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In the present study the authors used an event-contingent daily recording strategy, the Roch-
ester Interaction Record, to examine the relation of perceived evaluations of a multicultural
person’s heritage group to the nature and quality of his or her social interactions. Hierarchi-
cal linear modeling showed that having an interaction partner who positively evaluated
one’s heritage culture was associated with significantly enhanced interaction intimacy, dis-
closure, and quality, as well as with feelings of personal acceptance. Moderator analyses
revealed that individuals who possessed a chameleon-like cultural identity and those who
had low public collective self-esteem were particularly reactive to how their heritage group
was being evaluated.
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The primary purpose of identities, including
cultural identities, is to maintain, secure,
and cement a person’s connection to social

groups (Ryan & Deci, 2002). Through a pro-
cess of internalization individuals strive to
autonomously identify with the norms and
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values of the culture into which they are
primarily socialized (Chirkov, Ryan, Kim, &
Kaplan, 2003). This cultural internalization
process is complicated for immigrants, who
must find ways to internalize the guidelines
of secondary, and even tertiary, cultural
identities and simultaneously find ways to
integrate these sometimes seemingly dispar-
ate identities (Downie, Koestner, ElGeledi,
& Cree, 2004).

In Canada the proportion of the popu-
lation that was born outside the country, as
of the 2001 census, was the highest that it
had been in 70 years at 18.4% (“Census of
Population,” 2003, January 21). At the same
time as the immigration rates are rising, the
source countries are also changing. Tradi-
tionally, the vast majority of immigrants to
Canada were from European nations such as
the United Kingdom, Italy, Germany, and
the Netherlands. Since the 1990s, however,
these patterns have reversed such that only
about 20% of immigrants are now coming
from Europe, whereas 58% are arriving
from Asia and the Middle East (“Census of
Population,” 2003, January 21). At these rates
it is projected that by 2017 one of every five
people in Canada will be a visible minority
(Study: Canada’s Visible Minority Population,
2005). This shift is also evident in the United
States where, in 1999, 75% of immigrants were
visible minorities (“Census Figures Show,”
2000, August 30). Thus, the number of people
who find themselves in the position of nego-
tiating multiple, potentially disparate, cultural
identities is growing rapidly.

The present study was focused on examin-
ing the social experiences of multicultural in-
dividuals. For the purposes of this study a mul-
ticultural person refers to an immigrant or eth-
nic minority who identifies a heritage culture
that is distinct from the dominant host cul-
ture. Such individuals are expected to have
learned, to varying degrees of proficiency, at
least two distinct behavioral responses that en-
able them to competently interact within the
context of their heritage culture and their
host culture. In this study we assess how the
perceived evaluation of a multicultural indi-

vidual’s heritage culture influences his or her
daily social interactions. Specifically, we exam-
ine how an identity designed to meet one’s
need for relatedness may, at times, become a
barrier to relatedness.

Personal and Collective Self-Esteem
as a Sociometer

Memberships in social groups are desirable
to the extent that they foster positive rela-
tions with others. The need to relate to oth-
ers and to feel that one belongs is widely
accepted as universal (Baumeister & Leary,
1995; Deci & Ryan, 2000). According to so-
ciometer theory this need is so central that
what we perceive as self-esteem is nothing
more than an evaluative judgment of how
desirable a person feels they are as a group
member or relationship partner (for a re-
view, see Leary & Baumeister, 2000). In
other words, self-esteem is a sociometer that
detects changes in the extent to which a
person is being accepted or rejected by rel-
evant others in their social environment.
Thus, when self-esteem is high, this is a re-
flection that an individual is accepted and
valued in their relationships and in the so-
cial groups to which they belong. Alterna-
tively, the experience of low self-esteem is
functionally important to the extent that it
brings to the individual’s attention the pos-
sibility that they may be rejected, thereby
alerting the person of the necessity to do
something about it. Thus, according to so-
ciometer theory, the self-esteem motive ex-
ists not to maintain self-esteem but rather to
minimize the possibility of rejection and os-
tracism (Leary, 1999). Therefore, self-es-
teem tends to be more strongly related to
how a person perceives that others are eval-
uating him or her rather than to what may
be considered more objective indicators of
the person’s ability or worth (Leary &
Baumeister, 2000).

If personal self-esteem is derived from a
person’s desirability as a member of a social
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group, then one may reasonably ask what
role does the perceived desirability of this
social group play in influencing a person’s
self-esteem and behavior? Indeed, given so-
ciometer theory’s explanation for the func-
tional significance of personal self-esteem, it
should follow that esteem for one’s social
groups should operate in much the same
manner. Individuals’ evaluation of their so-
cial groups should similarly serve as an indi-
cation that the group is valued, and mem-
bers of the group are sought after and
highly regarded. For this reason, in the
present study we ask participants to indicate
how they feel they are personally being ap-
praised and further ask them to rate how
their heritage culture is being appraised by
their interaction partner to consider the ef-
fects of the sociometer on the characteristics
of their interactions.

