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ABSTRACT

Group memberships represent important componendenfity, with people holding
membership in various groups and categories. Toepgrthat one belongs to are known
as ingroups, and the groups that one does notdpéboare known as outgroups.
Movement between groups can occur, such that avidchl becomes a member of a
former outgroup. In some cases, this movement legtwgeoups can represent a sudden
discovery for the self and/or others, especiallgwbne becomes a member of an
ambiguous, concealable, or otherwise not readdible group. The effects of this type of
movement, however, are poorly documented. The parpbthis dissertation is to
investigate these outgroup membership discoveziesnining the individual
intrapsychic, interpersonal, and potential inteugreffects of both self- and other-
outgroup membership discoveries. Specifically, aigties of homosexuality were
examined in three studies. In Study 1, hypothetieattions to self- and other-
homosexuality discovery were assessed; in StutheZffects of discovering self-
homosexuality(s. self-heterosexuality) were experimentally examjraad in Study 3,
the effects of discovering another's homosexuaéslier relative to later in a developing
friendship were experimentally examined. Studyvieated that, upon a discovery of
self-homosexuality, participants expected negaivetions and a more negative change
in feelings toward the self. Upon a discovery éfiend’s homosexuality, participants
expected a more negative change in feelings totarfriend, but more a positive
change in feelings toward homosexuals. For botlothgdgical self- and friend-
homosexuality discoveries, more negative expeateations predicted more negative
expected change in feelings toward the target iddat (the self or friend), which in turn

predicted more negative expected change in feetowgard homosexuals as a group.



Further, for self-homosexuality discovery, the assion between negative expected
emotions and negative expected change in feelowart the self was stronger among
those higher in authoritarianism.

Study 2 revealed that, upon discovering one’s oamdsexuality ¥s.
heterosexuality), heterosexual participants expeed more negative emotions, more
fear of discrimination, and more negative self-aatibns. The effect of the
homosexuality discovery manipulation on negatiieeealuations was mediated by fear
of discrimination. Further, those higher in auttemanism or pre-test prejudice toward
homosexuals demonstrated more negative emotiolesviag the manipulation. Study 3
revealed that upon discovering an interaction gaigrhomosexuality earliew$. later)
participants reported a more positive contact agpee, a closer bond with the partner,
and more positive attitudes toward the partnerliérgs. later) discovery predicted
more positive contact experience, which in turrdpred a closer bond with the partner.
Closer bond with the partner subsequently predicteck positive evaluations of the
partner. Interestingly, the association betweerdheith partner and more positive
attitudes toward the partner was stronger amonggthaher in authoritarianism or pre-
test prejudice toward homosexuals. Overall, resulggyest that self-nomosexuality
discovery results in negative outcomes, whereaodesing another's homosexuality can
result in positive outcomes, especially when homoahkty is discovered earlievs.
later). Implications of these findings for bothwatoutgroup membership discoveries

and social psychological research are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1: GENERAL INTRODUCTION

People hold memberships in various social grompscategories, with the term
“ingroup” denoting a group that one personally bg®to, and the term “outgroup”
representing other groups. Although most group negsttips are stable or at least appear
to be stable, personal movement between sociapgroan occur (see Tajfel & Turner,
1986), whereby one becomes a member of a formgraws. The most commonly
researched type of movement between social greup®vement based on choice (e.g.,
see Jetten, lyer, Tsivrikos, & Young, 2008; Fartamy& Robinson, 1999). In some cases
however, an individual may not necessarily moveppsefully into a former outgroup,
but instead discover his/her membership in the grelien he/she was not aware of it
previously (e.g., a woman identifying as White tesathat her father was Aboriginal,
placing her in a new racial group). Or, an indidtmay reveal to others his/her
membership in a group that had been previouslyealed, making it appear to others as
though he/she moved into a former outgroup (ergAraerican man thought to be
Christian reveals to his friends that he is Musiptacing him [to others] in a new
religious group). These scenarios often involveugrmemberships that are ambiguous,
concealable, or otherwise not readily visible, aad represent sudden discoveries for
others or even the self. As such, these discoverasimpact emotions and evaluations
of the individual and/or the group. But little indwn empirically about these processes.
The general goal of this dissertation is to exantiese “outgroup membership
discoveries.” | examine the individual intrapsyghnterpersonal, and potential
intergroup effects of both self- and other-outgrougmbership discoveries.

