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Heine, Kitayama and Hamamura (2007) attributed the Sedikides, Gaertner and Vevea (2005) findings to the
exclusion of six papers. We report a meta-analysis that includes those six papers. The Heine et al. conclusions are
faulty, because of a misspecified meta-analysis that failed to consider two moderators central to the theory. First,
some of their effect sizes originated from studies that did not empirically validate comparison dimensions.
Inclusion of this moderator evidences pancultural self-enhancement: Westerners enhance more strongly on
individualistic dimensions, Easterners on collectivistic dimensions. Second, some of their effect sizes were
irrelevant to whether enhancement is correlated with dimension importance. Inclusion of this moderator evi-
dences pancultural self-enhancement: Both Westerners and Easterners enhance on personally important dimen-
sions. The Sedikides et al. conclusions are valid: Tactical self-enhancement is pancultural.
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Introduction

Heine, Lehman, Markus, and Kitayama (1999) concluded
that self-esteem is culturally specific. In their own words,
‘The empirical literature provides scant evidence for a need
for positive self-regard among Japanese’, ‘the need for self-
regard must be culturally variant’, and ‘the need for self-
regard . . . is not a universal, but rather is rooted in
significant aspects of North American culture’ (p. 766).
Easterners (East Asians, and Japanese in particular) not
only lack high self-esteem, but they do not even have a need
for self-esteem. Only Westerners (e.g. Americans, Canadi-
ans, Northern Europeans) have high self-esteem and a need
for it. By implication, only Westerners self-enhance.

We (Sedikides, Gaertner, & Toguchi, 2003) argued that
their claim was implausible, given the evidence: (i) in favour
of the genetic underpinnings (Neiss et al., 2005) and exis-
tential relevance (Pyszczynski, Greenberg, Solomon, Arndt,
& Schimel, 2004) of self-esteem; (ii) that positive implicit
self-esteem is universal (Yamaguchi et al. in press); and (iii)
that self-enhancement is a marker of good mental health
both in the West (Taylor, Lerner, Sherman, Sage, & McDow-
ell, 2003) and the East (Kobayashi & Brown, 2003). Instead,
we offered an alternative hypothesis.

We hypothesized that both Easterners and Westerners
self-enhance on domains that are personally important. It so
happens that these domains are different for the two cultural
groups. The collectivistic domain is more personally impor-
tant to Easterners, the individualistic domain to Westerners.
Hence, Easterners will self-enhance on collectivistic
domains, Westerners on individualistic domains. Self-
enhancement is a universal esteem-seeking strategy. Our
hypothesis was supported in two primary experiments
(Sedikides et al., 2003). Challenged by Heine (2005), we
accumulated further support for our hypothesis in a meta-
analysis (Sedikides, Gaertner, & Vevea, 2005). Heine,
Kitayama, and Hamamura (2007) provided another chal-
lenge to our hypothesis.

Clarifying the exclusion criteria

In a previously published paper, Heine et al. (2007) argued
that Sedikides et al. (2005) did not include ‘six previously
published papers that also tested the Hypothesis but yielded
findings directly counter to the claims of Sedikides et al.
(2003)’. They further stated that ‘we are unclear as to the
rationale of Sedikides et al. for excluding these studies, as
the only mention of these studies in their 2005 paper is in a
footnote on page 540 which reads “These criteria identify a
subset of studies that are relevant to our framing of the
research question. There are other studies on this general
topic that are not included, such as Heine and Lehman
(1995), Heine et al. (2001), and Kitayama et al. (1997)” ’
(Heine et al., 2007).
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We believe that we (Sedikides et al., 2005) mentioned
the broad exclusion grounds in our p. 540 footnote, and we
also detailed exclusion reasons for Heine and Renshaw
(2002) in our footnote 6 on p. 546. Regardless, we submit
that a meta-analysis is under scholarly constraints to: (i)
propose a theoretical formulation; (ii) set theory-testing
parameters by defining the domain of empirical inquiry;
and (iii) select studies that fit that domain (Johnson &
Eagly, 2000). We followed these principles in our meta-
analysis (Sedikides et al., 2005), and this resulted in our
exclusion criteria. What were these criteria? They were as
follows (Sedikides et al., 2005, p. 540):