The effects of esteem for one’s social
groups has been examined in a separate line
of research. Crocker and Luhtanen (1990)
argued that just as individuals differ in their
personal self-esteem, they may also differ in
terms of their collective self-esteem (CSE), or in
other words, how they evaluate the social
groups they belong to. Based on social iden-
tity theory, Luhtanen and Crocker (1992)
proposed that two of the key components of
CSE are how persons privately evaluate their
social group and how they feel their social
group is publicly evaluated. Research into
the effects of CSE showed that, for samples
of White, Black, and Asian university stu-
dents in the United States, CSE was posi-
tively related to psychological adjustment
(Crocker, Luhtanen, Blaine, & Broadnax,
1994). This relationship was still significant
for the Black and Asian subsamples when
personal self-esteem was partialed out. Thus,
CSE is associated with minorities’ overall
well-being, independent of feelings of per-
sonal esteem. In the present study we assess
feelings of collective and personal self-es-
teem in the context of social interactions. It
is expected that how one’s group is evalu-
ated will influence how the individuals feels

they are personally being evaluated and how
they behave in the interaction.

In applying sociometer theory to CSE in
the context of social interactions, the public
dimension of this scale may best reflect a
sociometer. The impression that one’s heri-
tage culture is being positively or negatively
evaluated by one’s interaction partner, or in
sociometer terms, that one’s culture is being
accepted or rejected, is expected to influ-
ence the intimacy, disclosure, quality, and
how one feels one is personally evaluated in
an interaction. For example, consider a mul-
ticultural university student interacting with
a fellow student. This fellow student could
be a member of the dominant culture, a
member of another minority culture, or
someone from the same heritage culture. If
the student perceives that his or her inter-
action partner has unfavorable views of his
or her heritage cultural identity, this percep-
tion may have an impact on how the inter-
action unfolds. For instance, the student
may attempt to protect against this per-
ceived rejection by interacting in a guarded,
impersonal manner. No doubt, he or she
will also perceive the interaction as unpleas-
ant and may feel that not only his or her
heritage culture has been rejected, but that
he or she has been personally rejected by
extension.

It is expected that the detrimental effects
of a negative evaluation of one’s heritage
culture will be independent of whether one
is interacting with someone from outside
one’s heritage culture or someone within
one’s heritage culture. Indeed, the evalua-
tion of an interaction partner of the same
heritage culture may be expected to vary
(because of individual differences in CSE
and identification), and it may be particu-
larly impactful if someone from one’s own
heritage culture seems to view the culture
negatively. Thus, whether one’s heritage cul-
ture is positively or negatively received in an
interaction is expected to influence the
manner in which multicultural persons in-
teract, the quality of that interaction, and
how they feel about themselves. Moreover, it
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seems likely that the direct effect of how
one’s heritage culture is evaluated in the
course of one’s interactions may be moder-
ated by the dispositional tendency to see
one’s heritage culture as generally valued
and respected (i.e., public CSE).

Negotiating Multiple Cultural Identities

A further factor may influence individuals’
propensities to be more reactive to how
their cultural group is evaluated. In the con-
text of social interactions this reactivity
would involve altering their social behavior
in response to whether they perceive their
cultural group to be accepted or rejected by
interaction partners. Specifically, we hypoth-
esized that how an individual manages his or
her multiple cultural identities will moder-
ate the effects of heritage rejection on the
qualities of the person’s social interactions.
For immigrants and ethnic minorities the
preferred and most adaptive strategy for
managing their heritage and host culture
seems to be adopting a bicultural identity
(LaFromboise, Coleman, & Gerton, 1993).
However, it is now recognized that even a
bicultural identity can be differentially en-
acted (Roccas & Brewer, 2002). The empir-
ical literature on this relatively recent con-
ceptualization has tended to be focused on
whether the individuals perceive their dual
(or multiple) cultural identities as compati-
ble or oppositional (Benet-Martinez, Leu,
Lee, & Morris, 2002; Downie et al., 2004;
Haritatos & Benet-Martinez, 2002). Achiev-
ing a compatible identity would require in-
dividuals to mindfully consider how their
cultural identities relate to one another and
integrate those cultures in such a way that
they form a coherent sense of self (Ryan &
Deci, 2002). This does not preclude the pos-
sibility that such individuals may find them-
selves alternating their behavior in response
to the context of a situation as the alterna-
tion model of biculturalism proposes. How-
ever, when alternation occurs, persons with
an integrated, compatible cultural identity

would not experience the same feelings of
internal conflict and pressure to regulate
their behavior as someone with an opposi-
tional cultural identity. Thus, a person with
a compatible cultural identity and a person
with an oppositional identity may both find
themselves in situations in which they are
behaving in a respectful deferential manner
with their elderly relatives and in a more
raucous boisterous manner with their
friends from the host culture. The funda-
mental difference is that the person with the
compatible identity would feel comfortable
while responding to the differing environ-
ments; whereas the oppositional person
would attribute the differences in behavior
to irresolvable cultural differences and
would feel compelled to enact a particular
role in each situation. In other words the
compartmentalized individual may feel as
though he or she is behaving in a chame-
leon-like manner.