A “self” outgroup membership discovery involvesiadividual learning that

he/she belongs to group that they were not prelyiaygare of. The potential to uncover
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a previously unrecognized group membership invlag is becoming increasingly
possible with the advent of the internet. For exi@mpternet self-tests (e.qg.,
projectimplicit.com, allthetests.com) can sugges’'® membership in a previously
unknown group (e.g., racists, feminists, homoseyuéincestry websites (e.g.,
ancestry.com) can be even more revealing, allowsags to examine their family trees
and/or provide DNA samples to test ancestral bamkagt, potentially uncovering
membership in a previously unknown ethnic groupesehpopular websites make self-
outgroup membership discoveries more possible évanbefore. Little is known
however, about how people react to these new gmemberships. Such discoveries
have the potential to seriously impact evaluatioithe self and/or the group, especially
when one discovers their membership in a dislikesbaially stigmatized group. In the
current dissertation, | examine emotional reactims evaluations (of both the self and
the group) following self-outgroup membership disaes.

An “other” outgroup membership discovery invohasindividual learning that
someone he/she knows (e.g., a friend) belonggtowp that the individual was not
previously aware of. The potential to discover args membership in a concealable or
non-visible group has long been possible. Howanehe current digital world, where
intimate relationships are often formed online (#eunis, Valkenburg, & Peter, 2007;
Valkenburg & Peter, 2009), group memberships caropeealed indefinitely, and even
membership in visible and non-concealable groupgmeaunknown until well into a
relationship. Little is known however, about hovopke react to learning of another’s
outgroup membership. Like self-outgroup memberslspoveries, other-outgroup

membership discoveries may seriously impact evalsiof the individual whose



outgroup membership is discovered and/or the grespecially when another’s
membership in a disliked or socially stigmatizedugr is discovered. In the current
dissertation, | examine emotional reactions anduati@ns (of both the individual and
the group) following other-outgroup membership digries.
Theoretical background

The examination of outgroup membership discovesie®vel to the field.
However, there are several well-known social psiagioal theories that are relevant to
the topic. These theories and their relevance tgroup membership discoveries are
reviewed below.
Social Identity Theory: Social mobility

Social identity theory (SIT, Tajfel & Turner, 197@)one of the most widely used
and referenced theories in social psychology. Adiogrto SIT, social identity, an
important aspect of the self-image, is garnerenhftioe social groups one belongs to.
These groups can generate positive or negativalgdentity (with positive social
identity preferred), depending on social compari@ajfel & Turner, 1986). That is,
individuals evaluate a group they belong to (among, e.g., French Canadians) relative
to an appropriate comparison group (an outgrogp, English Canadians). If upon social
comparison the ingroup is not perceived as posytigestinct, social identity will be
relatively negative, and individuals may striveetthance social identity (Tajfel &
Turner, 1986). There are several possible meangih to enhance social identity, the
prevailing strategy known a®cial mobility Social mobility involves leaving one’s
ingroup and becoming a member of another groupr(adr outgroup). A large body of

research has confirmed social mobility as a comsommal identity enhancement strategy



(e.g., Ellemers, van Knippenberg, De Vries, & Wjlk888; Ellemers et al., 1993;
Farrington & Robinson, 1999; Jackson, Sullivan, ik, & Hodge, 1996; Jetten et al.,
2008; Verkuyten & Reijerse, 2008; Wright et al.90%

According to SIT, whether one engages in socialilitpils commonly
influenced by three socio-structural factors: gretgius stability, group status
legitimacy, and group boundary permeability (TafieTurner, 1979, 1986). Status
stability concerns whether group positions are gigerl as changeable. Status legitimacy
concerns the extent to which group positions inetg@re considered fair or unfair.
Boundary permeability concerns the ease with whidvement across groups occurs.
When the status of the ingroup is perceived adestail legitimate, and group
boundaries are perceived as permeable, social mydaddlempts are likely (Verkuyten &
Reijerse, 2008). That is, when one perceives tigabap’s status will not change (due to
it being stable and legitimate) and that it is jadesto move into another group (due to
boundaries being permeable), one may engage ialsoobility as a social identity
enhancement strategy.

