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Abstract 

Globalization has brought societies’ international influence and competitive relationships 

into sharp focus. In this dissertation, I explore how these salient dimensions of influence and 

competition shape social learning between different cultural groups. Drawing from past theories, 

I suggest that people may be biased to learn from others whose countries are perceived to be 

highly influential. Further, I test whether perceived competition between countries may shape 

this process. I investigate these research questions across 4 studies. Study 1 tests whether 

perceived influence and competition between countries interactively predict openness to cross-

country social learning using correlational data from U.S. participants (N = 296). Study 2 (U.S. 

participants, N = 391) develops a novel experimental paradigm to causally investigate whether 

perceived influence of a country impacts U.S. participants’ social learning from individuals in 

that country. Studies 3 (U.S. participants, N  = 970) and 4 (N = 447 U.S. participants; 301 New 

Zealand participants) expand on Study 2 to manipulate perceived competition. Across all studies 

I find that people are biased to learn from others whose countries are perceived to be highly 

influential, even when those countries are perceived to be in direct competition with their own. 

Further, an international sample in Study 4 reveals that competition’s effect on social learning 

varies in countries with different levels of international influence. Studies 2-4 also test whether 

the type of cultural information people seek to learn matters, and I find that influence and 

competition only promote social learning for strategic, but not personal, topics. Together, these 

studies contribute to a growing literature seeking to understanding how culture evolves in a 

globalizing world. 
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Testing the Roles of Perceived Influence and Competition in Cross-Cultural Social 

Learning 

Our cultural landscape has shifted significantly over recent decades. In the past 30 years, 

international tourism has increased by at least 100% from every world region, and more than 

500% from the Middle East and South Asia (Herre et al., 2023). The number of international 

migrants in every world region has also increased during this same time frame, rising by more 

than 30 million in North America, Asia, and Europe (International Organization for Migration, 

2022). And in 2022, there were over 32 million flights connecting people from different cities 

and countries to each other (International Air Transport Association, 2023). All of this travel 

makes society more interconnected now than it has ever been before, and gives people increasing 

opportunities to engage with and learn from other cultures. But travel isn’t even necessary to 

realize this interconnectedness: within minutes of opening a social media site like TikTok or 

Reddit, any user can find posts about how parenting norms differ in the United States versus 

Germany, proper etiquette when meeting new people in Turkey, the top strategies for success in 

China, or even different cultures’ favorite songs to sing around the campfire. When accessing 

information about other cultures is so easy, people become all the more likely to absorb 

influences from those different cultures. But in this period of history where our potential cultural 

influences are more saturated than ever, who do people ultimately learn from?   

People’s perceptions of different countries and cultures may play a critical role in this 

process, motivating them to absorb cultural impact from some countries but not others. I suggest 

that perceptions of countries’ varying levels of international influence as well as perceptions of 

competition between nations—both of which have been heavily shaped by globalization—may 

impact cross-cultural social learning. Here, I explore how perceived influence and competition 
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might serve as cues that either promote or hinder social learning across country lines. 

Understanding how culture is transmitted as a result of these salient dimensions could help us 

better understand the future of our cultural landscape, from cultural convergence to divergence 

and conflict.  

Context Biases and Cross-Cultural Social Learning  

Social learning is the process of adopting beliefs and behaviors through observations of 

and interactions with others (Heyes, 1994). Social learning is a key mechanism in the 

transmission of culture between people and groups, and is largely regarded as the primary 

process through which culture changes (Boyd & Richerson, 2005; Richerson & Boyd, 2005). 

Learning from others allows us to forgo the costly process of individual trial and error (Boyd et 

al., 2011; Rendell et al., 2011) and informs everything from how we use tools to how we solve 

interpersonal issues to the broad sets of cultural norms that we follow.  

Much literature on social learning has focused on people’s biases when selecting 

behavioral models to learn from. Do we follow the lead of the people we see as the most 

successful and powerful? The most well-liked? Our ingroup members? Our social environments 

are filled with people we could potentially emulate and learn from, and these biases help us 

narrow down to behavioral models who could help us most efficiently learn useful social 

information. These biases take many forms, including prestige bias, which makes people more 

likely to learn from others who are “prestigious,” or who are respected and looked to by others 

(Atkisson et al., 2012; Chudek et al., 2012; Henrich & Gil-White, 2001). These biases also make 

us more likely to learn from people who we see as successful (Kendal et al., 2018) or who are 

more similar to us (Buttelmann et al., 2013; Corriveau & Harris, 2009; Kinzler et al., 2011; 

Montrey & Shultz, 2022). They also make us more likely to follow the majority (Henrich & 
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Boyd, 1998; Kendal et al., 2018; Mesoudi, 2016; Muthukrishna et al., 2016). These and other 

context biases shape who we learn from and the way that cultural beliefs and practices are 

transmitted (Kendal et al., 2018).  

As these context biases demonstrate, people’s decisions about who to learn from are often 

based off individual-level characteristics of the potential behavioral model themselves. But might 

these decisions also be based off perceptions of the countries those potential behavioral models 

come from? In a hyper-connected world where many potential behavioral models represent a 

wide range of cultures and countries, I suggest that perceptions about the country a person comes 

from may play an important role in people’s decisions about whether or not to learn from that 

person.  

International Influence and Prestige-Biased Social Learning 

 Just as people evaluate the characteristics of individuals to determine whether or not to 

learn from them, people may evaluate the characteristics of countries to determine whether or 

not to learn from people from those countries. One especially relevant country-level 

characteristic to consider is international influence, or the capacity countries have to shape global 

affairs. Influence can be assessed through objective indicators like economic prosperity, military 

strength, and cultural exports, as well as subjectively perceived by individuals when considering 

different countries’ positions on the world stage. I focus on international influence because of its 

clear geopolitical importance and because it is a good country-level corollary of the individual 

characteristics that previous research has found to impact social learning decisions, like prestige.  

Countries’ varying levels of international influence—both actual and perceived—play a 

critical role in everything from international conflict to the handling of limited resources to the 

innovation of new technology. International surveys can give us a window into which countries 
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are commonly seen as the most influential: according to an international sample of over 8,000 

people, global superpowers like the United States, China, and the United Kingdom were viewed 

as the most internationally influential countries in 2023 (U.S. News, 2023). Countries that were 

seen as the most influential were rated as having highly impactful cultures, strong political 

influence, and as being well-connected globally. These characteristics reflect those of prestigious 

individuals, who are esteemed, looked to, and impactful (Henrich & Gil-White, 2001).  Because 

international influence is a signal of prestige, I expect that people will show a bias to socially 

learn from people from internationally influential countries.  

This assumption is based on literature demonstrating a robust bias to learn from people 

who are seen as prestigious (Atkisson et al., 2012; Chudek et al., 2012; Henrich & Gil-White, 

2001; Kendal et al., 2018). The logic of such a bias is that learners should benefit from emulating 

prestigious individuals because those people’s behaviors should be more likely to lead to the 

learner’s own success (Henrich & Gil-White, 2001). This bias has been documented across the 

lifespan and across contexts. For instance, children are much more likely to play with toys or try 

foods chosen by a demonstrator when that demonstrator was previously given attention (versus 

ignored) by others (Chudek et al., 2012). When adults are asked to answer difficult trivia 

questions, they copy the answers of those who they know have been copied most by others 

(Brand et al., 2021). More naturalistic data also supports prestige-biased social learning: Fijian 

villagers are more likely to emulate the fishing, yam-growing, and medicinal plant-use strategies 

of those who are seen as most successful and knowledgeable in valued domains in society 

(Henrich & Broesch, 2011). Across this work, we see evidence that people choose to learn from 

behavioral models who are viewed as prestigious. Thus, I predict that people will similarly 
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choose to learn from people who come from countries that are viewed as highly influential, as 

this influence is a strong cue of country-level prestige.  

Competition as a Potential Moderator of the Influence-Learning Relationship  

As opportunities for interaction between countries rise and global markets, militaries, and 

resources become more intertwined, the opportunity for competition between countries also 

rises. Countries can compete over all sorts of things, from control over natural resources, to 

leadership in technological innovation, to tourism revenue, to dominance in trade and exports. 

Perceptions of competition can leave big cultural footprints: for example, in 2023, about half of 

Americans (52%) said that they viewed China as a competitor of the United States (Fagan, 

2023). This perceived competition can impact geopolitics, with leaders making decisions aimed 

at remaining competitive in an increasingly connected world. For instance, in a 2021 speech to 

Congress, United States President Joe Biden remarked: “China and other countries are closing in 

fast. We have to develop and dominate the products and technologies of the future” (The White 

House, 2021)  

 How do perceptions of this kind of competition impact people’s willingness to socially 

learn from people from different countries? Contrasting hypotheses present themselves. On the 

one hand, it is possible that these perceptions of competition from different countries could 

moderate the relationship between perceived country influence and willingness to socially learn 

from that country. Competition is a form of threat, and it could stymie the potential effects of 

perceived influence on willingness to socially learn from people from that country. Intergroup 

Threat Theory suggests that perceived symbolic or realistic threats from outgroups—including 

perceived competition—lead to negative attitudes toward those outgroups (Stephan et al., 2015; 

Stephan & Stephan, 1996, 2000). For instance, perceiving immigrants as a threat to one’s culture 
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or as a competitor for resources predicts anti-immigrant attitudes (Esses et al., 1998, 2001; 

Stephan et al., 1998). These dynamics of competition and negative attitudes are borne out in 

global data: world regions with higher trade competition show more nationalistic and right-wing 

voting behavior (Dippel et al., 2015). These findings suggest that people may have negative 

reactions to groups that they see as competitors with their own. If an influential country is also 

seen as a competitor with one’s own, this process may nullify a positive effect of perceived 

influence on social learning from people who come from that country.  

  On the other hand, competition could be seen as a cue of the very same prestige that 

influence is a cue of. If a country is a genuine competitor with one’s own, that suggests that that 

country has achieved some degree of success in that domain of competition. Thus, people may 

assume that this country is “doing something right” and want to learn from people from that 

country. Some research suggests that people automatically and unintentionally emulate their 

competitors: in competitive situations, people synchronize their movements with competitors 

when the task is physical in nature, and copy their strategies when the task is more strategy-

based (Belot et al., 2013; Cook et al., 2012; Naber et al., 2013). But it remains an open question 

whether people perceive their competitors as more prestigious, and whether this in turn predicts 

conscious decisions to learn from those competitors. If perceived prestige does indeed increase 

as a function of competition, then competition may not stymie the relationship between influence 

and social learning, and may in fact have its own independent impact on social learning.  

Local Context as a Determinant of Social Learning  

Finally, the social learner’s own context may play a role in the dynamics of influence, 

competition, and social learning. The learner’s context may matter especially for competition 

because competition is perceived in relation to one’s own country. Therefore, perceiving a 
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country as a competitor may mean different things and lead to different outcomes for people 

whose countries have relatively high versus relatively low influence. Specifically, competition 

may predict social learning among people from high-influence countries, but may not predict 

social learning among people from countries with less influence. I can think of two contrasting 

reasons such a pattern may emerge.  

The first reason is related to threat perceptions. Unfavorable balances of power predict 

increased threat perception (Rousseau & Garcia-Retamero, 2007), so if one’s own country has 

relatively low international influence, perceiving competition from other countries may be 

particularly threatening. This could negatively impact attitudes toward the competitive country 

(Stephan et al., 2015; Stephan & Stephan, 2000) and preclude social learning from people from 

that country. However, if one’s own country is highly internationally influential, this high 

influence may provide a buffer against perceived threat from—and negative attitudes toward—

countries who are competitors, and may pave the road for social learning. Therefore, people from 

countries with high levels of international influence may still socially learn from people whose 

countries are in competition with their own, but people from countries with less international 

influence may not.  

The second and alternative reason is related to the specific countries people may see as 

their competitors. People may make lateral comparisons when they think about countries that 

they are in competition with: people from highly-influential countries may see other highly-

influential countries as their main competitors, whereas people from countries with less influence 

may see other countries with less influence as their main competitors. These different 

perceptions of how influential one’s main competitor countries are could translate into a gap in 

prestige perceptions of these competitor countries between people from high- and low-influence 
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countries, with people in high-influence countries seeing competition as a strong cue of prestige 

and people in low-influence countries seeing competition as a weaker cue of prestige. Therefore, 

an alternative reason competition may be related to social learning in high, but not low, influence 

countries is that it may only be seen as a cue of prestige in some places, not others.   

Domain Specificity and Social Learning 

 Just as the characteristics of behavioral models inform people’s decisions about whether 

to socially learn from those people, so might the characteristics of the information to be learned. 

People may be motivated to learn specific types of information from influential and competitive 

countries—like information that is particularly relevant to influence and competitiveness—but 

not other types of information.  

 This prediction is supported by research and theorizing on domain specificity and social 

learning. Much of this work suggests that people are particularly likely to select behavioral 

models who demonstrate expertise in the domain in which they are hoping to learn (Henrich & 

Gil-White, 2001). For example, Fijian villagers are most likely to choose people who are 

successful at spear-fishing as their models for learning this skill, and are most likely to follow the 

lead of someone who is knowledgeable in the use of medicinal herbs when seeking to learn that 

particular skill (Henrich & Broesch, 2011). Similarly, people completing a trivia questionnaire 

that spans different topics prefer to copy the answers of people who demonstrate prestige specific 

to the domain of each question (Brand et al., 2021). Overall, this work suggests that when 

information about the domains in which behavioral models have prestige is available, social 

learners will rely on that information.  

 Influence and competition both convey a measure of prestige in domains such as 

economic success, cultural prowess, political leadership, and innovation. Therefore, if influence 
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and competition do support social learning—either independently or interactively—they may be 

most likely to support social learning in domains like these. In my studies, I distinguish between 

“strategic” domains (like work, finances, leadership) and “personal” domains (like family life, 

friendship, hobbies) to test my prediction that social learning from influential and/or competitive 

countries will be restricted to these strategic domains. This pattern would lend further support to 

literature on domain-specific social learning.  

