SD
=0.76) followed by male group from a large city (Houston; M = 2.42; SD = 0.68) and by male group
from a small city (Cincinnati; M = 2.51; SD = 0.66) in the United States.

Among female respondents in all four countries, Japanese respondents from a small city (Ichihara)
presented highest overall scores (N = 53; 120.92/160; SD = 11.54) which was the highest among all
groups across gender. This score was significantly higher than the female group from a small city
(Cincinnati) in the United States F (1, 145) = 8.62; p < 0.005., of which the participants’ overall score was
the lowest among all groups including male groups (N =92; 102. 66; SD = 11.56). The female group with
the second highest overall score was respondents from a large city (Sapporo) in Japan (N = 60;
119.88/160; SD = 11.83) and the female group with the second lowest overall score was participants from
a large city (Edmonton) in Canada (N = 55; 110.29/160; SD = 13.34). The item with the largest scoring
difference came from an interpersonal issue statement that asked respondents: “If I had a job, I would
think that maintaining good relationships with my co-workers would be more important than an increase
in salary.” For this item, the Japanese female group from a small city presented the highest average score
(M =3.74; SD = 0.79) followed by the Japanese female group from a large city (M = 3.65; SD =0.77)
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and South Korean female group from a small city (M = 3.46; SD = 0.80). The American female group
from a small city showed the lowest score for this item (M = 2.49; SD = 0.67) followed by Canadian
female group from a large city (M = 2.74; SD = 0.63). Although the changing role of women in modern
Japan has been described as a dramatic phenomenon (Jandt, 2013) with the increasing availability of
meaningful career and employment (Holloway, 2010), Japanese children growing up with the parents’
emphasis on consideration for others and sociability (Power, Kobayashi-Winata & Kelley, 1992) might be
the cause of maintaining cultural difference with females in western society where, for example, U.S.
parents emphasize independence and individual achievement during child development period (Befu,
1986; Yi, 2001).

After modification of the items from the pilot study, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of reliability for the
main study were a = 0.89 for cooperative and competitive behaviors items with inter-item correlations
ranged from -0.01 to 0.42, and a = 0.87 for interpersonal issues items, with inter-item correlations ranged
from -0.01 to 0.38. For the remaining two groups, o. = 0.91 for problem-solving approaches with inter-
item correlations ranged from -0.03 to 0.30, and o = 0.92 for material aspects items with inter-item
correlations ranged from -0.01 to 0.41. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the total 32 items in the second
part of the questionnaire were a = 0.90.

Discussion and Implications

Diverse connections and encounters among South Korea, Japan, Canada, and the United States have
grown steadily with no signs of fading in the foreseeable future. For example, billions of dollars in goods,
services, and resources were exchanged between the United States and South Korea (United States
Census Bureau, 2017a) and the United States and Japan (United States Census Bureau, 2017b). Also,
trade and economic relations between Canada and Japan “are bolstered by common values and mutual
positive perceptions” (Government of Canada, 2015a, p. 1) and Canada and South Korea continue two-
way trade reaching nearly $11.9 billion in 2015 (Government of Canada, 2015b). Moreover, 78,489 South
Korean students and 24,452 Japanese students are studying in the United States (U. S. Immigration and
Customs Enforcement, 2016) and another 19,760 South Korean and 7,105 Japanese students are studying
in Canada (ICEF Monitor, 2016), while thousands of American and Canadian students attend universities
in South Korea (Asia Matters for America, 2011) and Japan (Japan Student Service Organization, 2015).
In addition to commercial and educational exchanges, 39,000 U.S. troops in Japan and 23,000 American
soldiers in South Korea (Price, 2017) are protecting tight relationships among alliances.

Most intercultural and cross-cultural studies, if not all, explore cultural phenomena to suggest better
communication skills or more accurate perceptual guidelines about subjected cultures. More recent
studies have argued that cultural differences among countries might be less pronounced (e.g., McCann,
Honeycutt, & Keaton, 2010) than previously, or even, currently presumed. Culture is not a stagnant but a
fluid phenomenon (Matsumoto, Kudoh, & Takeuchi, 1996) and actually, “many cultures are in a state of
great transition” (Neuliep, 2015, p. 49). However, the results of the present study suggest that deeply
imbedded cultural variations still exist and cannot be ignored when members of these cultures are
interacting. In addition, the results indicate significant statistical differences between Asian and non-
Asians in selections of in-group members and their behavioral patterns. If the gaps of cultural
discrepancies are narrower in the modern world with the influences of transportations, media, and more
frequent engagements among countries, it is even more crucial to accurately examine the cultural
variabilities to offer more precise guidelines to people who are exposed to different cultures.