First, studies had to sample either members of Western or
Eastern culture. Such studies identified cultural membership
on the basis of nationality (e.g. Japan, United States),
ethnicity (e.g. Asian), or self-construal (Singelis, 1994).
Second, studies had to provide a measure of one’s percep-
tion of self relative to others. Participants in such studies (a)
performed a distribution task in which they estimated the
percentage of the population from which they are better in
terms of a given attribute (b) rated separately self and
other . . . , or (c) rated simultaneously self and other on a
bipolar scale anchored at the extremes by self and other.
Finally, studies had to assess explicitly the self-other com-
parison on attributes associated with individualism versus
collectivism. Participants in such studies compared self and
other in regard to individualistic traits or behaviors or col-
lectivistic traits or behaviors.

We provide a brief rationale for the exclusion of each
paper in Appendix I.

Our new meta-analysis

The purpose of the rationale is not merely retrospective.
Instead, the rationale is relevant to a new meta-analysis that
we undertook as a response to Heine et al. (2007). In the
present article, we heeded Heine et al.’s call to expand the
scope or criteria of the meta-analysis by including the six
papers. We incorporated two of these papers (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991;1 Heine & Lehman, 19952) in Investigation
1, and the remaining four papers (Kitayama, Markus, Mat-
sumoto, & Norasakkunkit, 1997; Heine & Lehman, 1999;
Heine et al., 2001; Heine & Renshaw, 2002) in Investiga-
tion 2.

More to the point, the empirical viability of our hypoth-
esis rests on two theory-relevant moderators, which Heine
et al. (2007) did not include in their meta-analysis. The first
moderator is the empirical validation of the compari-
son dimension (i.e. individualistic vs collectivistic). Our
theoretical formulation predicts that pancultural self-
enhancement will be manifested on dimensions that are
empirically validated as either individualistic (i.e. Western
self-enhancement) or collectivistic (i.e. Eastern self-

enhancement). Unvalidated dimensions are non-diagnostic
and, thus, incapable of providing a test of the theory. Unfor-
tunately, Heine et al. (2007) ignored this distinction and
aggregated across effects from validated and unvalidated
studies. The second moderator is personal importance of
the dimension (i.e. important vs unimportant). Our theoreti-
cal formulation predicts that pancultural self-enhancement
will be manifested by both Westerners and Easterners on
dimensions of high (rather than low) personal importance.
Heine et al. (2007) obscured assessment of this possibility
by considering what we regard as irrelevant effects from
our perspective. Omitting the validation issue and including
irrelevant effects results in misspecified meta-analyses,
which leads to two inevitable, if not grave, consequences:
inappropriate theory-testing and misleading conclusions.

Investigation 1

This investigation addressed Heine et al.’s (2007) failure to
take into consideration that some effect sizes originated
from studies which did not empirically validate the com-
parison dimensions. Our investigation includes this vital
and theory-relevant moderator: samples varied on whether
the researchers empirically validated the individualistic and
collectivistic dimensions of comparison. Is pancultural self-
enhancement observed on validated (rather than unvali-
dated) comparison dimensions, as Sedikides et al. (2005;
Investigation 1) proposed and found?

Method

Data sources. Data were obtained from: (i) the eight studies
included in Investigation 1 of Sedikides et al.’s (2005) meta-
analysis, which yielded 15 effect sizes from 15 samples; (ii)
the three additional studies included in Investigation 1 of
Heine et al.’s meta-analysis (2007), which yielded eight
effect sizes from six samples; and (iii) a recently completed
study (Gaertner, Sedikides, & Chang, 20063), which yielded
one effect size from one sample. For convenience, we refer
to these three sources of the 24 effect sizes as Wave 1, 2, and,
3, respectively.

Participants in each sample rated self and other on indi-
vidualistic and collectivistic comparison dimensions.
As displayed in Table 1, each sample represented either
Eastern or Western culture. Also, samples varied as to
whether the researchers empirically validated the individu-
alistic and collectivistic dimensions.