Previous research has shown that individ-
uals who adopt a compartmentalized or cha-
meleon-like approach to managing their
identities had decreased well-being com-
pared with those who have integrated iden-
tities as indicated in both self reports and
peer reports (Downie et al., 2004). Given
the apparent risk of adopting such a strat-
egy, it seemed important to consider why a
person would behave in this manner. A re-
cent study found that individuals who per-
ceived that their parents were controlling
with regard to their heritage culture (i.e.,
strictly enforced values, participation in her-
itage activities, and so forth) were more
likely to become cultural chameleons
(Downie & Koestner, 2004). It appears that
controlling parenting predisposes a person
to orient toward whatever cultural demands
are imposed on a situation. For these indi-
viduals the problem is not so much that
their behavior may differ depending on the
cultural context of the situation they are in,
but rather that their cultural identities are
not integrated in such a way that they can
feel as though they are being themselves
even when the situation requires them to
exhibit different aspects of themselves (Shel-
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don, Ryan, Rawsthorne, & Ilardi, 1997). In
other words, behaving like a chameleon per
se may not be as problematic as feeling like
one is a chameleon.

The fact that cultural chameleons are
consciously aware that they are altering their
behavior suggests that they are worried that
if they do not do so they may not receive the
approval of those they are associating with at
the time. Thus, chameleons may have lower
public CSE compared with multicultural
persons who have a more integrated iden-
tity. In terms of sociometer theory, this sug-
gests that chameleon-like individuals are
highly attuned to possible rejection based
on cultural criteria. We anticipate that cul-
tural chameleons will be highly reactive to
the evaluation they perceive their interac-
tion partner is making of their heritage cul-
ture. Thus, for people with a chameleon-like
identity who feel like they are phenomenally
different people in response to the cultural
composition of a situation, their conception
of themselves may be very closely connected
to how their culture is being perceived by
their interaction partner. We hypothesize
that a cultural chameleons’ willingness to
behave intimately will be directly tied to how
they believe their heritage culture is being
evaluated. Indeed, the quality of their inter-
actions and how they feel they are personally
being evaluated will be directly tied to how
they perceive their heritage culture is being
appraised.

Present Study

The purpose of the present study was to
examine the influence of heritage group
evaluation on the daily interactions of mul-
ticultural individuals. Specifically, an event-
contingent daily recording strategy, the
Rochester Interaction Record, was used to
determine the relation of heritage evalua-
tion to the nature and quality of multicul-
tural individuals’ social interactions. As a
preliminary test of our hypotheses, we ex-
pected to find, using dispositional measures,

that adopting a chameleon-like approach to
managing one’s multiple cultures would be
associated with lower public CSE and re-
duced psychological well-being. In terms of
social interactions, we hypothesized that in-
teractions in which participants felt their
heritage culture was positively evaluated
would be experienced as more intimate,
more disclosing, more personally validating,
and more enjoyable. Furthermore, we antic-
ipated that how persons negotiate their mul-
ticultural identity would influence the role
of heritage evaluation in their social interac-
tions. Adopting a chameleon-like approach
and having lower public CSE were expected
to predispose multicultural people to be
more affected by the valence of their part-
ner’s evaluation of their heritage culture.

Methods

Participants

Ninety-eight persons belonging to various
ethnic groups participated in the present
study. Two individuals failed to indicate
their heritage culture on the questionnaire
and were excluded from all analyses. The
remaining 96 individuals consisted of 32
males and 64 females, with a mean age
of 20.2. Sixty-six percent of the participants
were first-generation immigrants. The aver-
age number of years that they had been
living in Canada was 5.7. Participants repre-
sented �45 different ethnic groups and
were selected in roughly equal proportions
from the following regional categories: sub-
Saharan Africa; Middle East and North Af-
rica; Eastern Europe; Western Europe; Latin
America and Caribbean; East Asia and Pa-
cific; and South Asia.

Procedure

Participants were recruited from a paid par-
ticipant pool at a large English-speaking uni-
versity in Montreal, Quebec, Canada. Re-
spondents were paid $30. Participants came
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into the laboratory to complete a self-report
questionnaire consisting of demographic in-
formation as well as the scales described
below. Upon completing the survey, partic-
ipants were given detailed instructions on
how to fill out the Rochester Interaction
Record (RIR; Wheeler & Nezlek, 1977).
For 1 week following the initial laboratory
session participants completed one record
after every social interaction they had that
lasted longer then 10 min. Thus, each par-
ticipant completed a unique number of in-
teraction records depending on how many
conversations they had over the course of 1
week. On average, participants com-
pleted 36.4 reports about their interactions
at discrete time points throughout the week.
At the end of this time period participants
returned the completed records and were
given the opportunity to ask questions,
along with a debriefing sheet that provided
them with more information on the study
and an e-mail address to contact the re-
searcher if they had any further questions or
wished to know the results of the study.