All participants in the present study were private organizational employees and this group did not
constitute a representative sample of the populations involved. Thus, the findings could only help us
understand the perspectives of organizational members in four countries regarding in-group and outgroup
perspectives. To draw more generalizable findings of this topic, future studies should consider including
people with different professions, age, education, socio-economic status, and geographical locations.
Also, to measure different in-group and outgroup categorizations and behavioral patterns, this study relied
exclusively on participants’ self-reports. Although surveys tend to yield strong reliability (Babbie, 2001),
there is no opportunity to evaluate the actual behavior of the respondents (Monette, Sullivan, & DeJong,
1986) and thus, there is no assurance that the attitudes and behavior of the participants described in the
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questionnaire are an accurate reflection of their action. To improve the validity and applicability of the
findings, future studies should consider using other methods such as experimental approaches that “allow
observation of actual behavior rather than relying upon people’s statements™ (Persell, 1984, p. 42).

Despite its limitations with participant sampling and data collection, the present study delivers two main
messages. First, cultural differences among countries exist in various degrees and contexts. By including
more groups such as people with military affiliations or political orientations, this study would provide
more pragmatic data to various social groups. Second, with changing aspects of cultures, proper
understanding and preparations without underestimating the values, status, and degrees of cultural
differences are necessary. If people are well equipped with cultural sensitivity, encounters among
members of different cultures could produce more promising outcomes than what people might
anticipate.

Positively or negatively, every person belongs to various familial and social groups and often establishes
different degrees of attachment with members of these groups. People shape and develop perceptual and
interactional group behavior not only by personal characteristics but also by cultural influences. The
results of the present study support the existence of in-group and out-group distinctions among cultures in
terms of categorizations and behavioral patterns toward members of various groups. It would be a
mistake, however, to engage in any cultural encounters by assuming all noticeable differences are due to
cultural variabilities. Every culture in both individualistic and collectivistic category is different, as is
every individual within any given cultural boundary. With more specific factors and accurate
measurement in future studies, more objective recommendations and guidelines of in-group and out-
group behaviors among people of different cultures could be made.

References

Aboud, F. E. (2003). The formation of in-group favoritism and out-group prejudice in young children: Are
they distinct attitudes? Developmental Psychology, 39, 48-60.

Adams, B. N. (1999). Cross-cultural and U.S. kinship. In M. B. Sussman, S. K. Steinmetz., & G. W.

Peterson (Eds.), Handbook of marriage and the Family (2nd ed., pp. 77-91). New York, NY: Plenum
Press.

Asia Matters for America (2011). American students in South Korea. Retrieved from
http://www.asiamattersforamerica.org/southkorea/data/students/americansabroad

Babbie, E. (2001). The practice of social research (9th ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth/Thompson
Learning.

Balliet, D., Wu, J., & De Dreu, C. K. W. (2014). Ingroup favoritism in cooperation: A meta-analysis.
Psychological Bulletin, 140, 1556-1581.

Beamer, L. & Varner, L. (2001). Intercultural communication in the global workplace (2nd ed). New York,
NY: McGraw-Hill.

Befu, H. (1986). The social and cultural background of child development in Japan and the United States,
In H. Stevenson, H. Azuma, & K, Hakuta (Eds.), Child development and education in Japan (pp. 13-27).
New York: Freeman.

Bernstein, M. J., Sacco, D. F., Young, S. G., Hugenberg, K., & Cook, E. (2010). Being “in” with the in-
crowd: The effects of social exclusion and inclusion are enhanced by the perceived essentialism of
ingroups and outgroups. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36, 999-1009.



11
Bettencourt, B. A., Dill, K. E., Greathouse, S. A., Charlton, K., & Mulholland, A. (1997). Evaluations of
ingroup and outgroup members: The role of category-based expectancy violation. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 33, 244-275.

Billig, M., & Tajfel, H. (1973). Social categorization and similarity in intergroup behavior. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 3, 27-52.

Branscombe, N. R., Wann, D. L., Noel, J. G., & Coleman, J. (1993). In-group or out-group extremity:
Importance of threatened social identity. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 19, 381-388.

Brewer, M. B. (1999). The psychology of prejudice: Ingroup love and outgroup hate? Journal of Social
Issues, 55, 429-444.

Brewer, M. B. (2007). The importance of being we: Human nature and intergroup relations. American
Psychologist, 62, 728-738.