Arguably, boundary permeability is the most critichthese factors. In order to
attempt movement into a group, that group’s bouedanust be perceived as permeable.
The more permeable that group boundaries are ped;aghe more social mobility is
preferred over other social identity enhancemenateggies (e.g., see Mummendey, Klink,
Mielke, Wenzel, & Blanz, 1999). Although Tajfel aiidrner (1979) conceptualized
boundary permeability as dichotomous (either pebileear impermeable), a state
between completely open and completely closed grbag also been investigated:

tokenism. This is when group boundaries are higbdyricted, but not wholly



impermeable (Taylor & McKirnan, 1984; Wright & Tayl 1999). In an investigation
where participants were placed into a low-statesigmwith permeable but heavily
restricted boundaries (i.e., only 2% of group meraloseuld change groups), participants
attempted social mobility to the same degree tieyg tlid when group boundaries were
completely open or only somewhat restricted (Wrigthal., 1990). Thus, so long as
group boundaries are perceived as even slightipgable, social mobility is perceived
as viable (see also Boen & Vanbeselaere, 2000ndal& Silverman, 1994).

Although social mobility represents a means to anbgositive social identity, it
also comes with potentially negative implicationdth social mobility comes the
adjustment to life as a member of a new group,elbag reactions from others (both
ingroup [i.e., former outgroup] and outgroup [ifermer ingroup] members), both of
which can be negative for the individual engagimgacial mobility. For example, when
individuals view their backgrounds (e.g., theimh@ar group membership) as
incompatible with the group they have joined, tbeial mobility experience is likely to
be difficult. Such beliefs may lead to poor adjustinto the new group. When examining
university attendance as a social mobility stratéggividuals with low socio-economic
status (SES) were less prepared for universityraswdt of viewing university attendance
as less compatible with their backgrounds (Jetteth €2008). Additionally, low SES
individuals identified less with their new groumiversity students, as a function of
viewing their new group membership as incompatiité their backgrounds. In addition
to adjustment problems resulting from incompatipibieliefs, social mobility disconnects
the individual from her former ingroup. Althoughcsal mobility is likely in the

individual’'s best interest, the resulting distaptaced between the self and the previous



ingroup (which may include friends and family mem#)anay be emotionally distressing
(see Jetten et al., 2008).

In addition to personal adjustment, individuals tralso cope with the social
implications of social mobility. After an individuangages in social mobility, others
(both ingroup and outgroup members) will form ewadilons of the individual. Tajfel and
Turner (1986) suggested that individuals who leave group in favour of another are
evaluated negatively by the former ingroup. Sogiability may be viewed as a
“betrayal.” This is consistent with the notion ttiggoup disloyalty is generally viewed
unfavourably (see Branscombe, Wann, Noel, & Colerh@83; Levine & Moreland,
2002). Being evaluated negatively by the ingromenewhen one is no longer a member
of the ingroup, can be emotionally distressingadidition to negative evaluations from
the former ingroup, following successful social nlibjg members of the group the
individual has newly joined may view the individusdgatively. Individuals entering a
new group through social mobility may “pass thewseloff as something they are not”
(Jetten et al., 2008, p.877) as an attempt tatit the new group and avoid being viewed
negatively. For example, upon successful socialiltygbndividuals may deny ties to
the previous ingroup. This “dishonest” behaviouldsdhe potential to backfire, leading
members of the new group to view the individualatagly. Like negative evaluations
from ingroup members, this too is likely to be vergotionally distressing. Even more
distressing is the experience of negativity andegction fromboththe previous and the
new ingroup (e.g. see Postmes & Branscombe, 2008, engaging in social mobility

can be a very negative experience, despite impggyasitive social identity.