The Current Research  

 Drawing on previous literature, I hypothesize that people will be more likely to socially 

learn from people whose countries have high levels of international influence, and I test 

contrasting hypotheses for the way that competition may shape (or not shape) this process. I also 

predict that social learning from influential and competitive countries will be limited to strategic, 

but not personal, topics. Finally, I predict that competition’s impact on social learning may be 

different among people whose own countries have relatively high levels of international 

influence, compared to people whose own countries have lower levels of international influence.  

I use correlational and experimental approaches across four studies to test these 

hypotheses. In Study 1 (N = 296 U.S. participants), I test whether people are more willing to 

socially learn from people from countries that they see as influential and whether perceived 

competition with those countries moderates this effect. In Study 2 (N = 391 U.S. participants), I 

develop an experimental paradigm to test for a causal effect of country influence on a behavioral 

measure of social learning. In Study 3 (N = 970 U.S. participants), I expand upon Study 2 to add 

a manipulation of country influence and test whether this interacts with influence to predict 

social learning. In Study 4 (N = 447 U.S. participants; 301 NZ participants), I replicate Study 2 

in both the United States and New Zealand, allowing me to test how results differ in contexts 
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with varying levels of international influence. Across Studies 2-4, I also test whether these 

effects are limited to strategic—and not personal—cultural information. Together, these studies 

help to advance our understanding of the biases that promote social learning in an interconnected 

world.  

Study 1 

I first conducted a correlational study to investigate the relationship between perceived 

influence of a country, perceived competition with a country, and openness to social learning 

from people from that country. American participants answered questions about their perceptions 

of 12 other countries and their openness to socially learning from people from those countries. 

Using this data, I tested whether perceived influence and competition interactively predict 

openness to social learning.  

See Table S4 for descriptive statistics and correlations between key variables.  

Method  

Participants 

I recruited 300 American participants on Amazon Mechanical Turk via Cloudresearch. A 

total of 298 people completed the full survey. Of those 298 people, two failed a check meant to 

identify bots. All remaining 296 participants passed an attention check that instructed 

participants to select their hobbies from a provided list before telling them to select “none of the 

above” later in the instructions, and the final sample was therefore 296 participants. The average 

age was 39.98 (SD = 11.28), and 175 participants identified as male, 119 as female, and two as 

another gender.  
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Procedure 

I administered the survey via Qualtrics. After providing informed consent, participants 

were told that they would answer a series of questions about 12 different countries. I chose 12 

countries that varied in how influential they are commonly perceived to be using the 

aforementioned U.S. News ranking (U.S. News, 2023) in order to avoid a restriction of range in 

perceived influence. These countries were Japan, Canada, China, France, India, the United 

Kingdom (all in the top third of influential countries), Argentina, Indonesia, Singapore (all in the 

middle third of influential countries), Kenya, Algeria, and the Dominican Republic (all in the 

bottom third of influential countries).  

Participants were shown profiles for these 12 different countries in a random order. These 

profiles included the location of each country on a world map, the capital of the country, official 

languages, population size, and land area. After viewing each profile, participants completed 10 

questions about each country before continuing to the next country profile. Some questions were 

more central to my hypotheses (perceptions of influence, competition, and social learning), and 

some were more exploratory. After completing these questions for all 12 countries, participants 

indicated whether they had heard of each country prior to the study. They also rated how similar 

they thought each country was to the United States, as perceived cultural similarity is an 

important covariate in analyses about social learning preferences. Next, participants completed a 

demographics questionnaire and then the study concluded.  

Measures  

Reliance. Ten questions about each country accompanied the presentation of each 

country profile. The first two questions were designed to assess people’s perceptions of reliance 

between the United States and each of the 12 countries. To ensure that all participants responded 
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to these questions with the same conception of reliance in mind, they read the following prompt 

before answering questions:  

 In our globalized world, many countries rely on each other for things like services, trade, 

cultural exports, political support, security, etc. These relationships between countries can 

be one-sided, where one country is more reliant upon the other country. These 

relationships can also be two-sided, where both countries rely upon each other.  

Following this prompt, participants indicated the extent to which they think the United States 

relies on [Country] from 0 (Not at all) to 10 (a great deal). They then answered the same question 

again, but this time indicating the extent to which they think [Country] relies on the United 

States. These questions allowed us to calculate a difference score reflecting the extent to which 

people think the other country relies on the United States more than the United States relies on 

that country. Numbers greater than 0 on this difference score would reflect a belief that the other 

country relies on the United States more than the reverse, and negative numbers reflect a belief 

that the United States relies on the other country more than the reverse.1   

Influence. To measure overall perceptions of each country’s international influence, 

participants then answered the question: “In general, how much international influence do you 

think [Country] has?” on a scale from 0 (No influence) to 10 (A great deal of influence).  

 Positivity. On the next page of the survey, participants were again shown the same 

country profile, this time followed by a different set of questions. The first question measured 

overall positivity toward each country using a feeling thermometer. Participants were instructed 

to indicate how they felt toward the country on a scale from 0 (Very cold or unfavorable feeling) 

 
1 Upon inspecting this variable, I found that on average across all participants, China was the only country with a 

negative value average for this variable, while all other countries had a positive value average. This means that 

China is the only country that participants consistently believe the United States relies upon more than it relies upon 

the United States. 
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to 10 (Very warm or favorable feeling). They dragged a slider next to a graphic of a thermometer 

that displayed this numeric range in order to indicate their responses.  

 Threat & Competition. Next, participants answered three questions designed to measure 

perceived threat, competition, and zero-sum competition from a country. First, they answered the 

question: “How much competition do you think there is between the United States and 

[Country]?” Participants responded on a scale from 0 (No competition at all) to 10 (A great deal 

of competition).  

Participants then answered a question about perceived threat from each country to the 

United States. They indicated how threatening they thought each country was to the United 

States, from 0 (Not at all threatening) to 10 (Extremely threatening).  

Last on this page, participants indicated on a scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 6 

(Strongly agree) their agreement with the following statement: “[Country’s] success would come 

at the cost of the United States’ success. This question reflects participants’ perceptions of zero-

sum competition between the US and each country.  

The two items measuring competition were strongly related to each other as shown by 

regressing perceived competition on perceived zero-sum competition while accounting for the 

random intercepts of participant and country: β = .60, 95% CI [.57, .63], p < .001. Therefore, I 

averaged these two items together into a composite “perceived competition” score which I use in 

all analyses reporting on competition going forward.  

 Openness to Social Learning. On the last page for each country, participants were once 

again shown the same country profile that they viewed on the previous two pages. Following this 

profile were three questions about openness to socially learning from each country: “People in 

the United States could learn from people in [Country]”, “People in [Country] do some things 
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that would be worth copying in the United States,” and “People in the United States should learn 

about [Country] principles and morals.” Participants responded to each of these questions on a 

scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 6 (Strongly agree). These items showed high internal 

reliability at the person-country level (α = .90) and were averaged to create a composite index of 

openness to social learning.  

 Demographics. Last, participants completed a demographics questionnaire that included 

measures of gender, age, race/ethnicity, education (1 = < High School degree; 8 = Doctorate 

degree), subjective SES (measured by the MacArthur Ladder), political party identification (1 = 

Strong Democrat; 7 = Strong Republican), conservatism, and religiosity. Participants were then 

debriefed.  

Results 

Relationship Between Influence, Competition, and Openness to Social Learning 

I first tested the individual relationships between influence and openness to social 

learning and competition and openness to social learning using separate multilevel regressions. 

These models were cross-classified, specifying random intercepts for both participant and for 

country to account the study’s the design, which had the same 296 participants rate the same 12 

countries. Variables were standardized prior to analyses.  

I found that openness to social learning was significantly and positively predicted by 

country influence, β = .26, 95% CI [.23, .29], p < .001. This effect held controlling for gender, 

age, education, political affiliation, SES, perceived similarity between the US and each country, 

and positivity toward each country, β = .19, 95% CI [.16, .22], p < .001. This result supports my 

prediction that people would be biased to learn from highly influential countries, in line with 

accounts of prestige-biased social learning.  
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Competition was also a significant and positive predictor of openness to social learning, β 

= .18, 95% CI [.14, .22], p < .001, and this effect was robust to covariates, β = .17, 95% CI [.14, 

.22], p < .001. Predictions informed by research on competition, threat, and negative attitudes 

toward outgroups (Esses et al., 1998, 2001; Stephan et al., 2015) may expect these perceptions to 

negatively predict openness to social learning. This data, however, suggests the opposite 

relationship: greater perceived competition predicts greater openness to social learning. 

However, it is worth noting that the effect size of competition’s relationship with openness to 

social learning is smaller than that of influence.  

Interactive Relationship Between Influence, Competition, and Openness to Social Learning 

 Next, I tested whether competition moderated the relationship between influence and 

openness to social learning. This interaction was significant, β = -.07, 95% CI [-.11, -.05], p < 

.001, and robust to covariates, β = -.06, 95% CI [-.08, -.03], p < .001 (see Table 1 for full 

results). Simple slopes analyses showed that the relationship between influence and openness to 

social learning was still significant and positive at all levels of competition. However, this effect 

was stronger when competition was low (-1SD; β = .20, 95% CI [.16, .24], p < .001) than when it 

was high (β = .10, 95% CI [.05, .15], p < .001). These results are depicted in Figure 1 along with 

a scatter plot depicting the average ratings of threat, competition, and openness to social learning 

for each country. These results suggest that while competition may slightly weaken the 

relationship between influence and openness to social learning, it does not nullify it. Further, as 

shown in Figure 1, it appears that when competition is low, people become increasingly open to 

socially learning from a country as their perceptions of that country’s competition with their own 

increase.  
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Figure 1 

Scatter Plot of Perceived Influence, Competition, & Openness to Social Learning; Simple Slopes 

 

Note. Panel A depicts a scatter plot of participant ratings of influence and openness to social 

learning, with points colored by competition. Panel B depicts simple slopes analyses for the 

interactive effect of influence and competition on openness to social learning.  

Table 1 

Influence, Competition, and Their Interaction Predicting Openness to Social Learning 

 

  Openness to Social Learning 

Predictors β CI p 

Influence 0.15 [0.11, 0.18] <0.001 

Competition 0.08 [0.03, 0.12] 0.001 

Man (v. Woman) -0.03 [-0.10, 0.04] 0.414 

Age -0.02 [-0.09, 0.05] 0.605 

Education -0.05 [-0.13, 0.04] 0.260 

Party Affiliation  -0.09 [-0.16, -0.02] 0.008 

SES 0.08 [-0.01, 0.17] 0.067 

Country Positivity 0.35 [0.32, 0.37] <0.001 

Country Similarity 0.07 [0.04, 0.10] <0.001 

Influence X Competition -0.05 [-0.08, -0.03] <0.001 
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Perceived Threat and Openness to Social Learning 

 As an exploratory analysis, I also tested whether perceived threat from a country 

predicted openness to social learning. This analysis served as an additional check of predictions 

informed by Intergroup Threat Theory, which may expect perceived threat and competition to 

preclude social learning. However, I found that threat, like competition, was a positive predictor 

of openness to social learning, β = .05, 95% CI [.01, .09], p = .01, and this effect was robust to 

covariates, β = .10, 95% CI [.07, .13], p < .001. And much like competition, threat did 

significantly interact with influence to predict openness to social learning (both with and without 

covariates; results from model including covariates are reported here), β = -.04, 95% CI [-.07, -

.01], p = .004, but the relationship between influence and openness to social learning was still 

significant and positive across all levels of threat (.14  β  .22, ps < .001).  

Discussion 

 This study lends support to my prediction that perceiving a country as highly influential 

would be related to increased openness to socially learning from people from that country. 

Further, competition does moderate this relationship, but does not change the nature of the 

relationship between influence and openness to social learning: this relationship is significant 

and positive across all levels of perceived competition. Competition only reduces the magnitude 

of this relationship. And when perceived influence is low, greater perceived competition seems 

to be associated with a greater openness to social learning. These findings cast initial doubt on 

the idea that competition would prevent social learning and nullify the relationship between 

influence and social learning.  

Participants’ responses to China are also worth noting. As indicated in Figure 1 and 

Footnote 1, China is seen as the most influential country, the country in the most competition 
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with the United States, and as the only country that the United States relies upon more than that 

country relies upon the United States. Figure 1 shows that people’s willingness to socially learn 

from China is relatively low.2 China’s position as an outlier in these data is likely due to the fact 

that all participants were from the United States, and the United States is widely viewed as a 

highly influential country (U.S. News, 2023). Therefore, participants did not rate many countries 

as having very high levels of competition with their own – only China. This restriction of range 

in perceived competition is a limitation that I seek to address through my experiments. Further, 

sampling only from a high-influence country is another limitation that I address in Study 4.  

Study 2 

While Study 1 tested for correlational relationship between influence, competition, and 

openness to social learning, Study 2 sought to test for a causal relationship between influence 

and social learning. The aim of this study was to first test whether influence had a significant 

causal effect on social learning prior to adding in competition (which I do in Study 3).  

I also developed a behavioral measure of social learning in Study 2. Specifically, I 

measure people’s choices to send either a) advice written by someone from another country or b) 

advice that they themselves wrote on to another person in their own country. In experimental 

paradigms, social learning is typically operationalized as the implementation of strategies 

demonstrated by others or the use of information provided by others in order to solve a problem 

or complete a task, and is often contrasted with asocial learning, or the reliance on oneself to 

solve the problem or complete the task (Brand et al., 2021; Kalkstein et al., 2016). My 

operationalization reflects this standard by measuring people’s preference to rely on information 

provided by someone else over the alternative of producing new information themselves. 