Research Materials

RIR. The interaction record was event-con-
tingent in that one record was to be com-
pleted for every social interaction the partic-
ipants had that lasted 10 min or longer.
Interactions could occur in person, over the
phone, or via the Internet (i.e., chatting
on-line; e-mailing did not qualify because it
is not interactive). Participants were asked to
complete each record as soon as possible
after each interaction. We utilized a slightly
modified version of the RIR (Wheeler &
Nezlek, 1977) to assess social interactions.
Each record included the date, time, and
length of the interaction, relationship with
the interaction partner (e.g., friend, sib-
ling), ethnicity of the partner, and language
of the interaction. Participants rated the in-
teractions on the following dimensions: inti-
macy, personal disclosure, partner disclosure,
quality, heritage acceptance, and personal ac-
ceptance. These single-item measures were

rated on 7-point Likert-type scales. Thus, when
rating the intimacy of an interaction, partici-
pants would be asked to indicate where the
interaction fell on a continuum ranging
from 1 (superficial) to 7 (meaningful). For per-
sonal and partner disclosure participants were
asked to rate each separately on a continuum
from I/other disclosed 1 (very little) to 7 (a
great deal). Quality of the interaction was as-
sessed by asking participants to rate the inter-
action from 1 (unpleasant) to 7 (very pleasant).

The heritage acceptance item on the RIR
asked participants to make an evaluative
judgment of how their heritage culture was
being perceived by their interaction partner.
This heritage evaluation item reflects the
public CSE dimension on Luhtanen and
Crocker’s (1992) CSE scale. Keeping in
mind the premise of sociometer theory that
esteem reflects an assessment that one is
being accepted or rejected, participants
were asked to make a valenced judgment
about how their interaction partner’s evalu-
ation of their heritage culture impacted
them. The interaction was rated on a 1 to 7
scale where one end indicated the interaction
made me feel very poorly about my heritage cul-
ture, the midpoint, indicating that the dis-
cussion was neutral or had no bearing on
how they felt about their heritage culture,
was the interaction did not impact how I felt about
my heritage culture, and on the other end the
interaction made me feel very good about my her-
itage culture. Similarly, a second item assessed
the personal acceptance in the interaction. Par-
ticipants were instructed to make a valenced
judgment of how they felt they personally
were being evaluated by their partner. Based
on the behavior of their partner participants
rated the interaction on a 1 to 7 scale where
one end of the scale indicated that the inter-
action made me feel very poorly about myself, the
midpoint indicated that the interaction did not
impact how I felt about myself, and the other
end indicated that the interaction made me feel
very good about myself. In this respect, partic-
ipants were instructed to assess how their
interaction partner was evaluating their cul-
ture and them personally.
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Demographic Information. Participants
were asked to indicate their gender, age,
ethnic identity, generational status, year of
arrival in Canada, and the language spoken
predominantly in their home.

Cultural Chameleonism. The purpose of
this scale was to determine participants’ per-
ception of compatibility between their heri-
tage culture and the dominant cultures and
how they manage conflicts between cultural
demands. This scale had previously been
referred to as a measure of multicultural
identity integration (Downie et al., 2004);
however, to clearly distinguish it from the
independently developed measure of bicul-
tural identity integration (Benet-Martinez et
al., 2002; Haritatos & Benet-Martinez, 2002),
we renamed the measure cultural chamele-
onism, as the items reflect the chameleon-
like property of changing one’s identity to
fit one’s cultural surroundings. The 15-item
scale asked participants about their percep-
tions of cultural disparity, the ease with
which their cultures coexist, and their pre-
ferred strategy for interacting with individu-
als from each of the three cultures (i.e.,
separately or simultaneously). Sample items
included “How I present myself changes
based on the cultural context of a particular
situation” and “I prefer to associate with my
friends from different cultures separately.”
Participants rated the extent to which they
agreed with each item; potential responses
ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly
agree). Cronbach’s alpha was 0.79.

CSE. Luhtanen and Crocker’s (1992) 16-
item scale was used. The scale comprises
four subscales: private, public, importance
to identity, and membership. Respondents
were asked to indicate the extent to which
they agreed or disagreed with each state-
ment on a 7-point scale that ranged from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). For the
complete scale, Cronbach’s alpha was .84.
When the subscales were considered sepa-
rately the alphas were .92, .78, .80, and .79

for private, public, importance, and mem-
bership, respectively. Although the com-
plete scale was administered for the pur-
poses of this study, our primary interest was
in the public dimension of the scale, as this
was the only dimension about which we had
made specific hypotheses.