Outgroup membership discoveries can be concepéubiiz unique forms of
social mobility. Whereas in SIT social mobility mives the motivated movement from
one social group to another, self-outgroup memlyediscovery as it is examined
currently represents a more unintentional or unetguetype of social mobility. By
definition, a self-outgroup membership discovempinwes discovering group
membership that one was previously unaware of. |Tihissnot purposeful social
mobility that is typically considered under the Sidmework. Other-outgroup
membership discovery on the other hasaljldrepresent intentional social mobility (as
per SIT). One may discover another's membershgpgdnoup that he moved into as a
means to improve positive social identity. Or, othetgroup membership discovery
could represent a more unintentional type of sau@bility; this will vary by situation.
My current interest is not in the intentions behihese new group memberships, but
rather the individual and intergroup effects ofcdigering these new group memberships.
Regardless, outgroup membership discoveries andl sncbility share conceptual
overlap, both involving movement into a former ootgp.

Like social mobility, outgroup membership discoesrivill only occur in the
context of groups with permeable boundaries. Inttigls will not discover their own or
another’'s membership in a group with impermeablendaries, by definition.
Additionally, the effects of outgroup membershipadiveries may be similar to the
effects of social mobility. Like social mobilityjstovering one’s own outgroup
membership could lead to positive social identigpending on the new group
membership status. Additionally, discovering ormis outgroup membership could

lead to a difficult adjustment and hence negatmet®ns, consistent with challenges



that can accompany social mobility (Jetten et28l08). Discovering one’s own group
membership could also lead to fears, anxieties n@gative emotions associated with
concerns over others’ (i.e., former or new groupniners) reactions to one’s new group
membership (Postmes & Branscombe, 2002; Tajfel &&y 1986). Similarly, when
discovering another’s outgroup membership, esdgardien the other previously
belonged to (or was assumed to belong to) one®umg one might respond to the
individual negatively, as erstwhile group membdtsrodo when an individual engages
in social mobility (Tajfel &Turner, 1986). Thus,ahiterature on social mobility provides
some insight into the possible effects of outgro@mbership discoveries. Of course,
whether these effects emerge remains unknown, ghagroutgroup membership
discoveries represent a unique and unexamined p®gibal phenomenon.
Social identity theory: Imposter/ black sheep effeis

Also relevant to outgroup membership discoverytésdture on the “black sheep
effect” and on group “imposters,” literatures albssed in social identity theory (Tajfel &
Turner, 1979). The black sheep effect describesetmdency for ingroup members to
evaluate deviant members of their group more neglgtthan normative members of
their group (Marques, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1988; Marg & Yzerbyt, 1988). For
example, unlikeable ingroup members are evaluate@ megatively than likeable
ingroup members, ingroup members not conformirg gooup norm are evaluated more
negatively than ingroup members conforming to aignoorm (Marques et al., 1988),
and ingroup members who perform poorly are evatlatere negatively than ingroup
members who perform well (Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988)ese deviant ingroup members

are also evaluated more negatively than equalljadéwutgroup members (Marques et



al., 1988; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988). Black sheepditen judged with extreme
harshness, as a means for ingroup members to mnaiingar own positive social identity
(Marques, Abrams, & Serido, 2001).

Imposters represent a specific type of ingroup aleei Specifically, imposters
claim to be a member of a group to which they doaatually belong. Imposters are
typically derogated by members of the group theyntlto be a part of, especially those
highly identified with the group (see Jetten, Sumniie, Hornsey, & Mewse, 2005;
Hornsey & Jetten, 2003; Warner, Hornsey, & Jet?®0,7). For example, vegetarians
showed negative affect toward an apparent vegatardm actually ate meat (see also
Jetten et al., 2005), and homosexuals evaluateghgarent heterosexual, who was
actually homosexual (i.e., a closeted homosexaa)e negatively than an “authentic”
homosexual (Warner et al., 2007). This is explainggrms of SIT, whereby imposters
are rejected because they threaten the valued sib@mdity of ingroup members
(Hornsey & Jetten, 2003).