 
2 All the effects reported above replicate (and become stronger in most cases) when responses to China are removed 

from analyses. 
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Further, advice-giving is a useful framework for studying social learning across cultures because 

advice can contain rich cultural information about norms and customs that vary across cultures 

and countries. Taking advice from people from different countries, and then giving that advice to 

others within one’s own country, could be a potent way that culture transmits and diffuses in a 

hyper-connected world. Finally, participants complete this measure of social learning for 

different kinds of advice topics, allowing me to test the domain specificity of social learning.  

I predicted that social learning would be higher when the person from whom participants 

could learn was from a high-influence (vs. low-influence) country. However, because I predicted 

that this social learning would be domain-specific, I only expected this effect to emerge for 

social learning about advice topics that are strategic in nature (vs. personal), as these strategic 

topics are more aligned with the domains of country influence and competition than are personal 

topics.  

Pre-registered hypotheses and analysis plans can be found at 

https://aspredicted.org/46K_6G4. See Table S5 for descriptive statistics and correlations between 

key variables. 

Method 

Participants 

Based on results from a pilot study (see Supplemental Study S1 for details), I seeded an 

a-priori power analysis for a logistic regression with an expected odds ratio of 2 for the effect of 

influence condition on social learning, and with an expected social learning rate of 67% in the 

control condition. This analysis suggested recruiting 350 participants to achieve 80% power to 

detect such an effect. I recruited 400 participants via Prolific Academic to account for potential 

check failures.  

https://aspredicted.org/46K_6G4
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I administered the survey via Qualtrics. Participants completed a CAPTCHA and an 

open-ended question that served as bot checks on the first page of the study. The open-ended 

question asked participants to write the word BOAT in all capital letters. I also included one 

attention check later in the survey within the American Identity Measure asking participants to 

“please select 3 for this question.” Any participants who failed both the open-ended bot check 

and the attention check were not allowed to continue the survey. Any participants who failed one 

of these checks were excluded from analyses. These exclusions left a final sample size of 391 

people. Of this sample, 185 identified as men, 198 identified as women, five identified as 

nonbinary, and three identified with another gender. The average age was 42.56 years (SD = 

13.59).      

Procedure 

 For this study, I developed a paradigm that allows participants to choose to either submit 

their own advice that will be sent on to a “future” participant, or to submit advice that was 

written by someone from a different country. I operationalize social learning as the decision to 

submit the advice written by someone from a different country. To set up this paradigm, after 

providing informed consent, participants were told that they were part of a three-phase study on 

advice giving (in reality, there were no phases). They were told that during Phase 1 

(“International Phase”), participants from many different countries had completed the study and 

had given advice on five different topics. They were then told that they were in Phase 2 (“USA 

Phase”), where participants in the United States would give advice on those same five topics, and 

that that advice would then be sent on to other participants in the United States in Phase 3. 

Finally, I told participants that they would be randomly paired with a previous participant’s 
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responses from Phase 1 of the study, and that they would have the option of submitting that 

person’s advice on the five different topics.  

After this introduction to the study design, participants saw information on the previous 

participant they were paired with (all participants were told they were paired with Participant 

278, henceforth referred to as “P278”), including the manipulation of that previous participant’s 

country’s level of international influence. Participants then made decisions about whether to 

submit P278’s advice or to submit their own advice for each of the five topics. They then 

answered a series of other exploratory questions (described below) as well as demographics 

questions, and were then debriefed.   

Manipulation. After (purportedly) pairing participants with a Phase 1 participant’s 

responses, I showed them a country profile for P278. I told them that I could not disclose which 

specific country P278 was from for ethics reasons, but that I could provide other information 

about P278’s country. The country profile included the population size and land area (both 

made-up) of the purported country, as well as that country’s “International Influence Index” 

score. This index, purportedly by the World Bank, was fabricated for the purposes of this study. I 

told participants that this index “calculates a yearly score of how much international influence 

each country has,” and that it is a composite of many factors, including trade capacity and 

exports, security provision, political and cultural influence, and economic performance. I 

included these different indicators of influence to prevent participants from anchoring on one 

type of influence (e.g. economic influence) and simply equating the Influence Index with that 

one indicator (e.g. wealth).  

I told participants that this Index ranged from 0 (lowest possible international influence) 

to 100 (highest possible international influence). In the high influence condition, a graphic 
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showed the previous participant’s country scoring an 83 out of 100 on this Index. In the low 

influence condition, a graphic showed the previous participant’s country scoring a 17 out of 100 

on this Index. See Figure 2 for a depiction of this manipulation.  

As a manipulation check, I included a question directly after the manipulation that asked 

participants, “Based on this profile, how much international influence would you say Participant 

278’s country has?” They could respond with the options low (1), medium (2) or high (3) 

international influence. People in the high influence condition scored significantly higher on this 

question (indicating correct responses) than people in the low influence condition: t(327.05) = 

45.93, p < .001, d = 4.65.  

Figure 2 

Influence Manipulation 

 

Note. Image depicts high-influence condition manipulation. In low-influence condition, the slider 

scale reflects a value of 17 for Participant #278’s Country.  

Social Learning. The advice paradigm portion of the study followed this manipulation. 

Participants were told that they would now submit advice on 5 different topics and reminded 
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them that this advice would be sent on to another U.S.-based participant in Phase 3 (in reality, 

there is no Phase 3). The advice prompt asked participants to “Please list what you think are the 

top 5…” and then completed the prompt with one of the following five topics: “strategies for 

success at work,” “most important qualities for children to learn,” “qualities of a good friend,” 

“best habits to include in a daily routine,” and “tips for financial success.” Following this 

prompt, participants were told that they had a choice: they could either submit their own advice 

on the topic or could submit the advice that P278 submitted without actually seeing that advice. 

P278’s country profile was included as a reminder.  

Participants’ choice of whether to submit their own advice or to submit P278’s advice 

was the main dependent variable and measure of social learning. They made this choice in 

succession for each of the five different advice topics, which were presented to them in a 

randomized order. If they chose to submit their own advice, they were able to write their own 

advice on the following page of the survey.  

Exploratory Measures. I included exploratory questions following the advice paradigm 

meant to assess participants’ views of the previous participant, of the previous participant’s 

country, of the advice topics, and of their cultural attitudes more broadly.  

Quality of Previous Participant’s Advice. Directly following the advice paradigm, I 

asked three questions meant to assess participants’ assumptions about the quality of P278’s 

advice, including “This participant probably gave good advice,” and “Following this 

participant’s advice would probably help people in the United States.” Participants responded to 

these questions on a 1 (Strongly disagree) – 6 (Strongly agree) scale. These items showed high 

reliability,  = .88 
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Perceptions of Previous Participant and Previous Participant’s Country. Next, 

participants answered three items about their views of P278, and three items about their views of 

P278’s country. The items about P278 included statements like “This participant is probably 

successful in many domains of life” and “This participant is smart.” The items about P278’s 

country included statements like “This participant’s country is doing things right” and “This 

participant’s country is probably in competition with the United States. Participants answered 

these questions on a 1 (Strongly disagree) – 6 (Strongly agree) scale. Both sets of items showed 

high reliability: questions about P278  = .89; questions about P278’s country  = .75. 

Confidence. Next, participants indicated how much they agreed that they were “confident 

in my own ability to give good advice” about each of the 5 topics on a 1 (Strongly disagree) – 6 

(Strongly agree) scale. They then answered a similar question about their confidence in P278’s 

ability to give good advice about each topic.  

American Identity. Next, participants completed the American Identity Measure 

(Schwartz et al., 2012). This scale included items like “I have a strong sense of being an 

American” and “I have a lot of pride in the United States,” and showed high reliability:  = .94. 

Intercultural Sensitivity. Participants then completed a subset of items from the 

Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (Chen & Starosta, 2022). This scale included items like “I am 

open-minded to people from different cultures” and “I think my culture is better than other 

cultures (reverse coded),” and showed high reliability:  = .84. 

Intellectual Humility. Finally, participants completed the “lack of intellectual 

overconfidence” sub-scale from a measure of intellectual humility (Krumrei-Mancuso & Rouse, 

2016), which included items like “My ideas are usually better than other people’s ideas” and “On 
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important topics, I am not likely to be swayed by the viewpoints of others.” This scale showed 

high reliability:   = .86. 

Demographics. Following these measures, participants completed a demographics 

questionnaire that included measures of gender, age, race/ethnicity, education (1 = < High 

School degree; 8 = Doctorate degree), subjective SES (measured by the MacArthur Ladder), 

political party identification (1 = Strong Democrat; 7 = Strong Republican), conservatism, and 

religiosity. Participants were then debriefed. 

Results 

Pre-Registered Analyses 

 I performed a series of logistic regressions to test whether influence condition (high vs. 

low) increased participants’ likelihood of submitting P278’s advice, and whether this effect 

emerged only for advice on work and finances (as anticipated). I ran separate regressions for 

each of the five advice topics. Because the dependent variable is binary, regression estimates are 

exponentiated and presented as odds ratios.  

As predicted, participants were significantly more likely to submit P278’s advice on 

success at work (OR = 2.84, 95% CI [1.75, 4.71], p < .001) and on financial success (OR = 1.81, 

95% CI [1.17, 2.84], p = .009) when P278’s country was highly influential. Participants were 

also marginally more likely to submit P278’s advice about habits to include in a daily routine 

when P278’s country was highly influential, OR = 1.44, 95% CI [0.96, 2.18], p = .08. There was 

no significant effect of influence on the likelihood of submitting advice related to the qualities 

that are important for children to learn or the qualities of a good friend, ps > 33. These results are 

illustrated in Figure 3.   
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Figure 3 

Effect of Influence on Likelihood of Submitting P278’s Advice by Topic 

 

Note. Point estimates reflect odds ratios, and error bars reflect 95% CIs. Any odds ratio whose 

confidence interval does not pass through 1 (dotted horizontal line) is statistically significant. P-

values are displayed above confidence intervals. 

Exploratory Analyses 

To test whether the effect of influence on the choice to submit P278’s advice was 

statistically different for work and finance topics (strategic) versus topics about habits, children, 

and being a good friend (personal), I conducted a single multilevel logistic regression with 

advice-submission choices nested within participant and topic. I created a binary “category” 

variable that reflected whether advice was strategic (1; work, finance) or personal (0; habits, 

children, friendship) in nature, and interacted this variable with influence condition to predict 

decisions to submit P278’s advice. This model specified a random intercept for participant ID 

and a random slope for the advice category variable. I used contrast coding for the influence 
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condition and advice category variable so that main effects in the models would be interpretable 

as the effect of one manipulation collapsed across levels of the other manipulation. Thus, 

influence was coded as -.5 for the low influence condition and .5 for the high influence 

condition. Advice category was coded as -.5 for personal topics and .5 for strategic topics.  

The interaction between influence condition and advice category was significant, OR = 

2.84, 95% CI [1.66, 4.87], p < .001 (see Table 2 for full results). Further, simple slopes analyses 

revealed that for advice on strategic topics, being in the high-influence condition made 

submitting P278’s advice more likely, OR = 3.02, 95% CI [1.82, 5.02], p < .001. For advice on 

personal topics, the effect of condition on the likelihood of submitting P278’s advice was non-

significant, OR = 1.06, 95% CI [0.66, 1.72], p = .80. These results suggest that believing that 

P278 is from a high-influence country makes people more likely to submit P278’s advice on 

strategic topics, but not on personal topics.  

Table 2 

Effect of Influence, Advice Category, and Their Interaction on Submission of P278’s Advice 

 Odds Ratio 95% CI p 

Influence 1.79 [1.18, 2.72] 0.006 

Category 1.87 [1.32, 2.67] <0.001 

Influence X Category 2.84 [1.66, 4.87] <0.001 

 

Discussion 

This study builds on Study 1 by contributing a causal test of the relationship between 

influence and social learning. As predicted, and in line with Study 1 results, perceiving 

someone’s country as high-influence increases the likelihood of socially learning from that 

person about strategic (but not personal) topics. These results support the assumption that people 
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use the characteristics of individuals’ countries to inform their decisions of whether to socially 

learn from those individuals, much in the same way as previous work has shown that people use 

characteristics of individuals themselves to inform their decisions of whether to socially learn 

from those individuals (Kendal et al., 2018). They also demonstrate support for domain-specific 

social learning (Brand et al., 2021; Henrich & Broesch, 2011).  

Study 3 

 In Study 3, I expanded upon Study 2 to test whether the effect of influence on strategic 

social learning is moderated by how competitive people think a country is. If competition is seen 

as a threat and produces negative attitudes toward the other country, it could potentially dampen 

the effect of influence on social learning. Alternatively, competition may not dampen this effect 

if people view it as a cue of prestige, and competition may even have its own independent effect 

on social learning.  

Synthesizing results from Studies 1 and 2, I predicted that for strategic advice topics, a 

negative interaction between influence and competition would emerge such that the effect of 

influence on social learning would be stronger for those in the low-competition condition than in 

the high-competition condition, but that the effect of influence on social learning would still be 

significant and positive in both competition conditions. I did not predict a similar interaction for 

the personal advice topics.     

Pre-registered hypotheses and analysis plans can be found at 

https://aspredicted.org/QS8_KZJ. See Table S6 for descriptive statistics for key variables. 

 

 

 

https://aspredicted.org/QS8_KZJ
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Method 

Participants 

I conducted simulations to estimate power for a logistic regression with two binary 

variables and their interaction as predictors. I used Studies 1 and 2 to inform the expected levels 

of social learning in each of the four conditions in the 2x2 design. Using these estimations, I 

simulated datasets of varying sizes, and power analyses on these simulated datasets suggested 

that 1000 participants would yield 83% power to detect the hypothesized interaction. I recruited 

1000 participants via Prolific Academic. 

I administered the survey via Qualtrics. Participants completed a CAPTCHA and an 

open-ended question that served as bot checks on the first page of the study. The open-ended 

question asked participants to write the word BOAT in all capital letters. I also included one 

attention check later in the survey within the American Identity Measure asking participants to 

“please select 3 for this question.” Any participants who failed both the open-ended bot check 

and the attention check were not allowed to continue the survey. Any participants who failed one 

of these checks were excluded from analyses. These exclusions left a final sample size of 970 

people. Of this sample, 402 identified as men, 552 identified as women, two identified as 

nonbinary, and four identified with another gender. The average age was 41.78 years (SD = 

13.34).      