Calculation of effect sizes. The effect of interest examines
whether individuals more favourably compare self with
other on individualistic versus collectivistic comparison
dimensions. Following Sedikides et al. (2005), we calcu-
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lated an effect size by: (i) subtracting the mean self-other
rating on the collectivistic dimension from the mean self-
other rating on the individualistic dimension; and (ii) stan-
dardizing that difference by the sample standard deviation
of the within-subject difference score. The standard devia-
tion of the difference score is appropriate, because the
effect of interest conceptually is a within-subject effect and
each sample assessed that effect with a within-subject
method.

A positive effect size indicates that the self-other com-
parison was more favourable to self on the individualistic
dimension. A negative effect size indicates that the self-
other comparison was more favourable to self on the col-
lectivistic dimension. An effect size of zero indicates that
the self-other comparison was equally favourable to self on
the individualistic and collectivistic dimensions.

Results and discussion

We created 12 data sets to address three issues. The first
issue was raised by Heine et al. (2007). They were con-
cerned that the Eastern and Western effect sizes from
Sedikides et al. (2003; Study 2) biased the results, because
participants were Americans who were identified as having
either an independent or interdependent self-construal.

Consequently, half of our data sets included those effect
sizes, whereas the other half excluded them.

The second issue was introduced by the studies that
Heine et al. (2007) included in their meta-analysis. As dis-
played in Wave 2 of Table 1, the two Western effects sizes
and the two Eastern effect sizes, respectively, from Heine
and Lehman (1995) were derived from the same samples of
participants. Inclusion of these samples in the same analy-
sis violates the independence assumption. We satisfied
that assumption with data sets that varied which non-
independent samples were excluded. Half of the data sets
(labelled Set 1) excluded the second Western and Eastern
effect size from Heine and Lehman (1995; i.e. effect
sizes = 0.41 and 0.87), whereas the other half (labelled Set
2) excluded the first Western and Eastern effect size from
that study (i.e. effect sizes = -0.47 and 0.33).

The third problem was introduced by the standardizing
agent of the effect size; that is, the standard deviation of
the difference score (Heine et al., 2007). Although that
standardizing agent reflects the within-subject nature of
self-enhancement (i.e. subjective perception of self vs
other), the standard deviation of the difference score over-
estimates the effect size to the extent to which the correla-
tion between the components of the difference score (i.e.
self-enhancement on independent vs interdependent dimen-

Table 1 Characteristics of the 24 effect sizes included in Investigation 1

Wave Study Culture Validate Effect size Standard error

1 Heine and Lehman (1997), Study 1 W N -0.4772 0.1656
1 Heine and Lehman (1997), Study 1 E N -0.2449 0.1587
1 Hornsey and Jetten (2005), Study 1 W Y 0.9550 0.2306
1 Hornsey and Jetten (2005), Study 2 W Y 0.3602 0.3566
1 Hornsey and Jetten (2005), Study 2 E Y -0.6825 0.4044
1 Kurman (2001), Study 1 W Y 0.0312 0.1245
1 Kurman (2001), Study 1 E Y -0.1842 0.1185
1 Kurman (2001), Study 2 W Y 0.1714 0.1185
1 Kurman (2001), Study 2 E Y -0.5946 0.1366
1 Norasakkunkit and Kalick (2002) W N -0.8633 0.1287
1 Norasakkunkit and Kalick (2002) E N -0.3823 0.1185
1 Sedikides et al. (2003), Study 1 W Y 0.7024 0.2306
1 Sedikides et al. (2003), Study 1 E Y -0.6176 0.2290
1 Sedikides et al. (2003), Study 2 W Y 1.3317 0.2261
1 Sedikides et al. (2003), Study 2 E Y -1.7605 0.2412
2 Heine and Lehman (1995), Study 2 W N -0.4700 0.1448
2 Heine and Lehman (1995), Study 2 W N 0.4100 0.1459
2 Heine and Lehman (1995), Study 2 E N 0.3300 0.1417
2 Heine and Lehman (1995), Study 2 E N 0.8700 0.1480
2 Markus and Kitayama (1991) W N 0.4170 0.1516
2 Markus and Kitayama (1991) E N 0.3582 0.1511
2 Ross et al. (2005), Study 1 W N -0.1510 0.1484
2 Ross et al. (2005, Study 1 E N -0.2930 0.1355
3 Gaertner et al. (2006) E Y -0.3024 0.1836