Psychological Well-Being. Ryff and Keyes’
(1995) 18-item scale was used. The scale
consists of three items for each of six dimen-
sions. The six dimensions are personal ac-
ceptance, positive relations with others, au-
tonomy, environmental mastery, purpose in
life, and personal growth. Thus, for the well-
being measure scores across each of the six
dimensions were aggregated. Respondents
were asked to indicate the extent to which
they agreed with the statements on a 5-point
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). Thus, the well-being measure
was calculated by aggregating the scores
across each of the six dimensions. Cron-
bach’s alpha for the complete scale was 0.77.

Results

Overview of the Analyses

The relations between the dispositional vari-
ables, cultural chameleonism, CSE, and psy-
chological well-being, are presented first.
Next, brief descriptives are provided for the
interaction data, and the influence of heri-
tage evaluation on the characteristics of a
multicultural person’s social interactions is
examined. Specifically, at a within-person
level, the influence of the perceived heri-
tage evaluation on intimacy, disclosure, per-
sonal evaluation, and interaction quality is
described. The possibility that either per-
sonal evaluation or the characteristics of the
person with whom one is interacting are the
driving force behind the effects of heritage
evaluation is also considered. Finally, at the
between-person level, the moderating ef-
fects of adopting a chameleon-like approach
to managing one’s cultural identity and hav-
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ing dispositionally high public CSE is
examined.

Preliminary Analysis

Analyses were conducted to determine the
relations between the dispositional measure
of chameleonism and CSE and psychologi-
cal well-being. Chameleonism was unrelated
to the composite measure of CSE; however,
it did relate to the public CSE subscale (r �
�.30, p � .01), such that participants who
scored high on cultural chameleonism were
more likely to indicate that they did not feel
that their heritage culture was positively re-
garded by others. Additionally, chamele-
onism was significantly associated with re-
duced well-being (r � �.25, p � .02). Thus,
it appears that individuals who adopt a cha-
meleon-like approach to managing their
multiple cultures are also more likely to re-
port that they feel their heritage culture is
less positively regarded and that they per-
sonally have lower well-being.

Central Analysis

On average, participants reported hav-
ing 36.4 (SD � 20.4) social interactions
throughout the week. Of these interactions,
31% were conducted with ingroup mem-
bers, whereas the remaining 69% were with
outgroup members. Eighty-three percent of
the interactions were with family members
or friends, whereas 17% were with cowork-
ers and acquaintances. The majority of the
interactions were completed in English
(73.6%), whereas 16.3% occurred in the
heritage language, 9.2% were in French,
and 0.9% of the interactions were in some
other language.

The interaction data are a hierarchically
structured data set, in which repeated inter-
action measures (Level 1) are nested under
participants’ dispositional measures (Level
2). Thus, hierarchical linear modeling
(HLM) with the restricted maximum likeli-
hood method of estimation (Raudenbush &
Bryk, 2002) was chosen as the most appropri-

ate statistical analytic procedure for this type
of data set (Nezlek, 2003). HLM analyses inte-
grate the different levels of generality into one
multilevel equation, allowing for the simulta-
neous but independent investigation of with-
in- and between-person variability.

The means and standard deviations for
all Level 1 and Level 2 variables are pre-
sented in Table 1. It can be seen that partic-
ipants generally rated their interactions pos-
itively, especially in terms of quality and feel-
ings of self-esteem.1

Influence of Heritage Evaluation on the
Outcome Measures

As a first step, the unconditional models for
each of the dependent variables were tested
to determine how the between- and within-
person variance of each interaction out-
come was partitioned. Intraclass correlations
were calculated from the within- and be-
tween-person variance of the unconditional
models (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Results
showed that for each outcome, there was
more variability between interactions than

1 Given that our sample consisted of primarily first- and
second-generation immigrants we conducted an initial
t test to determine whether generational status would
influence participant’s scores on the dispositional mea-
sures or on the mean characteristics of their social
interactions. None of these tests were significant.

TABLE 1 Means and Standard Deviations for
All Level 1 and Level 2 Variables With the
Tricultural Sample

Variables M SD

Level 1
Intimacy 4.75 1.72
Self-disclosure 4.36 1.74
Other disclosure 4.66 1.64
Quality 5.72 1.19
Heritage evaluation 5.23 1.36
Personal evaluation 5.59 1.22

Level 2
Cultural chameleonism 4.92 1.15
Public collective self-esteem 4.80 1.35
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between participants (i.e., intimacy, within-
person � 80.33% and between-person �
19.67%; personal disclosure, within-person �
77.74% and between-person � 22.26%; part-
ner disclosure, within-person � 80.00% and
between-person � 20.00%; personal evalua-
tion, within-person � 70.29% and between-
person � 29.71%; quality, within-person �
83.02% and between-person � 16.98%).