Procedure 

I used the same advice paradigm as in Study 2, and the procedure of Study 3 is exactly 

the same as that of Study 2 up until the manipulation of P278’s country profile. Participants 

viewed the same international influence manipulation as in Study 2, but new to this study, the 

profile also included a manipulation of competition between P278’s country and the United 
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States. After viewing this information, and as in Study 2, participants decided whether to submit 

P278’s advice or to write their own advice (on a series of different topics) that would then be 

sent on to a “future participant” in the United States. They then answered a series of other 

exploratory questions as well as demographic questions, and were debriefed.   

 Manipulation. Participants were shown a country profile for the previous participant that 

they were purportedly paired with (P278) after they read about the purported phases of the study. 

These country profiles were exactly the same as those presented in Study 2, except that they now 

included a second manipulation of P278’s country’s level of competition with the United States. 

Alongside the International Influence Index manipulation from Study 2, I added a “Relational 

Competition Index” (purportedly calculated by The Global Economy). I told participants that this 

index “calculates a yearly score for competition between pairs of countries,” and that it is a 

composite of different indicators like geopolitical competition, innovation-based competition, 

security competition, and economic/trade competition. The country profile showed the extracted 

Index score for competition between P278’s country and the United States. This Index ranged 

from 0 (No competition with the U.S.) to 10 (High competition with the U.S.). The country 

profile showed a Relational Competition Index score of 8 in the high competition condition, and 

a score of 2 in the low competition condition. See Figure 4 for a depiction of the full country 

profile, including the influence manipulation and the competition manipulation.  

 I included two manipulation check questions directly after the country profile. The 

question for the influence manipulation was the same as in Study 2, and participants could 

indicate whether they thought the previous participant’s country had low (1), medium (2), or 

high (3) international influence. The question for the competition manipulation asked, “Based on 

this profile, how much competition would you say there is between Participant 278’s country and 
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the United States,” and participants could answer with low (1), medium (2), or high (3) 

competition. Participants in the high influence condition reported significantly higher 

perceptions of P278’s country’s influence, t(943.66) = -47.82, p < .001, d = 1.93, and 

participants in the high competition condition reported significantly higher perceptions of P278’s 

country’s competition with their own country, t(944.46) = -49.07, p < .001, d = 1.98. 

Figure 4 

Influence and Competition Manipulations 

 

 

Note. Image depicts high-influence and high-competition condition manipulations. In low-

influence condition, the slider scale reflects a value of 17 for Participant #278’s Country. In low-

competition condition, the slider scale reflects a value of 2 for Participant #278’s Country. 

 Social Learning. The advice paradigm portion of the study was exactly the same as in 

Study 2, aside from the addition of one new advice topic. I added “strategies for being a good 

leader” as an additional strategic topic for which participants could choose to either give their 
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own advice or use P278’s advice. Including this additional item evened out the number of 

strategic and personal advice topics to three for each category.  

Participants’ choice of whether to submit their own advice or to submit P278’s advice 

was the main dependent variable and measure of social learning. The presentation of the six 

different advice topics was randomized as in Study 2, and I once again showed participants 

P278’s country profile as a reminder alongside each advice topic choice. If participants chose to 

write their own advice, they were prompted to do so before moving on to the next advice topic.  

Exploratory Measures. A series of questions following the advice paradigm assessed 

participants’ views of P278, of the previous participant’s country, of the advice topics, and of 

participants’ cultural attitudes more broadly. These were largely the same as in Study 1, with 

some additions.  

Quality of Previous Participant’s Advice. I asked the same three questions about 

participants’ assumptions about the quality of P278’s advice (e.g. “This participant probably 

gave good advice”) as in Study 2. These items showed high reliability,  = .88). 

Perceptions of Previous Participant and Previous Participant’s Country. Next, 

participants answered the same three items about their views of P278 (e.g. “This participant is 

probably successful in many domains of life”;  = .90) and the same three items about their 

views of P278’s country (e.g. “This participant’s country is doing things right”;  = .64) as in 

Study 2.  

Confidence. Next, participants completed the same measures of their confidence in their 

own ability to give good advice on each topic and their confidence in P278’s ability to give good 

advice on each topic as in Study 2.  
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Country Success and Favorability. New to this study, participants completed a measure 

of how they thought people in P278’s country performed relative to people from other countries 

on each of the different topics that participants could give advice on (e.g. “doing well 

financially” and “having good daily routines”). For each of the six topics, participants could 

move a slider from 0 (Far below average) to 100 (Far above average), with a midpoint of 50 

(Average). Next, participants indicated how favorable they felt toward the previous participant’s 

country on a scale from 0 (Very cold or unfavorable feeling) to 100 (Very warm or favorable 

feeling).  

Topics’ Relations to Success and Morality. Next, participants completed an exploratory 

measure of how “relevant for success” they thought each topic was. Response options ranged 

from 1 (Not at all relevant for success) to 6 (Extremely relevant for success). Participants also 

answered a question asking how much they agreed that “You have to be a moral person in order 

to…” succeed at each of the advice topics (e.g. “be a good friend”; “be a good leader”). 

Response options ranged from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 6 (Strongly agree).  

American Identity. Next, participants completed the same American Identity Measure 

(Schwartz et al., 2012) as in Study 2. This scale showed high reliability:  = .92. 

Intercultural Sensitivity. Participants then completed the same subset of items from the 

Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (Chen & Starosta, 2022) as in Study 2. These items showed high 

reliability:  = .86. 

Demographics. Following these measures, participants completed a demographics 

questionnaire that included measures of gender, age, race/ethnicity, education (1 = < High 

School degree; 8 = Doctorate degree), subjective SES (measured by the MacArthur Ladder), 
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political party identification (1 = Strong Democrat; 7 = Strong Republican), conservatism, and 

religiosity. Participants were then debriefed. 

Results 

Pre-Registered Analyses 

I performed a series of logistic regressions to test whether the effect of influence 

condition (high vs. low) was moderated by competition condition (high vs. low) when predicting 

participants’ likelihood of submitting P278’s advice to a “future participant” from the 

participant’s own country (the U.S.). I ran separate regressions for each of the six advice topics. 

Because the dependent variable is binary, regression estimates are exponentiated and presented 

as odds ratios. I used contrast coding for the influence and competition conditions as well as for 

the advice category variable so that main effects in the models would be interpretable as the 

effect of one manipulation collapsed across levels of the other manipulations. Thus, the low 

influence and competition conditions were both coded as -.5, and the high influence and 

competition conditions were both coded as .5. Personal advice topics were coded as -.5, and 

strategic advice topics were coded as .5.  

I expected that for strategic advice topics, influence and competition would negatively 

interact when predicting social learning, such that the effect of influence would be slightly 

weaker in the high-competition condition (vs. low competition) but still significant. Contrary to 

my predictions, no significant interactions emerged between influence and competition when 

predicting decisions to submit P278’s advice for strategic topics (see Table 3 for full results, and 

Figure 5 for advice submission rates across conditions and topics). I did, however, see evidence 

of separate main effects of competition and influence on advice-submission for these strategic 

topics. For advice on doing well at work, people were significantly more likely to submit the 
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previous participant’s advice if that participant’s country was highly influential, OR  = 1.48, 95% 

CI [1.12, 1.96], p = .005, and if that participant’s country was in greater competition with the 

U.S., OR  = 1.70, 95% CI [1.29, 2.24], p < .001. High influence also predicted a higher 

likelihood of submitting the previous participant’s advice on being a good leader (OR = 1.42, 

95% CI [1.09, 1.86], p = .009) and on financial success (OR = 1.90, 95% CI [1.44, 2.51], p < 

.001). 

No significant interactions between influence and competition emerged for any of the 

personal topics, either (see Table 3). There was, however, a significant main effect of influence 

on participants’ likelihood of submitting the previous participant’s advice about the qualities 

children should learn, such that participants were more likely to submit that advice when the 

previous participant came from a high influence (vs. low influence) country, OR = 1.47, 95% CI 

[1.14, 1.90] p = .003. Neither influence nor competition had significant main effects for any of 

the remaining advice topics.  
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Table 3 

Effect of Influence, Competition, and Their Interaction on Submission of P278’s Advice by Topic 

 Work Leader Finance Children Friend Habits 

Influence 1.48 **  1.42 **  1.90 *** 1.47 ** 1.09     0.95     

 [1.12, 1.96]    [1.09, 1.86]    [1.44, 2.50]    [1.14, 1.90]   [0.85, 1.41]    [0.74, 1.23]    

Competition 1.70 *** 1.20     1.27     0.97    0.80     1.00     

 [1.29, 2.24]    [0.92, 1.57]    [0.96, 1.67]    [0.75, 1.24]   [0.62, 1.03]    [0.77, 1.29]    

Inf X Comp 0.80     0.63     1.08     0.96    1.07     1.19     

 [0.46, 1.39]    [0.37, 1.08]    [0.62, 1.88]    [0.58, 1.60]   [0.64, 1.77]    [0.71, 1.98]    

Note. Odds ratios are listed next to asterisks representing significance. 95% confidence intervals 

around the odds ratio are presented in brackets.  *** p < 0.001;  ** p < 0.01;  * p < 0.05. 
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Figure 5 

Percentage of Participants Submitting P278’s Advice By Condition and Topic 

 

Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals.  

Exploratory Analyses 

 To more explicitly test whether the effects of influence and competition on decisions to 

submit P278’s advice varied across strategic versus personal topics, I conducted a multilevel 

regression with observations nested in participant and in advice topic. I created a binary 

“category” variable that reflected whether advice was strategic (.5; work, finance; leadership) or 

personal (-.5; habits, children, friendship) in nature, and tested a three-way interaction between 

this variable, influence condition, and competition condition when predicting advice-submission 
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decisions. The model specified random intercepts for participant ID and for advice topic, and a 

random slope for the category variable.  

 The three-way interaction between influence, competition, and category was not 

significant, and neither was the two-way interaction between influence and competition. 

However, there was a significant interaction between influence and category (see Table 4), and 

simple slopes analyses show that the effect of influence on the likelihood of submitting P278’s 

advice is significant for strategic items, OR  = 1.97, 95% CI [1.46, 2.65], p < .001, but not for 

personal items, OR  = 1.24, 95% CI [0.95, 1.63], p = .12. I find the same pattern of results for the 

competition manipulation: there is a significant interaction between competition and category 

(see Table 4), and the effect of competition on the likelihood of using P278’s advice is 

significant for strategic items, OR  = 1.63, 95% CI [1.21, 2.19], p = .001, but not for personal 

items, OR  = 0.89, 95% CI [0.68, 1.17], p = .39. Thus, results suggest that the effect of P278’s 

country’s influence and competition on decisions to use P278’s advice does vary based on 

whether the advice topic is strategic or personal. These simple slopes results are depicted in 

Figure 6. 
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Table 4 

Effect of Influence, Competition, Category, & Their Interactions on Submission of P278’s Advice 

 Odds Ratio 95% CI p 

Influence 1.56 [1.22, 2.01] <0.001 

Competition 1.20 [0.94, 1.54] 0.149 

Category 2.10 [1.77, 2.48] <0.001 

Influence X Category 1.58 [1.20, 2.09] 0.001 

Competition X Category 1.83 [1.39, 2.41] <0.001 

Influence X Competition 0.89 [0.54, 1.46] 0.640 

Influence X Competition X Category 0.65 [0.38, 1.12] 0.123 

 

Figure 6 

Effects of Influence and Competition on Submission of P278’s Advice for Strategic vs. Personal 

Topics  
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Discussion  

 Contrary to my predictions and to the interaction found in Study 1, I did not find a 

significant interaction between influence and competition on social learning for strategic topics. 

This divergence could be due to a number of differences between Study 1 and the current study, 

including the correlational versus experimental designs or the specific countries included in 

Study 1. However, I did find that influence and competition separately interacted with advice 

category (strategic vs personal) to predict social learning when I integrated responses to all topics 

into one model. Specifically, both influence and competition predict increased social learning for 

strategic advice topics, but not for personal advice topics. This effect of influence on social 

learning for strategic advice topics replicates findings from Study 2. The fact that competition 

has its own positive effect on social learning independent of influence suggests that perceiving a 

country as competitive may not stymie social learning, and suggests that people may view 

competition from another country as a cue of that country’s prestige. I test this idea more 

explicitly in Study 4.   

Study 4 

Study 4 sought to address a limitation of Studies 1-3: that all participants have so far 

come from the United States, a country that is widely viewed as having very high international 

influence (U.S. News, 2023). The United States’ relatively high level of influence means that 

Americans might interpret influence and competition from other countries in different ways than 

people from countries with less influence would.   

I collected data from both the United States and New Zealand to address this limitation. I 

chose these countries because they are culturally quite similar (Inglehart & Welzel, 2010), but 

vary greatly in how much influence people think they have on the global stage (U.S. News, 
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2023). The United States ranks 1st in U.S. News’s perceived influence ranking that is based off 

of more than 8,000 international responses, while New Zealand ranks 35th. Collecting data from 

these two countries allows me to test whether the relationship between influence, competition, 

and social learning varies in contexts with different levels of international influence.  

While I predicted the same pattern of results as in Study 3 for the United States, I had less 

specific expectations for results within New Zealand. On the one hand, results in New Zealand 

could indeed mimic those in the United States. On the other hand, results in New Zealand could 

show a distinct pattern if influence and competition are interpreted differently there than in the 

United States.  

This difference in interpretation may be particularly likely for competition because 

competition is judged in relation to one’s own country. I can think of two potential reasons that 

competition may not predict social learning in New Zealand like it does in the United States. 