E, Easterners; N, no; W, Westerners; Y, yes.
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sions) decreases (Morris & DeShon, 2002; Becker, 2006).
To rule out the possibility that any conclusions vary as a
function of a potential correlation, we transformed Data
Sets 1 and 2, with and without Sedikides et al. (2003; Study
2), to reflect: (i) no correlation (i.e. r = 0.00); (ii) a moder-
ate correlation (i.e. r = 0.50 - this is equivalent to the
untransformed effect sizes as they are presented in Table 1);
and (iii) a strong correlation (r = 0.75). The transformation
involves calculating an effect size in which the squared
standard-deviation-of-the-difference-score is divided by:
2 - 2 * r. Stated somewhat differently, we performed the
subsequent analysis on Data Sets 1 and 2, with and without
Sedikides et al. (2003; Study 2) transformed to reflect
r = 0.00, 0.50, and 0.75. For expediency we present results
for r = 0.50. Assuredly, analyses for r = 0.00 and 0.75
yield the same conclusions as do those for r = 0.50.

We planned to approach the analysis with a mixed-
effects model, because: (i) it enables a broader context of
generalization; and (ii) data typically violate the homoge-
neity assumption of the fixed-effects model (National
Research Council, 1992; Hedges & Vevea, 1998; Hunter &
Schmidt, 2000; Field, 2001, 2003). We regressed effect
sizes on culture, validate and the Culture–Validate interac-
tion, and proceeded to estimate parameters with uncondi-
tional maximum likelihood using a program developed for
that purpose (Vevea & Hedges, 1995; Vevea & Woods,
2005). Each analysis evidenced a significant Q-test of the
fixed-effects model’s homogeneity assumption, which bol-
sters our choice for the mixed-effects model.

As displayed in Table 2, all data sets yielded the same
conclusion. Consistently with Sedikides et al. (2005;
Investigation 1), each analysis evidenced a Culture–
Validate interaction. For studies that validated the com-
parison dimensions, there was a significant effect of
culture. Westerns evidenced a more self-favouring social
comparison on the individualistic than collectivistic
dimension, whereas Easterners evidenced a more self-

favouring social comparison on the collectivistic than on
the individualistic dimension. For studies that did not vali-
date the comparison dimensions, however, there was no
effect of culture. Both Westerners and Easterners evi-
denced social comparisons that were no more self-
favouring on what was ostensibly an individualistic than a
collectivistic dimension of comparison. The methodologi-
cally superior studies substantiate the argument that both
Westerners and Easterners strategically self-enhance on
comparison dimensions that are uniquely infused by their
culture.

Investigation 2

Although Western and Eastern cultures self-enhance on
different comparison dimensions (i.e. individualistic vs col-
lectivistic), the pancultural self-enhancement formulation
anticipates that the same process underlies the differential
expression: people self-enhance on personally important
comparison dimensions. Such was the pattern reported by
Sedikides et al. (2005; Investigation 2). Will the present
Investigation 2 replicate this pattern?

As a reminder, Heine et al. (2007) added several effect
sizes to their meta-analytical Investigation 2. We explain, in
Appendix II, how each of the added effect sizes is irrelevant
to the question of whether self-other comparisons become
more favourable to self with increasing importance of the
comparison dimension. Nonetheless, we did code and
include in the factorial design whether effect sizes from
primary studies are relevant or not.

Method

Data sources. Data were obtained from: (i) the seven
studies included in Investigation 2 of Sedikides et al.’s

Table 2 Self-other comparisons on individualistic versus collectivistic dimensions as a function of culture and
validate

Data
set

Validate Yes Validate No Culture ¥ Validate

Western Eastern Q p = Western Eastern Q p = Q p =

Including Sedikides et al. (2003; Study 2)
1 0.57* -0.66* 21.95 0.0000 -0.31 -0.05 0.96 0.3271 15.81 0.0001
2 0.57* -0.67* 17.92 0.0000 -0.14 0.06 0.40 0.5271 11.54 0.0007

Excluding Sedikides et al. (2003; Study 2)
1 0.40* -0.44* 13.45 0.0002 -0.31* -0.05 1.56 0.2117 12.59 0.0004
2 0.42* -0.45* 9.97 0.0016 -0.14 0.06 0.56 0.4542 7.95 0.0048