Next, we tested our hypotheses that a
positive heritage evaluation would be associ-
ated with enhanced intimacy, disclosure, a
positive personal evaluation, and quality of
an interaction. During HLM analyses, all
continuous Level 1 variables were centered
on each participant’s mean, whereas all
Level 2 variables were centered on the sam-
ple mean (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Per-
centages of explained variance for each ef-
fect in the present article were calculated by
comparing the within- and between-person
variance before and after adding Level 1
and Level 2 predictors, respectively (Rau-
denbush & Bryk, 2002, see Kreft & de
Leeuw, 1998, for other points of view).

Results showed that when heritage eval-
uation was positive, the interaction was rated
as more intimate [�10 � .28, p � .001; grand
mean for intimacy (�00) � 4.79], and par-
ticipants disclosed more [�10 � .28, p �
.001; grand mean for personal disclosure
(�00) � 4.38], perceived their interaction
partner as more disclosing [�10 � .23, p �
.001; grand mean for partner disclosure
(�00) � 4.62], felt they were personally eval-
uated more positively [�10 � .35, p � .001;
grand mean for personal evaluation
(�00) � 5.60], and enjoyed the interaction
more [�10 � .37, p � .001; grand mean for
quality (�00) � 5.71]. Heritage evaluation
accounted for 5.67% of the variance in a
participant’s level of intimacy, 5.61% of per-
sonal disclosure, 4.89% of partner’s disclo-
sure, 14.46 % of personal evaluation,
and 13.90% of the variance in interaction
quality. In sum, interactions in which one
feels one’s heritage culture is being posi-
tively evaluated are likely to be experienced
as more intimate, more disclosing, more
personally accepting, and more enjoyable.

It was important to determine whether
the effects of heritage evaluation on the
characteristics of the interactions could be
accounted for by some third variable. In
particular, we wanted to be certain that her-
itage evaluation uniquely predicted interac-
tion intimacy, disclosure, and quality, inde-
pendent of feelings of how one was being
personally evaluated. Additionally, we felt it
was also important to rule out the possibility
that the characteristics of one’s interaction
partner were driving the positive effects of
heritage evaluation. It may be that the rea-
son culturally affirming interactions are as-
sociated with enhanced intimacy, disclosure,
and quality is that such interactions are
more likely to occur with ingroup members,
or with people whom one is close to. There-
fore, interactions were coded as being either
with a member of one’s ingroup (another
member of one’s heritage culture) or with
an outgroup member (i.e., English-Cana-
dian, French-Canadian, or other). Interac-
tions that occurred with family members
and friends were distinguished from those
with employers, coworkers, or acquaintan-
ces. The analyses were then repeated, con-
trolling for personal evaluation, as well as
the ingroup/outgroup and close/not close
distinctions. In all cases, heritage evaluation
was still a significant predictor of intimacy
[�10 � .10, p � .01; grand mean for intimacy
(�00) � 5.22], personal disclosure [�10 �
.08, p � .01; grand mean for personal dis-
closure (�00) � 4.69], partner disclosure
[�10 � .09, p � .01; grand mean for partner
disclosure (�00) � 4.86], and quality [�10 �
.23, p � .001; grand mean for quality
(�00) � 5.61]. This suggests that heritage
evaluation has an influence on the charac-
teristics of one’s interactions regardless of
one’s feelings of personal evaluation, the
ethnicity of one’s interaction partner, or the
relationship one has with him or her.

Cultural Chameleonism and Public CSE as
Moderators of Heritage Evaluation

Analyses were conducted to test the hypoth-
esis that the Level 2 variables of cultural
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chameleonism and public CSE would mod-
erate the effects of heritage evaluation on
intimacy, personal disclosure, partner dis-
closure, personal evaluation, and interac-
tion quality. The generalized model is pre-
sented in Table 2.

Both cultural chameleonism and public
CSE significantly moderated the effects of
heritage evaluation on intimacy and per-
sonal evaluation. However, chameleonism
was the only significant moderator of per-
sonal and partner disclosure, and neither
chameleonism nor public CSE moderated
the effects of heritage evaluation on interac-
tion quality. Including chameleonism and
public CSE as moderators enabled us to ac-
count for 24.31% of the between-person
variability of relationships between intimacy
and heritage evaluation, 11.02% of the be-
tween-person variability of relationships be-
tween personal disclosure and heritage eval-
uation, 13.98% of the between-person vari-
ability between partner disclosure and
heritage evaluation, and 32.02% of the be-
tween-person variability between personal
evaluation and heritage evaluation. Thus,

individuals who adopt a chameleon-like ap-
proach to managing their multicultural
identity and who were low in public CSE
were more likely to behave less intimately
and feel that they personally were more neg-
atively evaluated in interactions when their
heritage culture was poorly evaluated. How-
ever, perceived personal and partner disclo-
sure in response to a negative cultural eval-
uation was solely moderated by whether or
not the individual had a chameleon-like
identity. Finally, neither chameleonism nor
public CSE was a significant direct predictor
of mean levels of intimacy, personal disclo-
sure, partner disclosure, personal evalua-
tion, or quality.