First, the US’s relatively high influence could buffer against perceived threat from and negative 

attitudes toward a competing country, paving the way for social learning. This same buffering 

effect may not be provided by New Zealand’s relatively lower level of international influence, 

however. An alternative possibility is that—if people make lateral comparisons and assume that 

countries in competition with their own also share their country’s level of influence—

competition may not serve as as strong of a cue of prestige in countries with lower influence. 

Therefore, competition may not increase social learning in countries with less influence because 

it may not be seen as as strong of a prestige cue. I test the effects of influence and competition on 

these attitudes toward other countries and prestige perceptions in the current study.  

Pre-registered hypotheses and analysis plans can be found at 

https://aspredicted.org/YRV_NY2. See Table S7 for descriptive statistics for key variables. 

https://aspredicted.org/YRV_NY2
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Method 

Participants 

 I conducted simulations seeded on Study 3 data to estimate power for Study 4. Because 

the main DV in Study 4 is new to the current study and is a continuous measure, I chose a 

continuous variable from Study 3 that showed a similar pattern of results as the binary choice 

variable for seeding my power analysis (see Supplemental for results for this variable).  This 

item asked participants how confident they were in P278’s ability to give good advice on each 

topic. I used the “simr” package in R to simulate datasets of different sizes and conduct a power 

analysis based on model parameters from Study 3 data. Simulations accounting for the multilevel 

structure of the data suggested that I would need 450 participants to achieve 80% power to detect 

the interactive effect of category (strategic vs personal) and influence on confidence in P278’s 

advice. Therefore, I aimed to collect 450 adult respondents from the United States and 450 adult 

respondents from New Zealand for a total sample size of 900 people. I was able to recruit 450 

United States respondents, but due to the smaller pool of New Zealanders on Prolific, I only 

collected data from 311 people in New Zealand.3  

I administered the survey via Qualtrics. Participants completed a CAPTCHA and an 

open-ended question that served as bot checks on the first page of the study. The open-ended 

question asked participants to write the word BOAT in all capital letters. I also included one 

attention check later in the survey within the American/New Zealand Identity Measure asking 

participants to “please select 3 for this question.” Any participants who failed both the open-

ended bot check and the attention check were not allowed to continue the survey. Any 

participants who failed one of these checks were excluded from analyses. Further, any 

 
3 I am continuing to collect data in New Zealand and hope to reach a final sample of 450 there, but decided to begin 

analyzing once I reached 300 participants for the sake of this dissertation.  
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participants who said they lived in any country other than the country they were being sampled 

from (the USA or New Zealand) were not able to complete the full survey, and therefore were 

not included in the sample.  

These exclusions left a final sample size of 748 people (447 from the United States, and 

301 from New Zealand). Of the United States participants, 192 identified as men, 241 as women, 

1 as nonbinary, 4 as another gender, and 9 preferred not to say. The average age was 43.96 years 

(SD = 14.38). Of the New Zealand participants, 112 identified as men, 180 as women, 3 as 

another gender, and 6 preferred not to say. The average age was 35.41years (SD = 13.36). 

Procedure 

 I used the same advice paradigm as in Study 3, except that I used updated personal advice 

topics based on results from an advice topics pilot study (see Supplemental Study S2).  

 Manipulation. The manipulations of both influence and competition were the same as in 

Study 3. I also included the same manipulation checks as in Study 3. Participants in the high 

influence condition reported significantly higher perceptions of P278’s country’s influence, 

t(737.11) = -48.32, p < .001, d = 1.97, and participants in the high competition condition reported 

significantly higher perceptions of P278’s country’s competition with their own country, 

t(715.73) = -44.67, p < .001, d = 1.91. 

 Social Learning. Due to power restrictions for estimating interactions using logistic 

regressions, I introduced a continuous measure of people’s preferences to either submit their own 

advice or the advice written by P278 as the main measure of social learning. To measure this, I 

asked participants to indicate their preference for submitting their own advice versus P278’s 

advice on a 10-point slider. On this slider, 0 corresponded to “Definitely submit my own advice” 

and 10 corresponded to “Definitely submit Participant 278’s advice.” I still included the binary 
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choice measure of whether to submit P278’s advice or their own advice. These two measures 

were highly correlated, r = .78, p < .001.  

 I also changed two of the personal advice topics in the advice paradigm. These changes 

were informed by a pilot study that tested how participants rated a number of different topics on 

their relevance to personal and strategic domains (see Supplemental Study S2). I replaced the 

topics on qualities that children should learn and habits to include in a daily routine with 

strategies for finding a good dating partner and for finding a new hobby.  

 Finally, for this study, I standardized the phrasing of how I solicited advice on all topics. 

While Studies 2 and 3 varied in this phrasing and sometimes asked for the “Top 5 strategies for 

doing well at work” or the “Top 5 qualities of a good friend,” I rephrased all prompts to be about 

the “Top 5 strategies.” Thus, the new phrasing asked for the “Top 5 strategies” for doing well at 

work, finding a new hobby, being a good friend, etc.    

 Exploratory Measures. I asked a series of questions following the advice paradigm to 

assess participants’ views of P278, of P278’s country, and of the participants’ cultural attitudes 

more broadly. These were largely the same as in Studies 2 and 3, with some alterations.  

Quality of Previous Participant’s Advice. I asked the same three questions about 

participants’ assumptions about the quality of P278’s advice as in Studies 2 and 3. These items 

showed high reliability,  = .86). 

Perceptions of Previous Participant and Previous Participant’s Country. Next, 

participants answered the same three items about their views of P278 ( = .89) and the same 

three items about their views of P278’s country ( = .56) as in Studies 2 and 3.  

Perceived Power. New to this study, I asked participants “How powerful do you think 

[participant’s country] is as a country?” on a sliding scale from 0 (Not at all powerful) to 10 
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(Extremely powerful). I also asked them how powerful they thought their own country was 

relative to Participant 278’s country, on a sliding scale with anchors of 0 (Participant 278’s 

country is far more powerful), 5 (Both countries are equally powerful), and 10 ([Participant’s 

country] is far more powerful).  

Perceived Prestige. Also new to this study, I asked participants “Do you think Participant 

278’s country is [wealthy/prestigious/successful]” on a sliding scale from 0 (Not at all) to 10 (A 

great deal). These items showed high reliability ( = .95), so I averaged them into a single index 

of perceived prestige.  

Confidence. Next, participants completed the same measures of their confidence in their 

own ability to give good advice on each topic and their confidence in the previous participant’s 

ability to give good advice on each topic as in Studies 2 and 3.  

Country Success and Favorability. As in Study 2, participants completed a measure of 

how they thought people in P278’s country performed relative to people from other countries on 

each of the different topics that participants could give advice on (e.g. “doing well financially” 

and “having good daily routines”). For each of the six topics, participants could move a slider 

from 0 (Far below average) to 100 (Far above average), with a midpoint of 50 (Average). Next, 

participants indicated how favorable they felt toward the previous participant’s country on a 

scale from 0 (Very cold or unfavorable feeling) to 100 (Very warm or favorable feeling).  

Country Guess. I asked participants which country they though P278 was from. 

Participants chose from a drop-down list of all countries.  

National Identity. Next, participants completed the American Identity Measure 

(Schwartz et al., 2012) as in the previous studies. For the New Zealand study, I changed all 

mentions of the United States to New Zealand. This scale showed high reliability:  = .91. 
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Intercultural Sensitivity. Participants then completed the same subset of items from the 

Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (Chen & Starosta, 2022) as in previous studies. These items 

showed high reliability:  = .85. 

Demographics. Following these measures, participants completed a demographics 

questionnaire that included measures of gender, age, race/ethnicity, education (1 = < High 

School degree; 8 = Doctorate degree), subjective SES (measured by the MacArthur Ladder), 

political party identification (1 = Strong Democrat; 7 = Strong Republican), conservatism, and 

religiosity. Participants were then debriefed. 

Results 

Pre-Registered Analyses 

I first conducted a multilevel regression to test for three-way interactions between 

influence condition, advice category (strategic vs. personal), and country, and between 

competition condition, advice category, and country. This model specified random intercepts for 

participant and advice topic, and a random slope of advice category. I used contrast coding for 

the influence and competition conditions so that main effects in the models would be 

interpretable as the effect of one manipulation collapsed across levels of the other manipulations. 

Thus, the low influence and competition conditions were both coded as -.5, and the high 

influence and competition conditions were both coded as .5. I also applied this contrast coding to 

the country variable (USA = .5, NZ = -.5) and to the advice category variable (strategic = .5, 

personal = -.5).  

 Results showed a significant three-way interaction between competition condition, advice 

category, and country, b = .76, 95% CI [0.11, 1.42], p = .02. The three-way interaction between 

influence condition, advice category, and country did not reach significance, b = -.43, 95% CI [-
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1.09, .22], p = .19, but I did find a significant two-way interaction between influence and 

category, b = .72, 95% CI [.40, 1.05], p  < .001. See Table 5 for full results. 

Table 5 

Effect of Influence, Competition, Category, Country, and Their Interactions on Submission of 

P278’s Advice 

 b 95% CI p 

Influence 0.53 [0.24, 0.83] <0.001 

Category -0.08 [-0.61, 0.46] 0.725 

Country  1.31 [1.02, 1.60] <0.001 

Competition 0.30 [0.01, 0.60] 0.043 

Influence X Category 0.72 [0.40, 1.05] <0.001 

Influence X Country 0.22 [-0.37, 0.81] 0.466 

Category X Country 0.00 [-0.32, 0.33] 0.982 

Category X Competition 0.31 [-0.01, 0.64] 0.059 

Country X Competition -0.00 [-0.59, 0.58] 0.990 

Influence X Category X Country -0.43 [-1.09, 0.22] 0.193 

Competition X Category X Country 0.76 [0.11, 1.42] 0.022 

 

 I next used simple slopes analyses to probe these interactions (see Figure 7 for 

depictions). Beginning with the three-way interaction between competition, category, and 

country, I found that among US participants, being in the high-competition condition predicted 

an increased preference for submitting P278’s advice, but only for strategic advice topics, b = 

.65, 95% CI [.22, 1.08], p = .003. The effect of competition on preferences for submitting P278’s 

advice for personal advice topics was not significant, b = -.05, 95% CI [-.47, .37], p = .82. In 

New Zealand, competition did not have a significant effect on preferences for submitting P278’s 
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advice for either strategic (b = .27, 95% CI [-.26, .80], p = .32) or personal (b = .34, 95% CI [-

.17, .85], p = .19) topics. Overall, these effects suggest that American participants use a person’s 

country’s competitiveness as a cue in favor of social learning on strategic topics, but not personal 

topics. New Zealand participants do not seem to use a person’s country’s competitiveness as a 

cue on favor of social learning, regardless of whether the topic is strategic or personal.  

 I next investigated the interaction between influence and advice category. Simple slopes 

analyses showed that across both countries, people showed a higher preference for submitting 

P278’s advice on strategic topics in the high-influence condition than in the low-influence 

condition, b = .90, 95% CI [.56, 1.23], p < .001. However, influence had no effect on preferences 

for submitting P278’s advice for personal advice topics, b = .17, 95% CI [-.16, .50], p = .30. 

These results suggest that both people in the USA and in New Zealand use a person’s country’s 

influence as a cue in favor of social learning for strategic topics, but not for personal topics.  

Figure 7  

Effect of Influence and Competition on Preference to Submit P278’s Advice by Category and 

Country 
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Exploratory Analyses 

To further explore why competition only predicts social learning for strategic topics in 

the US, but not for any topics in NZ, I next explored how competition shapes beliefs about a 

country’s prestige and attitudes toward that country. One potential reason competition may only 

increase the use of P278’s strategic advice in the US (and not in NZ) is because of threat 

perceptions: the US is widely viewed as a highly influential country itself, so perhaps this 

influence buffers against perceived threat from and negative attitudes toward the other country, 

paving the way for social learning. An alternative reason could be that people assume that their 

competitor countries are similarly influential to their own countries, and in that case, competition 

might not be as strong as a cue of prestige among participants from New Zealand as it is among 

participants from the United States. These lower prestige perceptions among New Zealand 

participants would predict less prestige-biased social learning.  

I ran two models to test these different possible explanations. First, I regressed positivity 

toward P278’s country on competition and its interaction with country, as well as influence and 

its interaction with country. I did the same for perceptions of P278’s country’s prestige. The 

results from these analyses are presented in Table 6.  
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Table 6 

Interactive Effect of Competition, Influence, and Country on Positivity & Prestige 

  Positivity Toward Country Prestige 

 b CI p b CI p 

Competition 1.74 [-0.61, 4.09] 0.147 1.04 [0.78, 1.29] <0.001 

Country 6.89 [4.531 9.24] <0.001 0.21 [-0.04, 0.46] 0.095 

Influence 6.12 [3.771 8.48] <0.001 2.32 [2.07, 2.57] <0.001 

Competition X Country -0.47 [-5.171 4.24] 0.845 0.69 [0.19, 1.19] 0.007 

Influence X Country -0.99 [-5.691 3.72] 0.681 -0.28 [-0.79, 0.22] 0.268 

  

The interaction between competition and country does not reach significance when 

predicting positivity toward P278’s country. Competition also does not have a significant main 

effect on positivity toward P278’s country. This does not support the first potential explanation 

for competition’s effects on social learning in the US vs NZ: that the US’s relatively high 

influence buffers against negative attitudes toward competitive countries that would be seen in 

countries with less influence. On the contrary, seeing a country as a competitor does not seem to 

impact attitudes toward that country, regardless of whether participants are from the US or NZ.  