*p < 0.05. Q-tests for the Culture ¥ Validate effect and the culture effect in levels of validate are chi-squared on 1 degree of freedom. A
positive effect size indicates a more self-favouring social comparison on the individualistic than on the collectivistic dimension. A negative
effect size indicates a more self-favouring social comparison on the collectivistic than on the individualistic dimension.
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(2005) meta-analysis, which yielded 12 effect sizes from 12
samples; (ii) the six additional studies included in Investi-
gation 2 of Heine et al.’s (2007) meta-analysis, which
yielded 12 effect sizes from 12 samples; and (iii) two
studies by Hamamura, Heine, and Takemoto (2006), which
yielded four effect sizes from four samples, as well as one
study by Gaertner et al. (2006), which yielded one effect
size from one sample. For expedience, we refer to these
three sources of the 29 effect sizes as Wave 1, 2, and 3,
respectively.

Participants from Western or Eastern samples ostensibly
rated self and other on a series of attributes and rated the
personal importance of each attribute. As displayed in
Table 3, the 12 effect sizes introduced by Wave 2 of Heine
et al. (2007) used alternative procedures and are irrelevant
to the issue of whether self-other comparison becomes
increasingly self-favouring as a function of personal impor-
tance of the comparison dimension (see also Appendix II).

Calculation of effect sizes. Authors of the primary studies
graciously provided for each sample the average within-
person correlation between the self-other rating and the
importance rating. A positive correlation indicates that the
self-other comparison became more favourable to self as
the importance of the comparison dimension increased. A
negative correlation indicates that the self-other compari-
son became more favourable to self as the importance
comparison dimension decreased. A correlation of zero
indicates the absence of a linear relationship between the
self-other rating and the importance of the comparison
dimension.

It is unclear, however, how to interpret correlations from
the 12 irrelevant effect sizes. The components of those
correlations vary and are consistent only in the fact that
they do not involve a self-other comparison and subjective
importance rating. The last two columns of Table 3 display
the average within-person correlation and the correspond-

Table 3 Characteristics of the 29 effect sizes included in Investigation 2

Wave Study Culture Relevant r Standard error

1 Brown and Kobayashi (2002), Study 1 E Y 0.2706 0.2236
1 Brown and Kobayashi (2002), Study 1 W Y 0.2959 0.1768
1 Brown and Kobayashi (2002), Study 2 E Y 0.1075 0.1715
1 Brown and Kobayashi (2002), Study 3 E Y 0.1357 0.1155
1 Heine and Lehman (1997), Study 1 E Y 0.4106 0.1155
1 Heine and Lehman (1997), Study 1 W Y 0.3860 0.1179
1 Heine and Lehman (1999) E Y 0.0393 0.0814
1 Heine and Lehman (1999) W Y 0.0566 0.1111
1 Kobayashi and Brown (2003) E Y 0.2362 0.1400
1 Kobayashi and Brown (2003) W Y 0.2024 0.1336
1 Sedikides et al. (2003) E Y 0.3574 0.1491
1 Sedikides et al. (2003) W Y 0.3516 0.1491
2 Heine et al. (2001), Study 1 E N -0.2700 0.1170
2 Heine et al. (2001), Study 1 W N 0.1900 0.1348
2 Heine et al. (2001), Study 2 E N -0.2100 0.1111
2 Heine et al. (2001), Study 2 W N 0.2100 0.1280
2 Heine and Lehman (1999) E N 0.1000 0.0817
2 Heine and Lehman (1999) W N -0.0390 0.1111
2 Heine and Renshaw (2002) E N -0.3100 0.1459
2 Heine and Renshaw (2002) W N 0.0700 0.1348
2 Kitayama et al. (1997), Study 1 E N -0.2500 0.1291
2 Kitayama et al. (1997), Study 1 W N 0.2100 0.1005
2 Kitayama et al. (1997), Study 2 E N -0.0800 0.0845
2 Kitayama et al. (1997), Study 2 W N 0.1400 0.0909
3 Gaertner et al. (2006) E Y 0.3854 0.1324
3 Hamamura et al. (2006), Study 1 E Y 0.2500 0.1890
3 Hamamura et al. (2006), Study 1 W Y 0.3700 0.1644
3 Hamamura et al. (2006), Study 2 E Y 0.3300 0.1098
3 Hamamura et al. (2006), Study 2 W Y 0.4400 0.1562

Effect sizes are presented in the Pearson r metric and were transformed to Fisher Z prior to analysis. Standard errors are presented in the
Fisher Z metric.
E, Easterners; N, no; W, Westerners; Y, yes.
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ing standard error for each sample. We transformed the
correlations with Fisher’s Z prior to analysis.