Upon suddenly becoming an outgroup member, ashpeazurrent investigation of
outgroup membership discoveries, one may be viegeatblack sheep or imposter by
others or even the self. When an individual leafiser own outgroup membership (self-
outgroup membership discovery), she may begindblikee an inauthentic ingroup
member or a deviant within the group. This may leadegative affect and/or negative
evaluations of the self, consistent with the blslckep effect (e.g., Marques et al., 1988)
and research on ingroup imposters (e.g., Jettah, &005), but specific to one’s own
(rather than others’) reactions toward the selfthar, upon learning of one’s own

outgroup membership, one may worry about the p@liior negative reactions from
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others (e.g., friends, family) due to being vievesda black sheep or imposter. Likewise,
when another’s outgroup membership is discoveltss psay be viewed by ingroup
members (i.e., members of her apparent former grasipery deviant, and potentially
perceived as having falsely portrayed herself laya ingroup member. As such,
consistent with the black sheep and imposter litieea (Jetten et al., 2005; Marques et
al., 1988), there is strong potential for an indual to be viewed negatively by the self
and/or others when his/her outgroup membershipodered.
Intergroup contact

Although the SIT-relevant literature largely sugigenegative effects following
outgroup membership discoveries, positive effetgassible given that outgroup
membership discoveries also relate to a well-knprajudice reduction strategy:
intergroup contact. Intergroup contact involvegiattion between members of different
groups (i.e., an ingroup member and an outgroup lmeemit is well established that
intergroup contact stimulates positive attitudesaxl the outgroup member and reduces
prejudice toward the outgroup as a whole (Pettigtelropp, 2006; see also Hodson &
Hewstone, 2013). Positive intergroup contact tendsduce positive emotions and
feelings of closeness with the outgroup member gWriAron, & Tropp, 2002; Wright,
Brody, & Aron, 2005). This positive affect promotessitive attitudes toward the
outgroup member. Feeling close with and evalugtiegoutgroup member stimulates
positive evaluations of the outgroup in general.(eBrody, 2003; Hodson, Harry, &
Mitchell, 2009; Reis & Wheeler, 1991). Accordingitdergroup contact theory (Brown

& Hewstone, 2005; Pettigrew, 1998), positive attds toward the outgroup member are
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generalized to the outgroup as a whole. Thus,gnveip contact produces positive
intergroup outcomes.

The closer one is with an outgroup member, thatgreéhe positive impact on
attitudes toward the outgroup individual and thegooup generally, with intergroup
friendships being especially beneficial (e.g., Bagies, Tropp, Aron, Pettigrew &
Wright, 2011). In the case of discovering self-oatgp membership, one theoretically
becomes as “close” to an outgroup member as pessibé essentially becomes an
outgroup member. Potentially, this ultimate levietloseness with an outgroup member
could produce positive evaluations of the self #redoutgroup generally, especially
given that individuals prefer to evaluate theirugye positively (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).
Upon a self-outgroup membership discovery the newgmembership may become
positively integrated into the self (see Smith &irde 1996), promoting positive
evaluations of the group. Self-outgroup membersgigpovery could also lead to an
increase in actual (positive) contact with the oo, given that one essentially joins
that group, and people generally prefer intsaigter) group contact (e.g., Clack, Dixon,
& Tredoux, 2005; Dixon & Durrheim, 2003). Althouglbmparable to intergroup contact,
self-outgroup membership discovery does not reptestergroup contact, but is a
distinct phenomenon. As such, positive contact-#ékects are possible following self-
outgroup membership discovery, but not certain.