However, I do see a significant interaction between competition and country when 

predicting a country’s prestige (see Figure 8 for depiction). Simple slopes analyses show that 

American participants view P278’s country as more prestigious when it is in high (vs low) 

competition with their country, b = 1.38, 95% CI [1.06, 1.70], p < .001. While still significantly 

different from zero, this effect is weaker in New Zealand, b = .69, 95% CI [.30, 1.08], p < .001. 
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Further, Americans in the high-competition condition saw P278’s country as significantly more 

prestigious than New Zealanders in the high-competition condition did, b = .58, 95% CI [.21, 

.91], p = .002. This pattern of results suggests that competition does not serve as a cue of prestige 

in New Zealand to the same extent that it does in the United States. United States participants 

reported viewing their country as relatively high-power (M = 8.28 on a scale from 1 – 10, SD = 

1.66), while New Zealanders reported viewing their country as relatively low-power (M = 4.35, 

SD  = 2.04), so these results support the idea that people assume they are making lateral 

comparisons when considering countries that are in competition with their own. In other words, 

New Zealanders may assume that countries in competition with their own are of relatively lower 

influence and prestige than American participants would assume of countries that are in 

competition with the U.S. Results reflect this pattern, with competition boosting perceived 

prestige less for New Zealanders than for Americans.   

Figure 8 

Interactive Effect of Competition and Country on Perceived Prestige of P278’s Country 
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Discussion 

I found that the interactive effect of influence and advice category on social learning does 

not vary based on country, with participants in both the United States and New Zealand choosing 

to socially learn about strategic (but not personal) topics from people from high-influence 

countries. This finding replicates the effects of Study 3 and extends them to New Zealand 

participants. However, the interactive effect of competition and advice category does vary by 

country. Specifically, competition leads to increased social learning on strategic (but not 

personal) topics in the United States, but does not lead to increased social learning on either topic 

in New Zealand.  

Analyses examining people’s perceptions of P278’s country’s prestige are useful in 

understanding this pattern of effects. New Zealanders in the high-competition condition do not 

view countries they are in competition with to be as prestigious as Americans do, and therefore 

likely do not get the same boost from perceived prestige on social learning for strategic topics. I 

do not see evidence that more negative attitudes toward competitive countries among New 

Zealanders than Americans could explain this effect, as competition does not impact attitudes 

toward other countries among either American or New Zealander participants.  

General Discussion 

Across four studies, I find that people are biased to socially learn from people from 

influential countries, regardless of how much direct competition those countries pose. 

Competition itself can even increase social learning under some circumstances: People from the 

United States—a country that is widely seen as having high international influence (U.S. News, 

2023)— show a bias toward socially learning from people from countries that are in competition 

with their own, but people from New Zealand—a country with relatively lower levels of 
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international influence—do not. This suggests that people’s own countries’ levels of influence 

may determine their social learning from competitive countries. Finally, I find that biases to 

socially learn from influential and competitive countries are limited to strategic topics (which are 

domain-relevant to the manipulations of influence and competition), and do not apply to personal 

topics.  

These findings show that the effect of influence on social learning is clear and consistent: 

across both countries sampled and using both experimental and correlational methods, viewing a 

country as influential is related to increased social learning from people from that country. The 

effect of competition on social learning is less consistent, with competition increasing social 

learning in only one of the two countries sampled. And while competition moderated the 

relationship between influence and social learning in Study 1, it did not in Studies 2-4. 

Therefore, this work highlights the importance of influence in shaping cross-cultural social 

learning, and points to a more conditional role of competition in shaping cross-cultural social 

learning. Future work is needed to more fully understand when and why competition may 

increase versus not impact social learning, and whether the specific type of competition countries 

engage in shapes this effect.  

How can we situate these dimensions of influence and competition alongside other 

constructs? Just as prestige is often related to power, success, wealth, and respect (Atkisson et 

al., 2012; Chudek et al., 2012; Henrich & Gil-White, 2001; Kendal et al., 2018), influence is 

likely also related to these constructs. I propose that influence can be thought of as a country-

level operationalization of prestige, which is typically used as a descriptor of individuals. 

Influence may also be similar to the dimension of competence (Cuddy et al., 2008; Fiske et al., 

2002) because it implies success and status, but again operationalized at the country level instead 
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of the individual level. While influence may have conceptual overlap with the dimension of 

competence, competition is distinct from the complementary dimension of warmth, and as 

originally proposed by Fiske et al. (2002), competition may better serve as a predictor of 

warmth. Competition could be related to increased warmth perceptions of a country if 

competition is construed as “friendly competition” that pushes both countries to improve or 

innovate on some domain, but competition could be related to decreased warmth perceptions if it 

is construed as unfriendly competition or zero-sum competition. Thus, competition may be better 

situated as a measure of perceived goal overlap between countries, and how realistic a threat 

another country poses to one’s own country’s attainment of that goal.  

I focus on influence and prestige in this dissertation because I believe they are 

particularly important to understand as globalization and geopolitical developments weave a 

complex web of reliance, power, competition, and conflict between different countries. However, 

there are likely additional constructs that also play a role in shaping cross-cultural learning. For 

instance, while not the focus of Study 1, I find that general positivity toward other countries and 

perceived similarity with those countries show positive relations with openness to social 

learning. These findings reflect research on individual-level social learning showing that people 

are biased to learn from others who have similar qualities to them (Buttelmann et al., 2013; 

Montrey & Shultz, 2022), suggesting that other research on individual-level social learning 

biases may successfully scale up to the country level and help us better understand how 

perceptions of countries as a whole shape social learning from people within those countries.  

Implications 

The findings reported here support prior work documenting prestige-biased social 

learning (Atkisson et al., 2012; Brand et al., 2021; Chudek et al., 2012; Henrich & Gil-White, 
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2001; Jiménez & Mesoudi, 2019). When people view countries as more influential—either 

named countries as measured in Study 1 or unnamed countries as measured in Studies 2-4—they 

report and demonstrate greater willingness to socially learn from those countries. And when 

people see competition as a strong cue of prestige, they are also more likely to socially learn 

from people from countries in competition with their own. These results suggest that the 

perceived prestige of individuals’ countries can impact social learning decisions in much the 

same way as the perceived prestige of individuals themselves, broadening our understanding of 

how group-level characteristics can inform individual-level social learning. 

These findings also are in line with previous research on domain-specific social learning 

(Brand et al., 2021; Henrich & Broesch, 2011). Influence and competition signal prestige in 

domains like innovation, leadership, and economic success, and these are similar to the 

“strategic” domains of how to gain success at work, financially, and as a leader that I measured 

in my studies. The fact that influence and competition’s effects on social learning did not extend 

to more personal topics like how to be a good friend or how to find a new hobby suggest that 

people may prefer to learn about these personal topics from different sources, and that these 

other sources may not be primarily characterized by influence and competition.  

 Interestingly, the current findings do not show evidence of competition from a country 

producing negative attitudes toward that country. This finding is surprising from the perspective 

of research on Intergroup Threat Theory, which finds that realistic and symbolic threats from 

outgroups often precede prejudicial and negative attitudes toward those groups (Stephan et al., 

2015; Stephan & Stephan, 1996, 2000). Nevertheless, this lack of negative attitudes toward 

competitive countries could help explain why competition does not impede cross-cultural social 

learning in any of the studies presented here, and even increased cross-cultural social learning 
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among American participants in these studies. In Study 4, I found that instead of responding to 

competition from other countries with negative attitudes, people respond by perceiving the 

competing country as more prestigious. This is an intriguing finding, and future work could 

explore why these results diverge from other findings demonstrating robust negative reactions to 

threat and competition (Esses et al., 1998, 2001; Stephan et al., 2015). One possibility is that 

competition needs to be more acutely felt in order to predict negative attitudes. My 

manipulations described general states of competitiveness between countries, but perhaps if they 

had described specific events of competition (e.g. competition for control over a specific 

resource; a race to develop a specific new technology), negative attitudes would result. A similar 

pattern may emerge if competition were tied to conflict, for instance if competition over resource 

control or control over a particular trade sector led to political or violent conflict. Future work 

could test for this possibility.  

 More broadly, this research has implications for how cultural landscapes will shift as a 

function of globalization. Some scholars predict that globalization will lead to cultural 

convergence and the emergence of a “global” culture (Fukuyama, 2006; Marsella, 1998), while 

others suggest that globalization may instead lead to cultural divergence (Jackson & Medvedev, 

2023), conflict (Huntington, 1996), and the maintenance of existing cultural identities (Mesoudi, 

2018). The current research offers insights into the specific conditions under which convergence 

may occur and on what types of cultural information this convergence may emerge, but also into 

important boundary conditions on this convergence. Convergence may occur when people learn 

across cultural lines, but as this research shows, this may be more likely for some kinds of 

cultural information than others. Further, convergence may only happen towards certain 

countries and not others, based on how people perceive those countries. Specifically, these 
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results suggest that there may be an asymmetric diffusion of strategic cultural information from 

countries that have high influence. At the same time, more personal cultural information may 

remain more culturally localized. These findings help add nuance to the broad question of how 

globalization will effect cultural change.  

 This work may also have implications for cross-cultural conflict and cooperation. People 

are more likely to cooperate with others who they perceive as similar to themselves (Fischer, 

2009; Fischer & Savranevski, 2023; Koch et al., 2020). If cross-cultural social learning leads to 

convergence on strategic topics, then it could potentially enhance cooperation between members 

of different cultural groups when those strategic topics are salient and perceived similarity is 

high. However, if cross-cultural social learning is viewed as appropriation or as a calculated 

move to enhance one’s own competitiveness, then it may instead spark conflict. These dynamics 

are increasingly important as globalization continues to increase contact between diverse groups 

and peoples.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

 One limitation of this research is that it did not sample a wide range of countries. 

Although Study 4 included international data, results may take on a different nature in countries 

other than the two included in Study 4. New Zealand and the United States are quite culturally 

similar (Inglehart & Welzel, 2010) and are both WEIRD (Western, Educated, Industrialized, 

Rich, and Democratic) nations, which may limit the generalizability of these findings (Henrich et 

al., 2010; Muthukrishna et al., 2020). It is unclear whether the results documented here might 

change in countries with different sets of cultural norms, histories, exposures to colonialism, 

attitudes toward Western culture, etc. Future research could test the hypotheses outlined here in 

countries that are more culturally distant from the United States and New Zealand to better 
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understand whether there are cultural differences in these effects that I cannot capture with the 

current designs. 

 A further limitation of the experimental designs presented here is that while they do 

provide information about the previous participant’s country, they do not actually provide a 

name of an actual country. This approach was useful in that it allowed me to isolate the effects of 

influence and competition on social learning separate from any country-specific stereotypes and 

beliefs that may have been triggered by using country names. However, this lack of realism 

limits the external validity of this design. A paradigm that can blend experimental control with 

greater realism would be useful in developing a fuller understanding of how these results interact 

with people’s real-world attitudes and biases toward specific countries.  

An open question I would like to address in future work is whether different kinds of 

competition have different impacts on cross-cultural social learning. Competition can take many 

forms, such as violent and non-violent competition, values and morals-based competition, and 

innovation-based competition. These different types competition countries engage in could 

differentially shape social learning. Indeed, if the competition manipulation in Studies 3 and 4 

prompted American participants to think about a different type of competition than New 

Zealander participants, that could help explain why the effect of competition varies across 

countries. Future work could test this possibility more explicitly.    

 Additionally, it would be interesting to test whether the findings documented here extend 

to maladaptive social learning. Social learning can be adaptive because it allows us to forgo 

costly trial and error by copying the behaviors of others. However, in some cases, people may 

copy behaviors that are at best ineffective (Nielsen et al., 2012), and at worst incorrect or 

harmful (Kendal et al., 2018; Vosoughi et al., 2018). Therefore, social learning may not always 
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produce behaviors or beliefs that are well-adapted to individuals’ environments and contexts. It 

would be interesting to test whether this kind of maladaptive social learning could occur in the 

context of the current research. Do people accept bad advice from people from highly influential 

or competitive countries? Do they adopt cultural norms or practices that are at direct odds with 

their own cultural context if those norms or practices are demonstrated by people from highly 

influential or competitive countries? Such patterns could have implications for cultural mismatch 

and conflict.     

 It would also be interesting to explore whether different manipulations may have 

produced different social learning outcomes for personal topics. My manipulations of influence 

and competition were relevant to strategic domains like economic success, leadership, and 

innovation, and therefore were not domain-specific to more personal topics like relationships 

with friends and family. However, it is possible that if I had manipulated different country-level 

characteristics, like well-being or happiness, that I might have seen social learning on those more 

personal topics because they would be more domain-relevant to the manipulation. Testing this 

possibility would help to fill in a more complete picture of which sources people look to for 

which types of cultural information.  

 Relatedly, future work could focus on further conceptual development of “strategic” 

versus “personal” topics and the boundaries of these classifications. In the present research, 

strategic topics tended to be related to professional success and the acquisition and maintenance 

of resources and status. Personal topics tended to be more varied, relating to personal 

relationships with friends and family and the development of one’s own interests and routines. It 

is possible that the strategic domain is a conceptual umbrella for topics where there is a more 

“universal” path to success, whereas the personal domain is an umbrella for topics where there 
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are many different paths to success based on personal preferences and desires. An alternative 

possibility is that the strategic domain encompasses topics that are not heavily moralized (it is 

not particularly morally laden to suggest that an open communication style or consistency in 

work quality are strategies for achieving success at work), but the personal domain encompasses 

topics that are moralized (there may be more moral weight tied to suggestions to teach one’s 

child certain qualities or that people should behave in a certain way in order to be a good friend). 

Future work could test whether these and other constructs underlie the strategic versus personal 

distinction.  

Conclusion 

As our cultural inputs continue to rapidly evolve, they will inevitably shape our beliefs, 

practices, and behaviors. The current research contributes to a growing body of literature that 

seeks to disambiguate this process. The results presented here suggest that strategic information 

may be particularly likely to diffuse from influential, and sometimes competitive, countries. This 

has implications for how cultural attitudes on topics like work and leadership may change, 

converge, and diverge around the globe. The current work also highlights important boundary 

conditions—like the topic of cultural information or the relative influence of social learners’ own 

countries—that shape these transmission processes. While this work may just scratch the surface 

of the complex dynamics that underpin cultural transmission in a globalized world, it contributes 

nuance to our current understanding and can hopefully serve as a framework for further 

exploration.  