Results and discussion

We created eight data sets to address two issues. As in
Investigation 1, half of the data sets included the two effect
sizes from Sedikides et al. (2003; Study 2), whereas the
other half excluded them. We further varied those data sets
to avoid violating the independence assumption. As Table 3
displays, the Eastern and Western effect sizes from Heine
and Lehman (1999) in Wave 1 (effect sizes = 0.0393 and
0.0566) are derived from the same samples as the corre-
sponding effect sizes in Wave 2 (effect sizes = 0.1000 and
-0.039). We implemented two strategies to form data sets.
The first strategy was to bracket the best approximation of
the effect by excluding from Set 1 the two smallest non-
independent effect sizes (i.e. 0.0393 and -0.039) and
excluding from Set 2 the two largest non-independent effect
sizes (i.e. 0.0566 and 0.1). The second strategy was to
exclude non-independent effect sizes based on whether
they were coded as being relevant to the issue. Set 3
excluded the two effect sizes coded as irrelevant (i.e. 0.1
and -0.039), and Set 4 excluded the two effect sizes coded
as relevant (i.e. 0.0393 and 0.0566).

We regressed effect sizes on culture, relevant and
Culture ¥ Relevant. We planned to use a mixed-effects
model. However, analysis of each data set evidenced a
non-significant Q-test of the homogeneity assumption.
Consequently, we report results of the fixed-effects model.
As displayed in Table 4, each data set yielded the same
conclusion.

In particular, analysis of each data set yielded a Culture–
Relevant interaction. Studies yielding effect sizes relevant

to whether self-other comparison varies with the impor-
tance of the comparison dimension did not produce an
effect of culture. Both cultures evidenced significantly posi-
tive correlations of equivalent magnitude indicating that
Westerners and Easterners manifested self-other compari-
sons that increasingly favoured the self to the extent that the
comparison dimension was personally important. In con-
trast, studies yielding effect sizes irrelevant to the issue
produced an effect of culture. Westerners evidenced a sig-
nificantly positive correlation, Easterners a significantly
negative correlation. Unfortunately, those correlations are
uninterpretable, given the inconsistency across effect sizes
in the components of the correlation (i.e. each effect size
addresses a different question).

Finally, readers might note the elevated p-values from
analyses excluding Sedikides et al. (2003; Study 2). Impor-
tantly, those analyses yielded estimated effects equivalent
to those that included Sedikides et al. The elevated p-values
are due to the reduction in power incurred by the exclusion
of additional effect sizes, rather than the values of those
effect sizes.

In summary, the relevant studies boost the thesis of
pancultural self-enhancement. Members of Western and
Eastern culture self-enhance to the extent to which they
subjectively deem as important the dimension of compari-
son. These findings replicate those of Sedikides et al.
(2005; Investigation 2). As an aside, Heine et al. (2007)
argued that the better-than-average effect ‘artificially
inflates estimates of the correlations between self-
enhancement and importance for people of both cultures’.
Even if this is the case, the point is inconsequential for our
meta-analytical findings. The effect was significant for both
cultural groups, and it was manifested selectively: For
Westerners, the better-than-average judgement was corre-

Table 4 Correlation between self-other comparison and attribute importance as a function of culture and relevance

Data
Set

Relevant Yes Relevant No Culture ¥ Relevant

Western Eastern Q p = Western Eastern Q p = Q p =

Including Sedikides et al. (2003; Study 2)
1 0.28* 0.29* 0.02 0.8875 0.17* -0.12* 18.45 0.0000 9.32 0.0023
2 0.34* 0.23* 2.82 0.0931 0.13* -0.19* 23.54 0.0000 4.48 0.0343
3 0.28* 0.23* 0.66 0.4166 0.17* -0.19* 26.37 0.0000 10.29 0.0013
4 0.34* 0.29* 0.57 0.4503 0.13* -0.12* 15.70 0.0001 3.82 0.0506