Brewer, M. B., & Campbell, D. T. (1976). Ethnocentrism and intergroup attitudes: East African evidence.
New York, NY: Wiley.

Brislin, R. W. (1970). Back-translation for cross-cultural research. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology,
1, 185-216.

Chang, C. S., & Chang N.J. (1994). The Korean management system: Cultural, political, economic
Foundations. Westport, CT: Quorum Books.

Chen, G. & Starosta, W. J. (1998). Foundations of intercultural communication. Needham Height, MA:
Allyn & Bacon.

Cicirelli, V. (1994). Sibling relationships in cross-cultural perspective. Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 56, 7-20.

Coon, H. M. & Kemmelmeier, M. (2001), Cultural orientations in the United States: (Re) examining
differences among ethnic groups. Journal of Cross-cultural Psychology, 32, 348-364.

Engle, R., Elahee, M., & Tatoglu, E. (2013). Antecedents of problem-solving cross-cultural negotiation
style: Some preliminary evidence. Journal of Applied Management and Entrepreneurship, 18, 83-102.

Falk, E. B., Spunt, R. P., Lieberman, M. D. (2012). Ascribing beliefs to ingroup and outgroup political
candidates: Neural correlates of perspective-taking, issue importance and days until the election.
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B, 367, 731-743.

Gao, G., & Ting-Toomey, S. (1998). Communicating effectively with the Chinese. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

Government of Canada (2015a). Canada-Japan Relations. Retrieved from
http://www.canadainternational.gc.ca/japan-japon/bilateral_relations_bilaterales/index.aspx?lang=eng

Government of Canada (2015b). Canada-Korea Relations. Retrieved from
http://www.canadainternational.gc.ca/korea-coree/bilateral_relations_bilaterales/index.aspx?lang=eng

Grainger, R. J., & Miyamoto, T. (2003). Human values and HRM practice: The Japanese Shukko system.
Journal of Human Values, 9, 105-115.

Gudykunst, W. B., & Kim, Y. Y. (2003). Communicating with strangers: An approach to intercultural
communication (4th ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill.



12
Henry, E. A., Bartholow, B. D., & Arndt, J. (2010). Death on the brain: Effects of mortality salience on
the neural correlates of ingroup and outgroup categorization. Social Cognitive and Affective
Neuroscience, 5, 77-87.

Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture’s consequences: International differences in work-related values. Beverly
Hills, CA: Sage.

Hofstede, G., & Bond, M. (2001). The Confucius connection: From cultural roots to economic growth. In
Gannon, M. (Ed.), Cultural metaphors: Readings, research translations, and commentary (pp. 31-50).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Hogg, M. A., & Reid, S. A. (2006). Social identity, self-categorization, and the communication of group
norms. Communication Theory, 16, 7-30.

Holloway, S. D. (2010). Japanese women, parenting, and family life. Retrieved from Child Research Net
website: http://www.childresearch.net/papers/parenting/2010_02.html

Horak, S., & Klein, A. (2016). Persistence of informal social networks in East Asia: Evidence from South
Korea. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 33, 673-694.

Hui, C. H., & Villareal, M. J. (1989). Individualism-collectivism and psychological need: Their
relationships in two cultures. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 20, 310-323.

Husted, B. W., & Allen, C. B. (2008). Toward a model of cross-cultural business ethics: The impact of
individualism and collectivism on the ethical decision-making process. Journal of Business Ethics, 82,
293-305.

Husted, B. W., & Salazar, J. D. J. (2006). Taking Friedman seriously: Maximizing profits and social
performance. Journal of Management Studies, 43, 75-91.

ICEF Monitor. (2016). Canada’s international student enrolment up 8%. Retrieved from
http://monitor.icef.com/2016/11/canadas-international-student-enrolment-up-8/

Iwama, H. F. (1989). Japan’s group orientation in secondary schools. In J. J. Shields, Jr. (Ed.). Japanese
schooling: Patterns of socialization, equality, and political control (pp. 73-84). University Park, PA: The
Pennsylvania State University Press.

Jandt, F. E. (1998). Intercultural communication: An introduction (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE
Publications.

Jandt, F. E. (2103). An introduction to intercultural communication: Identities in a global community (7th

ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.

Japan Student Services Organization (2015). International students in Japan 2015. Retrieved from
http://www .jasso.go.jp/en/about/statistics/intl_student/data2015.html

Kang, C., & Lee, S. (2007). Regional ties and discrimination: Political change, economic crisis, and job
displacements in South Korea 1997-1999. The Developing Economies, 45, 63-96.