  



 64 

References 

Atkisson, C., O’Brien, M. J., & Mesoudi, A. (2012). Adult learners in a novel environment use 

prestige-biased social learning. Evolutionary Psychology, 10(3), 147470491201000309. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/147470491201000309 

Belot, M., Vrawford, V. P., & Heyes, C. (2013). Players of matching pennies automatically 

imitate opponents’ gestures against strong incentives. Proceedings of the National 

Academy of Sciences, 110(8), 2763–2768. 

Boyd, R., & Richerson, P. J. (2005). The origin and evolution of cultures. Oxford University 

Press. 

Boyd, R., Richerson, P. J., & Henrich, J. (2011). The cultural niche: Why social learning is 

essential for human adaptation. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 

108(Supplement_2), 10918–10925. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1100290108 

Brand, C. O., Mesoudi, A., & Morgan, T. J. H. (2021). Trusting the experts: The domain-

specificity of prestige-biased social learning. PLOS ONE, 16(8), e0255346. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0255346 

Buttelmann, D., Zmyj, N., Daum, M., & Carpenter, M. (2013). Selective imitation of in-group 

over out-group members in 14-month-old infants. Child Development, 84(2), 422–428. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01860.x 

Chen, G.-M., & Starosta, W. J. (2022, November 8). The development and validation of the 

intercultural sensitivity scale. National Communication Association, Seattle, WA. 

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED447525.pdf 

Chudek, M., Heller, S., Birch, S., & Henrich, J. (2012). Prestige-biased cultural learning: 

Bystander’s differential attention to potential models influences children’s learning. 



 65 

Evolution and Human Behavior, 33(1), 46–56. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2011.05.005 

Cook, R., Bird, G., Lünser, G., Huck, S., & Heyes, C. (2012). Automatic imitation in a strategic 

context: Players of rock–paper–scissors imitate opponents’ gestures. Proceedings of the 

Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 279(1729), 780–786. 

https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2011.1024 

Corriveau, K., & Harris, P. L. (2009). Choosing your informant: Weighing familiarity and recent 

accuracy. Developmental Science, 12(3), 426–437. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-

7687.2008.00792.x 

Cuddy, A. J. C., Fiske, S. T., & Glick, P. (2008). Warmth and Competence as Universal 

Dimensions of Social Perception: The Stereotype Content Model and the BIAS Map. In 

M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 40, pp. 61–149). 

Elsevier. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(07)00002-0 

Dippel, C., Gold, R., & Heblich, S. (2015). Globalization and its (dis-)content: Trade shocks and 

voting behavior (w21812; p. w21812). National Bureau of Economic Research. 

https://doi.org/10.3386/w21812 

Esses, V. M., Dovidio, J. F., Jackson, L. M., & Armstrong, T. L. (2001). The immigration 

dilemma: The role of perceived group competition, ethnic prejudice, and national 

identity. Journal of Social Issues, 57(3), 389–412. https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-

4537.00220 

Esses, V. M., Jackson, L. M., & Armstrong, T. L. (1998). Intergroup competition and attitudes 

toward immigrants and immigration: An instrumental model of group conflict. Journal of 

Social Issues, 54(4), 699–724. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1998.tb01244.x 



 66 

Fagan, L. S., Christine Huang, Laura Clancy and Moira. (2023, April 12). Americans are critical 

of China’s global role – as well as its relationship with Russia. Pew Research Center’s 

Global Attitudes Project. https://www.pewresearch.org/global/2023/04/12/americans-are-

critical-of-chinas-global-role-as-well-as-its-relationship-with-russia/ 

Fischer, I. (2009). Friend or foe: Subjective expected relative similarity as a determinant of 

cooperation. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 138(3), 341–350. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016073 

Fischer, I., & Savranevski, L. (2023). The effect of similarity perceptions on human cooperation 

and confrontation. Scientific Reports, 13(1), 19849. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-

46609-8 

Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J. C., Glick, P., & Xu, J. (2002). A Model of (Often Mixed) Stereotype 

Content: Competence and Warmth Respectively Follow From Perceived Status and 

Competition. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82(96), 878–902. 

Fukuyama, F. (2006). The end of history and the last man. Simon and Schuster. 

Henrich, J., & Boyd, R. (1998). The evolution of conformist transmission and the emergence of 

between-group differences. Evolution and Human Behavior, 19(4), 215–241. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1090-5138(98)00018-X 

Henrich, J., & Broesch, J. (2011). On the nature of cultural transmission networks: Evidence 

from Fijian villages for adaptive learning biases. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal 

Society B: Biological Sciences, 366(1567), 1139–1148. 

https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2010.0323 



 67 

Henrich, J., & Gil-White, F. J. (2001). The evolution of prestige: Freely conferred deference as a 

mechanism for enhancing the benefits of cultural transmission. Evolution and Human 

Behavior, 22(3), 165–196. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1090-5138(00)00071-4 

Henrich, J., Heine, S. J., & Norenzayan, A. (2010). The weirdest people in the world? 

Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 33(2–3), 61–83. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0999152X 

Herre, B., Samborska, V., & Roser, M. (2023, December 28). Tourism. Our World in Data. 

https://ourworldindata.org/tourism 

Heyes, C. (1994). Social learning in animals: Categories and mechanisms. Biological Reviews, 

69(2), 207–231. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-185X.1994.tb01506.x 

Huntington, S. (1996). The clash of civilizations and the remaking of world order. Simon and 

Schuster. 

Inglehart, R., & Welzel, C. (2010). The WVS cultural map of the world (p. 12). 

International Air Transport Association. (2023). Annual review 2023. 

https://www.iata.org/contentassets/c81222d96c9a4e0bb4ff6ced0126f0bb/annual-review-

2023.pdf 

International Organization for Migration. (2022). Interactive world migration report 2022. 

https://www.iom.int/wmr/interactive 

Jackson, J. C., & Medvedev, D. (2023). Worldwide divergence of values. PsyArXiv. 

https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/4nh95 

Jiménez, Á. V., & Mesoudi, A. (2019). Prestige-biased social learning: Current evidence and 

outstanding questions. Palgrave Communications, 5(1), Article 1. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-019-0228-7 



 68 

Kalkstein, D. A., Kleiman, T., Wakslak, C. J., Liberman, N., & Trope, Y. (2016). Social learning 

across psychological distance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 110(1), 1–

19. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000042 

Kendal, R. L., Boogert, N. J., Rendell, L., Laland, K. N., Webster, M., & Jones, P. L. (2018). 

Social learning strategies: Bridge-building between fields. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 

22(7), 651–665. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.04.003 

Kinzler, K. D., Corriveau, K. H., & Harris, P. L. (2011). Children’s selective trust in native-

accented speakers. Developmental Science, 14(1), 106–111. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2010.00965.x 

Koch, A., Dorrough, A., Glöckner, A., & Imhoff, R. (2020). The ABC of society: Perceived 

similarity in agency/socioeconomic success and conservative-progressive beliefs 

increases intergroup cooperation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 90, 

103996. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2020.103996 

Krumrei-Mancuso, E. J., & Rouse, S. V. (2016). The development and validation of the 

comprehensive intellectual humility scale. Journal of Personality Assessment, 98(2), 

209–221. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2015.1068174 

Marsella, A. J. (1998). Toward a “global-community psychology.” American Psychologist, 10. 

Mesoudi, A. (2016). Cultural evolution: A review of theory, findings and controversies. 

Evolutionary Biology, 43(4), 481–497. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11692-015-9320-0 

Mesoudi, A. (2018). Migration, acculturation, and the maintenance of between-group cultural 

variation. PLOS ONE, 13(10), e0205573. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0205573 



 69 

Montrey, M., & Shultz, T. R. (2022). Copy the in-group: Group membership trumps perceived 

reliability, warmth, and competence in a social-learning task. Psychological Science, 

33(1), 165–174. https://doi.org/10.1177/09567976211032224 

Muthukrishna, M., Bell, A. V., Henrich, J., Curtin, C. M., Gedranovich, A., McInerney, J., & 

Thue, B. (2020). Beyond western, educated, industrial, rich, and democratic (WEIRD) 

psychology: Measuring and mapping scales of cultural and psychological distance. 

Psychological Science, 31(6), 678–701. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797620916782 

Muthukrishna, M., Morgan, T. J. H., & Henrich, J. (2016). The when and who of social learning 

and conformist transmission. Evolution and Human Behavior, 37(1), 10–20. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2015.05.004 

Naber, M., Pashkam, M. V., & Nakayama, K. (2013). Unintended imitation affects success in a 

competitive game. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 110(50), 10046–

10050. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1305996110 

Nielsen, M., Moore, C., & Mohamedally, J. (2012). Young children overimitate in third-party 

contexts. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 112(1), 73–83. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2012.01.001 

Rendell, L., Fogarty, L., Hoppitt, W. J. E., Morgan, T. J. H., Webster, M. M., & Laland, K. N. 

(2011). Cognitive culture: Theoretical and empirical insights into social learning 

strategies. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 15(2), 68–76. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2010.12.002 

Richerson, P. J., & Boyd, R. (2005). Not by genes alone: How culture transformed human 

evolution. University of Chicago Press. 



 70 

Rousseau, D., & Garcia-Retamero, R. (2007). Identity, power, and threat perception: A cross-

national experimental study. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 51, 744–771. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002707304813 

Schwartz, S. J., Park, I. J. K., Huynh, Q.-L., Zamboanga, B. L., Umaña-Taylor, A. J., Lee, R. M., 

Rodriguez, L., Kim, S. Y., Whitbourne, S. K., Castillo, L. G., Weisskirch, R. S., 

Vazsonyi, A. T., Williams, M. K., & Agocha, V. B. (2012). The American identity 

measure: Development and validation across ethnic group and immigrant generation. 

Identity, 12(2), 93–128. https://doi.org/10.1080/15283488.2012.668730 

Stephan, W. G., & Stephan, C. W. (1996). Predicting prejudice. International Journal of 

Intercultural Relations, 20(3), 409–426. https://doi.org/10.1016/0147-1767(96)00026-0 

Stephan, W. G., & Stephan, C. W. (2000). An Integrated Threat Theory of Prejudice. In S. 

Oskamp (Ed.), Reducing Prejudice and Discrimination (pp. 23–46). Lawrence Erlbaum 

Associates, Inc. 

Stephan, W. G., Ybarra, O., Martnez, C. M., Schwarzwald, J., & Tur-Kaspa, M. (1998). 

Prejudice toward immigrants to Spain and Israel: An integrated threat theory analysis. 

Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 29(4), 559–576. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022198294004 

Stephan, W. G., Ybarra, O., & Rios, K. (2015). Intergroup threat theory. In T. Nelson (Ed.), 

Handbook of Prejudice, Stereotyping, and Discrimination (2nd ed.). Psychology Press. 

The White House. (2021, April 29). Remarks by President Biden in address to a joint session of 

Congress. The White House. https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/speeches-

remarks/2021/04/29/remarks-by-president-biden-in-address-to-a-joint-session-of-

congress/ 



 71 

U.S. News. (2023). Most influential countries. https://www.usnews.com/news/best-

countries/most-influential-countries 

Vosoughi, S., Roy, D., & Aral, S. (2018). The spread of true and false news online. Science, 

359(6380), 1146–1151. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aap9559 

 

  



 72 

Supplemental Material For: Testing the Roles of Perceived Influence and Competition in 

Cross-Cultural Social Learning 

Study S1: Experimental Pilot Study 

Before conducting Study 2, I ran a pilot study to test the behavioral measure of social 

learning that I planned to use in Study 2 and to help inform a power analysis for Study 2. This 

pilot study was low-powered, so its main purpose was to estimate effect sizes, not to test for 

significance. The procedure of this pilot study is exactly the same as Study 2, except that this 

pilot study includes fewer exploratory measures.    

Method 

Participants 

I collected a sample of 100 students from the University of Virginia’s Participant Pool. 

Of these participants, 35 identified as men and 65 identified as women. The average age was 

19.36 years, SD = 1.71.  

Procedure 

As in the full run of Study 2, participants were told that they were part of the exact same 

three-phase study on advice giving that is described in the full Study 2.   

After this introduction to the study design, participants saw information on the previous 

participant they were paired with, and then made decisions about whether to submit P278’s 

advice or to write their own advice for each of the five topics. This is the main measure of social 

learning. They then answered a series of other exploratory questions (described below) as well as 

demographics questions, and were then debriefed.   

Manipulation. After (purportedly) pairing participants with a Phase 1 participant’s 

responses, I showed them a country profile for P278. This profile was the exact same as in Study 
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2, with an International Influence Index that took on a high value if participants were assigned to 

the high influence condition, and a low value if participants were assigned to the low influence 

condition.  

As a manipulation check, I included a question directly after the manipulation that asked 

participants, “Based on this profile, how much international influence would you say Participant 

278’s country has?” They could respond with the options low (1), medium (2) or high (3) 

international influence. People in the high influence condition scored significantly higher on this 

question (indicating correct responses) than people in the low influence condition: t(65.54) = 

30.44, p < .001, d = 6.39.  

Social Learning. The advice paradigm portion of the study was exactly the same as that 

in Study 2. Participants chose whether to submit their own advice or P278’s advice for each of 

the five different topics. This choice was my main measure of social learning, with the choice to 

submit P278’s indicating social learning.  

Exploratory Measures. I included some exploratory questions following the advice 

paradigm meant to assess participants’ views of the previous participant, of the previous 

participant’s country, of the advice topics, and of their cultural attitudes more broadly.  

Quality of Previous Participant’s Advice. I asked the same three questions about 

participants’ assumptions about the quality of P278’s advice (e.g. “This participant probably 

gave good advice”) as in Study 2. These items showed high reliability,  = .90. 

Perceptions of Previous Participant and Previous Participant’s Country. Next, 

participants answered the same three items about their views of P278 (e.g. “This participant is 

probably successful in many domains of life”;  = .88) and the same three items about their 
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views of P278’s country (e.g. “This participant’s country is doing things right”;  = .77) as in 

Study 2.  