Excluding Sedikides et al. (2003; Study 2)
1 0.27* 0.28* 0.03 0.8625 0.17* -0.12* 18.45 0.0000 8.92 0.0028
2 0.34* 0.22* 2.81 0.0937 0.13* -0.20* 23.54 0.0000 3.80 0.0513
3 0.27* 0.22* 0.59 0.4424 0.17* -0.19* 26.37 0.0000 9.77 0.0018
4 0.34* 0.28* 0.60 0.4386 0.13* -0.12* 15.70 0.0001 3.28 0.0701

*p < 0.05. Q-tests (d.f. = 1) of the Culture–Relevant interaction and the culture effect in levels of relevance were performed on Fisher Z
transformed correlations. Tabled correlations are transformed from Fisher’s Z and presented in the Pearson r metric.
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lated with individualistic dimensions, for Easterners with
collectivistic dimensions.

General discussion

Heine et al. (2007) suggested that the exclusion of six
papers compromised the meta-analytical conclusion
Sedikides et al. (2005) reached, namely that self-
enhancement is pancultural. Furthermore, Heine et al.
maintained that their meta-analysis, which included the six
papers, demonstrated that self-enhancement is a Western
motive because: (i) Easterners and Westerners did not dif-
ferentially enhance on individualistic and collectivistic
dimensions; and (ii) only Westerners enhanced to the extent
to which the comparison attribute was important.

In response to Heine et al.’s (2007) challenge, we carried
out a new meta-analysis, in which we included those six
papers. We identified several faults in their meta-analytical
procedure, as described in the Results and Discussion sec-
tions of our Investigations 1 and 2. More importantly, we
noted a serious omission: their meta-analysis was misspeci-
fied. In particular, Heine et al. failed to take into account two
moderators central to the theory. These are: (i) whether the
comparison dimensions were validated or not; and (ii)
whether effect sizes were relevant to the self-enhancement
by personal importance association. Our theoretical formu-
lation predicts that pancultural self-enhancement will be
observed in the case of validated and personally important
dimensions.

We addressed the Heine et al. (2007) procedural faults
and omissions in two investigations. In Investigation 1, we
demonstrated that Westerners self-enhance on individualis-
tic dimensions, whereas Easterners self-enhance on collec-
tivistic dimensions. This finding replicates that of Sedikides
et al. (2005; Investigation 1). In Investigation 2, we dem-
onstrated that both Westerners and Easterners self-enhance
on personally important dimensions. This finding also rep-
licates that of Sedikides et al. (2005; Investigation 2). In
summary, the existing evidence is consistent with the view
that tactical self-enhancement is pancultural.

End notes

1. We were able to include in our meta-analysis the Markus and
Kitayama (1991) study thanks to Heine et al. (2007) providing
an estimate of the effect size.

2. Although there are several conceptual and methodological
reasons for excluding the Heine and Lehman (1995) study (see
Appendix I), we nevertheless decided to include it in order to
rule out further dispute of a ‘selection bias’ on our behalf.

3. In the Gaertner et al. (2006) study, 60 Taiwanese participants
rated themselves as superior to their peers on (7) collectivistic

rather than (7) individualistic traits, while regarding the former
traits as more personally important than the latter.
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Appendix I

Exclusion rationale for Investigations 1 and
2 of Sedikides et al. (2005)

I. Inclusion criteria for Investigation 1 of Sedikides et al.
(2005). Studies had to: (i) identify cultural membership on
the basis of nationality, ethnicity, or self-construal; (ii)
provide a measure of self versus other perception; and (iii)
assess the self-other comparison on individualistic versus
collectivistic dimensions.

II. Inclusion criteria for Investigation 2 of Sedikides et al.
(2005). Criteria (i) and (ii) were the same as in Investiga-
tion 1. Criterion (iii) required studies to report the personal
importance of the comparison dimension.