Discussion

The primary goal of this study was to con-
sider the effect of having a multicultural
identity on one’s daily social interactions.
Our findings indicated that multicultural
participants who adopted a chameleon-like

TABLE 2 Conditional Models for Each of the Outcome Variables (i.e., Intimacy, Self-Disclosure,
Other Disclosure, Personal Evaluation, and Quality), With Chameleonism and Public Collective
Self-Esteem (CSE) as a Level 2 Predictor of Means and Moderators of Slopes

Equations
Level 1: Outcomeij � �0j � �1j (heritage evaluation) � rij

Level 2: �0j � �00 � �01 (chameleonism) � �02 (public CSE) � u0j

�1j � �10 � �11 (chameleonism) � �12 (public CSE) � u1j

Results

Fixed effect

Outcomes

Intimacy
Personal
disclosure

Partner
disclosure

Personal
evaluation Quality

Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient p Coefficient p

Means as outcomes, �0j

Intercept (�00) 4.79 .001 4.38 .001 4.62 .001 5.60 .001 5.72 .001
Chameleonism (�01) �0.00 .44 0.00 .86 �0.00 .94 �0.00 .35 0.00 .78
Public CSE (�02) �0.00 .95 0.01 .70 �0.00 .87 0.01 .62 0.00 .73

Slopes as outcomes, �1j

Intercept (�10) 0.26 .001 0.27 .001 0.22 .001 0.33 .001 0.36 .001
Chameleonism (�11) 0.01 .03 0.01 .03 0.01 .02 0.01 .001 0.00 .30
Public CSE (�12) �0.01 .04 �0.01 .54 �0.00 .55 �0.02 .03 �0.01 .36
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approach to managing their cultural identi-
ties were more likely to feel that their heri-
tage culture was not generally valued by oth-
ers and they reported having lower well-
being. Moreover, in their daily social
interactions, how they perceived their heri-
tage culture was being evaluated by their
interaction partner played a central role in
determining how they rated other aspects of
their interactions. Overall, during interac-
tions in which multicultural persons felt that
their heritage culture was being positively
evaluated, they were more likely to perceive
the interaction as intimate, they disclosed
more and perceived their interaction part-
ner as more disclosing, they enjoyed the
interaction more, and they were more likely
to indicate that they felt personally ac-
cepted. Furthermore, we were able to ex-
pand on previous research (Crocker et al.,
1994) by demonstrating that collective self-
esteem had an impact on participant’s well-
being in their social interactions indepen-
dent of personal esteem.

The results of this study also revealed
that two personality factors, namely, cultural
chameleonism and public collective self-es-
teem, seemed to predispose multicultural
persons to be more reactive to how their
heritage culture was perceived across all
their interactions. Reactivity was evidenced
in their accentuated reduction in intimacy
and disclosure, as well as in increased feel-
ings of personal rejection, when they felt
that their heritage culture was being nega-
tively evaluated. It is particularly interesting
that cultural chameleons and participants
with low public CSE showed more disrup-
tions in the intimacy of their social behavior
when they felt their culture was devalued.
Extensive research and theory has suggested
that the experience of intimacy is essential
to satisfying social relationships (Reis,
1990). Future researchers need to address
whether the reduced intimacy experienced
by cultural chameleons and individuals with
low public CSE is an adaptive response to
dealing with actual discrimination from
their interaction partner or if instead these
individuals are being rejection sensitive, that

is, anxiously anticipating and strongly react-
ing to rejection from ambiguous cues
(Downey & Feldman, 1996).

The finding that cultural chameleonism
and public CSE did not moderate the effects
of heritage evaluation on quality was some-
what unexpected. Further research is
needed to clarify this relationship; however,
it may be that although having an integrated
identity or generally feeling that one’s heri-
tage culture is positively regarded may en-
able an individual to be less reactive in terms
of how they behave in an interaction when
they perceive their heritage culture is being
negatively viewed, it may be less effective in
inoculating the individual against the nega-
tive affective quality that such an interaction
would foster.2

This study adds to the growing body of
research on the way in which immigrants
and ethnic minority individuals manage
their multicultural identity by further dem-
onstrating the pervasiveness of the impact of
integrating or compartmentalizing one’s
identity. A chameleon-like identity has been
associated with well-being deficits (Downie
et al., 2004); this study replicated that find-
ing and indicated that such an identity can
hinder functioning in daily interactions. In
addition, a separate line of research has