Klyukanov, I. E. (2005). Principles of intercultural communication. Boston, MA: Pearson Education.
Kobayashi, E., Kerbo, H. R., & Sharp, S. F. (2010). Differences in individualistic and collectivistic

tendencies among college students in Japan and the United States. International Journal of Comparative
Sociology, 51, 59-84.



13
LaFever, M. (2008). Communication for public decision-making in a negative historical context: Building
intercultural relationships in the British Columbia treaty process. Journal of International and
Intercultural Communication, 1, 158-180.

Lee, C.Y. (2012). Korean culture and its influence on business practice in South Korea. Journal of
International Management Studies, 7, 184-191.

Lee, J. H. (2016). Impact of school psychological environment variables on happiness of Korean youths.
Japanese Psychological Research, 58, 310-319.

Lee, T, L., & Fiske, S, T. (2006). Not an outgroup, not yet an ingroup: Immigrants in the stereotype
content model. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 30, 751-768.

Li, Han. Z. (2001). Culture, gender and self-close-other(s) connectedness in Canadian and Chinese
samples. European Journal of Social Psychology, 32, 93-104.

Lustig, M. W., & Koester, J. (20006). Intercultural competence: Interpersonal communication across
cultures (Sth ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson Education.

Marques, J. M., Robalo, E. M., & Rocha, S. A. (1992). Ingroup bias and the ‘black sheep’ effect:
Assessing the impact of social identification and perceived variability on group judgements. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 22, 331-352.

Martin, J. N., & Nakayama, T. K. (2011). Experiencing intercultural communication: An introduction (4th
ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Matsumoto, D., Kudoh, T., & Takeuchi, S. (1996). Changing patterns of individualism and collectivism in
the United States and Japan. Culture & Psychology, 2, 77-107.

McCann, R. M., Honeycutt, J. M., & Keaton, S. A. (2010). Toward greater specificity in cultural value
analyses: The interplay of intrapersonal communication affect and cultural values in Japan, Thailand, and
the United States. Journal of Intercultural Communication Research, 39, 157-172.

Monette, D. R., Sullivan, T. J., & DeJong, C. R. (1986). Applied social research: Tool for the human
services. Orlando, FL: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Mummendey, A., & Wenzel, M. (1999). Social discrimination and tolerance in intergroup relations:
Reactions to intergroup difference. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 3, 158-174.

Nawata, K., & Yamaguchi, H. (2014). Perceived group identity of outgroup members and anticipated
rejection: People think that strongly identified group members reject non-group members. Japanese
Psychological Research, 56, 297-308.

Neuliep, J. W. (2000). Intercultural communication: A contextual approach. Boston, MA: Houghton
Mifflin Company.

Neuliep, J. W. (2015). Intercultural communication: A contextual approach (6th ed.). Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

Okabe, R. (1983). Cultural assumptions of East and West: Japan and the U.S. International and
Intercultural Communication Annual, 7, 21-44.

Oswald, D. L., & Clark, E. M. (2003). Best friends forever?: High school best friendships and the
transition to college. Personal Relationships, 10, 187-196.



14

Oyserman, D., Coon, H. M., & Kemmelmeier, M. (2002). Rethinking individualism and collectivism:
Evaluation of theoretical assumptions and meta-analyses. Psychological Bulletin, 128, 3-72.

Persell, C. H. (1984). Understanding society: An introduction to sociology. New York: Harper & Row.

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact theory. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 90, 751-783.

Power, T. G., Kobayashi-Winata, H., & Kelley, M. (1992). Childrearing patterns in Japan and the United
States: A cluster analytic study. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 15, 185-205.

Price, G. (2017). U.S. Military presence in Asia: Troops stationed in Japan, South Korea and beyond.
Retrieved from http://www.newsweek.com/us-military-japan-north-korea-asia-590278

Samovar, L. A., Porter, R. E., McDaniel, E. R., & Roy, C. S. (2017). Communication between cultures
(9™ ed.). Boston, MA: Cengage Learning.

Schaefer, R. T. (1998). Racial and ethnic groups (7th ed.). New York, NY: Longman.

Schneider, B. H. (2000). Friends and enemies: Peer relations in childhood. London: Arnold.

Schneider, B. H., Lee, M. D, & Alvarez-Valdivia, I. (2012). Adolescent friendship bonds in cultures of
connectedness. In B. Laursen & W. A. Collins (Eds.). Relationship pathways: From adolescence to young

adulthood. (pp. 113-134). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Shinkle, G. A. (2012). Organizational Aspirations, reference points, and goals: Building on the past and
aiming for the future. Journal of Management, 38, 415-455.