III. The six papers in question.
1 Heine and Lehman (1995). Assessed event expectations

instead of self-defining attributes. Study 1 data did
not involve event importance ratings. Also, the
individualistic/collectivistic events of Study 2 were prob-
lematic, because they systematically differed on whether
the consequences of the event befell the self or a close
other: ‘individualistic versus collectivistic’ events were
confounded with the target of the event’s outcome. For
example, the ostensibly individualistic event ‘Sometime
in the future you will get AIDS’ is suffered by the par-
ticipant, whereas the ostensibly collectivistic event
‘Sometime in the future a member of your family will be
convicted of an embarrassing crime’ is suffered by a
member of the participant’s family. In contrast, all of our
Investigation 1 studies held constant the target (i.e. self)
of the individualistic/collectivistic attributes. Finally, the
comparison dimension was not validated.
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2 Heine and Lehman (1999). We excluded these data
in Investigation 1, because no distinction was made
between individualistic and collectivistic attributes.
However, we did include these data in Investigation 2
(table 9, p. 546).

3 Heine et al. (2001). None of the four studies met inclu-
sion criteria for either Investigation 1 or 2: none of the
studies assessed perception of self versus other, while the
studies did not distinguish between individualistic and
collectivistic dimensions.

4 Heine and Renshaw (2002). The study met neither Inves-
tigation 1 inclusion criteria (no distinction was made
between individualistic and collectivistic attributes) nor
Investigation 2 inclusion criteria (the importance ratings
were provided by others rather than the participant).
Also, measures of ‘accuracy/agreement’ (comparing a
participant’s rating of self with the average rating that
participant received by group members) rather than
‘enhancement’ were used. This practice differs from our
question of whether a given person perceives the self
more or less favourably than others, a question that
necessitates comparing the rating of self with the rating
of other.

5 Kitayama et al. (1997). The self–other ratings were
obtained from two different sets of participants (i.e. self
data from Study 1, ‘other’ data from Study 2) and did not
reflect a given person’s perception of self versus other.
Also, no distinction was made between individualistic
and collectivistic dimension, and dimension importance
was not assessed ideographically.

6 Markus and Kitayama (1991). This study was not avail-
able from psycINFO.

Appendix II

Why the effect sizes that Heine et al.
(2007) added are irrelevant to the
‘importance’ question

1. Heine and Lehman (1999). Sedikides et al. (2005)
formed an effect size using participants’ ratings of self
versus other. Heine et al. (2007) included another effect
size based on the standard deviation of an actual/ideal self
rating task. Heine et al. formed a correlation between
actual/ideal discrepancy and importance. This measure,

however, does not compare self with other and is, thus,
irrelevant.

2. Heine et al. (2001; Study 1). This study does not
involve self-other perception. Participants received success
versus failure feedback and subsequently repeated the task.
The authors measured persistence time on the second task.
The reported correlation reflects the relation between per-
sistence and perceived task importance.

3. Heine and Renshaw (2002). There were two problems
with this study. First, the measure of self-enhancement is
actually a measure of self-other accuracy. Participants inter-
acted in five-person groups and completed trait ratings of
self and the four other members. The effect size reflects the
difference between one’s self-rating and the average rating
the self received by the four group members (i.e. self-
rating–others’ rating of self). Thus, the difference score
does not address whether participants perceived themselves
more positively than they perceived others. Rather, this
score addressed whether participants perceived themselves
differently than they were perceived by others. Second, the
importance ratings with which the self-other score was
correlated were obtained from persons other than the par-
ticipants and, consequently, the ratings do not reflect
subjective importance. (A pilot group of participants previ-
ously rated trait importance.)

4. Kitayama et al. (1997; Studies 1 and 2). Participants
rated the self-esteem relevance of each of 400 situations
(obtained by asking other samples of Japanese and Ameri-
cans to list success vs failure situations). Participants in
Study 1 rated the extent to which their own self-esteem
would increase or decrease. Participants in Study 2 rated
the extent to which the self-esteem of a typical under-
graduate student would increase or decrease. In neither
study did participants additionally rate the importance of
the situations. The effect size from Study 1 reflects the
extent to which one’s own self-esteem rises and falls in
response to Japanese versus American situations. The
effect size from Study 2 reflects the extent to which the
self-esteem of a typical undergraduate student rises and
falls in response to Japanese versus American situations.
Neither effect size compares self versus other. Also,
neither effect size involves a correlation with subjective
importance.
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