2 It is important to note that Crocker and Major (1989)
argued that perceiving that others are reacting nega-
tively to one’s heritage culture can have self-protective
effects that will promote adjustment. The current re-
sults do not seem directly relevant to that work for two
reasons. First, in the vast majority of interactions mul-
ticultural participants did not feel that their heritage
culture was being rejected, unlike in Crocker and Ma-
jor’s studies in which rejection was directly manipu-
lated. Second, most interactions that people have that
last in excess of 10 min are with family members,
friends and coworkers, unlike in the work of Crocker
and Major in which the other person was someone they
had never met. Rejection may have been more potent
in these situations because participants were motivated
to be valued and accepted by these people (Leary &
Baumeister, 2000). Whereas rejection by peripheral
persons, for whatever reason, may be upsetting, or dis-
turbing, it may still have no impact on self-esteem, if the
person’s need for belonging have been adequately met
by significant others (Baumeister & Leary, 1995).
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shown that the level of integration of one’s
identity impacts social cognition (Benet-
Martinez et al., 2002; Haritatos & Benet-
Martinez, 2002). These studies have shown
that Asian Americans presented with a
prime for Asian culture will respond to a
culturally discerning task in a manner con-
gruent with the Asian prime, if they have an
integrated identity. If they have a compart-
mentalized identity they will respond as
though they had been primed with Ameri-
can culture. Benet-Martinez and colleagues
(2002) proposed that bicultural individuals
who have an unintegrated identity see cul-
tural cues as being highly valenced. We sug-
gest that this increased valence, which is
associated with contrast effects in social cog-
nitive responses (Benet-Martinez et al.,
2002), leads multicultural individuals to see
their social interactions as equally highly va-
lenced. This study suggests that the valenced
reaction of one’s interaction partner to
one’s heritage culture has further implica-
tions for the individual’s behavior in his or
her daily interactions.

The present study has limitations. First,
all of our measures in the interaction record
were single-item measures which may limit
the inferences we can draw from them. In
particular, our single-item measure of heri-
tage evaluation does not allow us to clearly
distinguish between the experiences of be-
ing neglected, which may be experienced
more passively, and being outright rejected,
which may be seen as a more active process.
Although sociometer theory contends that
there is little difference between the experi-
ence of ambivalence or neutrality and rejec-
tion (Leary & Baumeister, 2000), some de-
velopmental research suggests otherwise.
Previous studies with children have demon-
strated that rejected and neglected children
differ in self-reported subjective distress
(Asher, Parkhurst, Hymel, & Williams, 1990)
and later risks for maladjustment (Ollen-
dick, Weist, Borden, & Greene, 1992). Sim-
ilarly, different outcomes might be obtained
for multicultural individuals who feel that
their cultural identity is being neglected as
opposed to rejected.

A further limitation is that our sample
was composed entirely of university stu-
dents. However, developmental psycholo-
gists have noted that the ages of 18-25 are a
critical period of “emerging adulthood” in
which individuals must resolve the questions
of “Who am I?” and “How do I want to act in
the world?” (Arnett, 2002). In this regard it
would seem that emerging multicultural
adults are an ideal sample to explore the
questions raised in this article. Finally, the
study was carried out in Montreal, Quebec,
Canada, a context that can be considered in
itself bicultural with a majority French–Ca-
nadian culture thriving beside a traditional
English–Canadian culture. Although this
may be a unique cultural environment, we
argue that it does not limit the generalizabil-
ity of our basic finding that identifying with
a minority culture poses additional chal-
lenges to the way a person organizes his or
her identity and this has an impact on their
social interactions. However, given that Can-
ada is a country that has a multiculturalism
policy that encourages immigrants and eth-
nic minority individuals to develop and
maintain a bi- or multicultural identity, our
findings may not replicate exactly for immi-
grants to countries that emphasize rapid as-
similation to the host culture.

On the basis of the results obtained in
this study, it seems clear that future re-
searchers on bi- or multiculturalism need to
further distinguish how a person who does
identify with multiple social identities con-
ceptualizes and enacts those identities.
These results indicate that having a chame-
leon-like versus an integrated multicultural
identity has an impact on both the general
well-being and the daily functioning of mul-
ticultural individuals. Consideration should
also be given to whether multiracial persons
who simultaneously identify with each of
their racial groups also exhibit this same
pattern of integration or chameleonism with
similar effects. Although multiracial individ-
uals still represent a small minority of the
population, mixed unions are becoming
more common, with the number of such
couples increasing by 35% between 1991
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and 2001 in Canada alone (“Study: Mixed
Unions,” 2005, June 8). As such, researchers
will need to devote more attention to this
diversified, growing population.

In conclusion, in the present study we
highlight the centrality of the heritage cul-
ture in the daily interactions of multicultural
individuals. The perception that one’s heri-
tage group was being positively viewed was
associated with an increase in the intimacy,
disclosure, feelings of personal acceptance,
and enjoyment of the interaction. More-
over, having a chameleon-like identity or
low public CSE seems to predispose multi-
cultural people to be more reactive to per-
ceived rejection of their heritage culture.
These findings suggest that the pattern of
immigrants’ social interactions may be con-
tingent on how accepting versus rejecting
their partners are of their heritage culture.
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