Sorrells, K. (2013). Intercultural communication: Globalization and social justice. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

Stacks, D. W., & Hocking J. E. (1999). Communication research (2nd ed.). New York, NY: Longman.

Summer, W. G. (1906). Folkways. Boston, MA: Ginn.

Ting-Toomey, S., & Chung, L. C. (2012). Understanding intercultural communication (2nd ed.). New
York: Oxford University Press.

Tinsley, C. H. & Brett, J. M. (2001). Managing workplace conflict in the United States and Hong Kong.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 85, 360-381.

Triandis, H. C. (1991). Cross-cultural differences in assertiveness/competition vs. group
loyalty/cooperation. In R. A. Hinde & J. Groebel (Eds.), Cooperation and prosocial behavior (pp. 78-88).
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Triandis, H. C. (1995). Individualism and collectivism. Boulder, CO: Westview.
Tirandis, H. C., Bontempo, R., Villareal, M. J., Asai, M., & Lucca, N. (1988). Individualism and
collectivism: Cross-cultural perspectives on self-ingroup relatioships. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 54, 323-338.

Triandis, H. C., & Gelfand, M. J. (1998). Converging measurement of horizontal and vertical
individualism and collectivism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 118-128.



15
Triandis, H. C., McCusker, C., Betancourt, H., Iwao, S., Leung, K., Salazar, J. M., Setiadi, B., Sinha, J. B.
P., Touzard, H., & Zaleski, Z. (1993). An etic-emic analysis of individualism and collecivism. Journal of
Cross-Cultural Psychology, 24, 366-383.

Turner, J. C., & Giles, H. (1981). Introduction: The social psychology of intergroup behavior. In J. C.
Turner & H. Giles (Eds.), Intergroup behavior (pp. 66-101). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

United States Census Bureau (2017a). Foreign trade: Trade in goods with Korea, South.
https://www.census.gov/foreign-trade/balance/c5800.html

United States Census Bureau (2017b). Foreign trade: Trade in goods with Japan. Retrieved from
https://www.census.gov/foreign-trade/balance/c5880.html

U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement. (2016). Student and exchange visitor program by the
numbers. Washington, DC: ICE. Retrieved from
https://www.ice.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Report/2016/sevis-bythenumbers-0416.pdf

Vandello, J. A. & Cohen, D. (1999). Patterns of individualism and collectivism across the United States.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77, 279-292.

Weisel, A. & Bohm, R. (2015). “Ingroup love” and “outgroup hate” intergroup conflict between natural
groups. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 60, 110-120.

White, I. (2001). Sibling relationships over the life course: A panel analysis. Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 63, 555-568.

Wolf, R. (2013). Management relations in the work culture in Japan as compared to that of the West.
Innovative Journal of Business and Management, 2, 116-122.

Yee, J. (2000). The social networks of Koreans. Korea Journal, 40, 325-352.

Yi, J. (2001). Child-rearing and child development practices: A cross-cultural comparison. Journal of the
Speech and Theatre Association of Missouri, 31, 24-47.

Yum, J. O. (1987). The practice of uye-ri in interpersonal relationships. In D. L. Kincaid (Ed.),
Communication theory: Eastern and Western perspectives (pp. 87-100). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Yum, J. O. (2000). The impact of Confucianism on interpersonal relationships and communication

patterns in East Asia. In L. A. Samovar & R. E. Porter (Eds.), Intercultural communication: A reader (9th
ed., pp. 63-73). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing Company.

About the Author

Jung-Soo Yi is an associate professor in the Department of Communication at Wright State University in
Dayton, Ohio. He received his Ph.D. degree in Speech Communication at the Pennsylvania State
University. He teaches courses in public speaking, organizational communication, intercultural
communication, and negotiation and bargaining communication.

Author’s Address

Jung-Soo Yi
Department of Communication, Wright State University, 415 Millett Hall, 3640 Colonel Glenn Hwy
Dayton, Oh 45435, U.S.A.

E-mail: jung-soo.yi@wright.edu

Journal of Intercultural Communication, ISSN 1404-1634, issue 50, July 2019.
URL: http://immi.se/intercultural


https://maps.google.com/?q=3640+Colonel+Glenn+Hwy.+%0D%0ADayton,+Oh+45435+%0D%0AU.S.A.&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=3640+Colonel+Glenn+Hwy.+%0D%0ADayton,+Oh+45435+%0D%0AU.S.A.&entry=gmail&source=g