Confidence. Next, participants completed the same measures of their confidence in their 

own ability to give good advice on each topic and their confidence in P278’s ability to give good 

advice on each topic as in Study 2. 

American Identity. Next, participants completed the same American Identity Measure 

(Schwartz et al., 2012) as in Study 2. This scale showed high reliability:  = .93. 

Intercultural Sensitivity. Participants then completed the same subset of items from the 

Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (Chen & Starosta, 2022) as in Study 2. These items showed high 

reliability:  = .82. 

Intellectual Humility. Finally, participants completed the “lack of intellectual 

overconfidence sub-scale from a measure of intellectual humility (Krumrei-Mancuso & Rouse, 

2016), which included items like “My ideas are usually better than other people’s ideas” and “On 

important topics, I am not likely to be swayed by the viewpoints of others.” This scale showed 

high reliability:   = .80. 

Demographics. Following these measures, participants completed a demographics 

questionnaire that included measures of gender, age, race/ethnicity, education (1 = < High 

School degree; 8 = Doctorate degree), subjective SES (measured by the MacArthur Ladder), 

political party identification (1 = Strong Democrat; 7 = Strong Republican), conservatism, and 

religiosity. Participants were then debriefed. 
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Results  

This study was under-powered with only 100 participants. Therefore, its main purpose 

was to estimate effect sizes for a power analysis for the full run of Study 2 and to test the 

directionality of effects.  

I performed a series of separate logistic regressions to investigate the effect of influence 

on social learning. Results revealed that being in the high-influence condition made people more 

likely to submit P278’s advice about being successful at work (see Table S1 for full results). The 

odds ratio for the effect of influence on the likelihood of submitting P278’s advice about 

financial success was also greater than 1 (OR = 1.80) but did not reach significance. The odds 

ratios for the effect of influence on the likelihood of submitting P278’s advice on all the personal 

advice topics were all less than 1. This effect was significant in the case of advice about the 

qualities of a good friend. The directions of these effects suggest the same divergence between 

strategic and personal topics that is documented in Studies 2-4, but of course, this study is 

severely limited by low power.  
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Table S1 

Effect of Influence on Likelihood of Submitting P278’s Advice  

 Work Finance Children Friend Habits 

Influence 2.88 * 1.80   0.68  0.35 * 0.79  

 [1.19, 6.96]  [0.73, 4.43]  [0.31, 1.50] [0.15, 0.80]  [0.36, 1.74] 

Note. Table depicts odds ratios of the effect of influence on the likelihood of taking )278’s 

advice on each topic, as well as the 95% CI around that odds ratio. *** p < 0.001;  ** p < 0.01;  

* p < 0.05. 

 I also calculated the percentage of participants who chose to submit the previous 

participant’s advice in each cell of the study. These percentages informed my power analysis for 

Study 2 and are summarized in Figure S1.  
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Figure S1 

Percentage of Participants Submitting P278’s Advice by Condition and Topic  

 

Study S2: Advice Topics Pilot Study 

I conducted a pilot study before conducting Study 4. The purpose of this pilot study was 

to test how well the advice topics I used in Studies 2 and 3 reflected a distinction between 

“strategic” and “personal” topics, and to test whether other topics might be better suited to 

reflecting this distinction. Therefore, I asked participants to rate a series of 21 different advice 

topics on a number of different dimensions, including how relevant each topic was for “personal 

success” (the personal category) and “professional success” (the strategic category), and how 

much they agreed that each topic would make someone more influential and better able to 

compete with others. I used participants’ responses to these questions for each topic to inform 

which topics I included in Study 4.  
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Method 

Participants 

 I advertised this pilot study for 100 participants on the University of Virginia’s 

Participant Pool. Ninety-six undergraduates completed the study, 30 of whom identified as men 

and 65 of whom identified as women (one did not provide their gender identity). The average 

age of participants was 19.72 years, SD = 1.47.  

Procedure 

 After providing informed consent, participants were told that they would provide their 

opinions on 21 different topics on which people can give advice. They answered questions for 

one topic at a time and cycled through all 21 topics. The list of advice topics is displayed in 

Table S2.  

 For this pilot study, I standardized the format of all advice topics so that they could all 

follow the prompt “Top 5 strategies for…” I made this change because in my previous studies, 

some advice topics had asked for strategies while others had asked for qualities. Standardizing 

all advice topics so that they asked about strategies eliminates any potential variance due to 

asking about strategies versus qualities. This means that the personal topics I had included in 

previous studies changed slightly: “most important qualities children should learn” changed to 

“strategies for being a good parent,” “qualities of a good friend” changed to “strategies for being 

a good friend,” and “best habits to include in a daily routine” changed to “strategies for 

developing a good daily routine."  
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Table S2 

Topics Included in Pilot Study  

Topic: Top 5 strategies for… 

Doing well financially 

Doing well at work 

Being a good leader 

Managing time well 

Designing an innovative product 

Being productive at work 

Managing an organization well 

Developing a good daily routine 

Resolving interpersonal conflicts 

Managing stress 

Maintaining emotional well-being 

Having a healthy lifestyle 

Finding a new hobby 

Finding a good dating partner 

Finding a sense of purpose in life  

Comforting a good friend who is going through a difficult time 

Being a good friend 

Being a good parent 

Being a respectful person 

Being a good community member 

Being a good family member 

  

Participants answered a series of questions about each of these topics. Our focal measures 

included two questions that asked the extent to which they thought each topic was relevant for 

personal success (1 = Not at all relevant, 6 = Extremely relevant) and for professional success (1 

= Not at all relevant, 6 = Extremely relevant). Further, to measure domain-relevance to influence 

and competition, we asked participants how much they agreed that doing well on each topic 

made people more influential, and made people better able to compete with other people. We 

measured responses to these items on a scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 6 (Strongly agree).  

Together, these questions measured the degree to which participants felt each topic reflected 

personal versus strategic advice.  
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Results 

 Figure S2 reflects the distribution of ratings for each of the 21 topics across these four 

questions. These ratings show that the strategic items from previous studies (colored in red in 

Figure S2)—doing well financially, doing well at work, and being a good leader—were all rated 

as highly-relevant for professional success and low-relevance for personal success. These items 

also scored relatively high on agreement that they made people more influential and more 

competitive. Therefore, I decided to retain these topics for Study 4.  

 Ratings of the personal topics I included in previous studies (colored in yellow in Figure 

S2) were less clearly representative of the personal topic. Qualities of a good friend was rated 

highest in terms of relevance for personal success, and was rated relatively low in terms of 

relevance for professional success and in terms of making one better able to compete. It was 

rated relatively high in terms of making one more influential, but because it was one of the best-

performing topics on three of the four metrics, I decided to retain it for Study 4. The items 

representing the other two personal topics I had included in previous studies, however—

strategies for being a good parent and for developing a good daily routine—were ranked less 

consistently. Strategies for developing a good routine was rated around the middle of topics for 

relevance for professional and personal success and making one better able to compete with 

others. The only metric it clearly separated from the more strategic items on was making one 

more influential, where it was ranked relatively low. Similarly, strategies for being a good parent 

was ranked around the middle of topics for relevance for personal success. It was rated slightly 

lower for making one more influential, and was rated relatively low for both relevance for 

professional success and making one better able to compete.  
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Because there were items in this pilot study that separated more clearly from strategic 

items than did strategies for being a good parent and strategies for developing a good daily 

routine, I decided to replace these items. I replaced them with strategies for finding a good dating 

partner and finding a new hobby (colored in pink in Figure S2). Although these items were rated 

toward the middle or relatively low (respectively) on relevance for personal success, they were 

the two lowest-rated items in terms of relevance for professional success and making one more 

influential, and were also low-rated in terms of making one more able to compete. While these 

topics may not perfectly reflect all four of the focal measures, they represent the best 

combination of these different four measures when choosing strategic versus personal items that 

perform differently from each other.   
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Figure S2 

Ratings of Advice Topics  

 

 

Study 3: Supplemental Analyses 

Confidence in Participant 278’s Advice  

 Because Study 4 was designed with a continuous dependent variable, I used results from 

a continuous measure in Study 3 to seed a power analysis for Study 4. Specifically, I used 

participants’ agreement with the statement “I am confident in Participant 278’s ability to give 

good advice about [topic]” on a scale from 1(Strongly Disagree) to 6 (Strongly Agree). I chose 
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this measure to seed this power analysis because results on this measure reflected results on the 

binary choice measure of whether or not to use P278’s advice.  

 To test for this similarity in results, I conducted the same analysis on this continuous 

measure of confidence in P278’s advice that I conducted on the binary choice measure of 

whether or not to use P278’s advice. I ran a multilevel regression that regressed confidence in 

P278’s advice on influence condition and its interaction with advice category (strategic versus 

personal) and competition condition and its interaction with advice category. This model 

specified random intercepts for participant and topic and a random slope for advice category 

(personal versus strategic). Results (depicted in Table S3) revealed significant interactions 

between influence and advice category and between competition and advice category.  

Simple slopes analyses revealed a similar pattern to the results from the binary choice 

dependent variable. While influence significantly increased confidence in P278’s ability to give 

good advice on both strategic (b = .43, 95% CI [.31, .55], p < .001) and personal (b = .22, 95% 

CI [.10, .34], p < .001) items, this effect was stronger for strategic items than personal items. 

Further, competition only increased confidence in P278’s ability to give good advice for strategic 

items (b = .19, 95% CI [.07, .31], p = .003), but not for personal items (b = .01, 95% CI [-.11, 

.13], p = .90).  
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Table S3 

Effect of Influence, Competition, and Advice Category on Confidence in P278’s Advice 

 b 95% CI p 

Influence 0.32 0.21 – 0.44 <0.001 

Category -0.02 -0.17 – 0.13 0.769 

Competition 0.10 -0.02 – 0.21 0.093 

Influence X Category 0.21 0.13 – 0.30 <0.001 

Competition X Category 0.18 0.09 – 0.27 <0.001 
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Table S4  

  

Means, Standard Deviations, And Correlations with Confidence Intervals, Study 1 

  

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

         

1. Influence 5.25 1.67             

                  

2. Threat 3.55 2.46 .80**           

      [.76, .84]           

                  

3. Competition 4.41 2.11 .84** .89**         

      [.80, .87] [.86, .91]         

                  

4. ZeroSum 3.09 1.35 .72** .87** .86**       

      [.66, .77] [.84, .90] [.82, .88]       

                  

5. Social 

Learning 
3.88 1.01 .58** .45** .50** .38**     

      [.50, .65] [.36, .54] [.41, .58] [.28, .47]     

                  

6. Similar 46.53 17.72 .56** .47** .56** .41** .43**   

      [.48, .63] [.38, .56] [.47, .63] [.31, .50] [.33, .52]   

                  

7. Positivity 6.37 1.55 .35** .19** .28** .12* .54** .26** 

      [.25, .45] [.08, .30] [.17, .38] [.01, .23] [.46, .62] [.15, .36] 

                  

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values in 

square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation. The confidence 

interval is a plausible range of population correlations that could have caused the sample 

correlation (Cumming, 2014). * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. 
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Table S5  

Descriptive Statistics as a Function Of Influence, Study 2 

 Work Finance Children Friend Habits 

Condition M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

HighInf 0.85 0.36 0.77 0.42 0.62 0.49 0.59 0.49 0.67 0.47 

LowInf 0.67 0.47 0.65 0.48 0.64 0.48 0.64 0.48 0.59 0.49 

Note. M and SD represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values represent 

percentage of participants submitting previous participant’s advice.  

Table S6  

Descriptive Statistics as a Function Of Influence & Competition, Study 3 

 Work Finance Lead Children Friend Habits 

Condition M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

HighInf, 

HighComp 

0.77 0.42 0.78 0.42 0.69 0.46 0.59 0.49 0.55 0.50 0.59 0.49 

HighInf, 

LowComp 

0.69 0.46 0.72 0.45 0.70 0.46 0.60 0.49 0.60 0.49 0.57 0.50 

LowInf, 

HighComp 

0.72 0.45 0.64 0.48 0.66 0.47 0.50 0.50 0.52 0.50 0.58 0.49 

LowInf, 

LowComp 

0.57 0.50 0.59 0.49 0.57 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.59 0.49 0.60 0.49 

Note. M and SD represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values represent 

percentage of participants submitting previous participant’s advice.  
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Table S7  

Descriptive Statistics as a Function Of Influence, Competition, & Country, Study 4 

United States 

 Work Finance Lead Partner Friend Hobby 

Condition M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

HighInf, 

HighComp 

0.74 0.44 0.75 0.43 0.73 0.44 0.65 0.48 0.62 0.49 0.75 0.43 

HighInf, 

LowComp 

0.7 0.46 0.78 0.41 0.76 0.43 0.72 0.45 0.64 0.48 0.83 0.38 

LowInf, 

HighComp 

0.72 0.45 0.66 0.47 0.68 0.47 0.68 0.47 0.59 0.49 0.75 0.44 

LowInf, 

LowComp 

0.59 0.49 0.5 0.5 0.58 0.5 0.67 0.47 0.58 0.5 0.72 0.45 

New Zealand 

 Work Finance Lead Partner Friend Hobby 

Condition M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

HighInf, 

HighComp 

0.53 0.50 0.48 0.50 0.51 0.50 0.53 0.50 0.35 0.48 0.49 0.50 

HighInf, 

LowComp 

0.57 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.54 0.50 0.45 0.50 0.41 0.49 0.51 0.50 

LowInf, 

HighComp 

0.42 0.50 0.38 0.49 0.37 0.49 0.53 0.50 0.46 0.50 0.54 0.50 

LowInf, 

LowComp 

0.39 0.49 0.32 0.47 0.41 0.49 0.49 0.50 0.46 0.50 0.41 0.49 

Note. M and SD represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values represent 

percentage of participants submitting previous participant’s advice.  