Other-outgroup membership discoveries, on therdtaed, relate much more
closely to intergroup contact theory. An outgrougnbership discovery essentially
creates an intergroup contact situation. For exanvphen a heterosexual woman learns

that her best friend is actually homosexual, trentiship suddenly becomes a cross-
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group friendship. Given that other-outgroup memihiergliscoveries typically occur in
the context of already established relationships jiidividual whose outgroup
membership is discovered is presumably viewed ipesitby the “discoverer” (assuming
a degree of relationship closeness). Positivityaialathe individual could be generalized
toward the outgroup as a whole, consistent witbrgroup contact theory (Brown &
Hewstone, 2005; Pettigrew, 1998). A caveat is degrhowever, given the uniqueness of
the other-outgroup membership discovery situatBatause a relationship exists
between the (new) outgroup member and the persaowkring his/her outgroup
membership, the person making the discovery magrexuce negative emotions and
social hurt from feeling that this information wasncealed from them (Leary &
Springer, 2001; MacDonald & Leary, 2005). This negy may be translated into
negative attitudes toward the new outgroup membe#toa the outgroup as a whole, at
least temporarily. Regardless, the sudden involverimean intergroup relationship has
the potential to produce positive outcomes congrudh intergroup contact theory.

At its core, the examination of group membershgzalveries concerns whether
or not group category salience is beneficial tawpwbng favourable attitudes.
Interestingly, within intergroup contact theorythés some disagreement over the degree
to which group memberships should be salient dunteygroup contact. According to
the personalization approach to intergroup cor(@ewer & Miller 1984, 1988; Miller,
2002), group memberships should be minimized dunteygroup contact. Instead, the
personalization approach favours the emphasisdimiduals, so that contact can be
more intimate and personalized, producing posivauations of the outgroup member

as aperson(rather than an outgroup member) and hence tlgrayt generally. The
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mutual differentiation model of intergroup conté8town & Hewstone, 2005; Hewstone
& Brown, 1986) contrastingly advocates emphasigmup membership early in the
relationship. According to this approach, emphagizjroup memberships is likely to
induce positive attitudes toward the outgroup mamalkea member of the outgroup,
attitudes which are more likely to be generalizeaard the outgroup as a whole.

These competing theoretical perspectives canntgdted with respect to self-
outgroup membership discoveries, given that thgroup member is the self. Prior to
self-outgroup membership discovery, there is nergroup “relationship.” Upon self-
outgroup membership discovery, outgroup membensbgessarily becomes salient.
When it comes to other-outgroup membership disgogrrthe other hand, the
relationships typically intergroup from the beginning, but tmeargroup nature of the
relationship is not necessarily known. Criticatlye outgroup member often controls
when the intergroup nature of the relationshipissavered by the ingroup member. Only
upon other-outgroup membership discovery do grogmberships become salient in the
relationship. Thus, examining the timing of othetgyroup membership discovery would
allow for comparison between the personalizaticsh rmaitual differentiation approaches
to intergroup relations. Individual and group ewalons may vary depending on the
point at which group membership becomes salietiterrelationship. The personalization
and mutual differentiation approaches to intergrooptact are revisited in Study 3,
where timing (earlievs.later in a developing friendship) of other-outgpauembership
discovery is examined. Overall, in addition to Sl particular as it relates to social
mobility and black sheep/imposter effects), inteugr contact theory is relevant to

discoveries of outgroup membership.
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Discoveries of Homosexuality

In the current examination of outgroup memberslgpal/eries, | focus on
discoveries ohomosexuality Homosexuality is a unique type of group membershi
given that it is not necessarily clear and visiBle.individual’'s membership in this group
can be unclear to others or even to the self, miginy not recognizing their
homosexuality until late adolescence or adulthaterdt, 1989), and not revealing it to
others until relationships are long established¢k& Capitanio, 1996). “Homosexual”
not only represents a highly “discoverable” grougnmbership, but one with relatively
permeable boundaries (i.e., movement into the g®uewed as possible, given that
presumed heterosexuals routinely move into it),ingak ideal for examining in a lab
context. Moreover, prejudice toward homosexuaisaias relatively acceptable and
openly tolerated in most cultures. Prevailing satirorms prefer heterosexuality (see
Maclnnis & Hodson, 2012), and almost daily, repoftanti-homosexual prejudice
surface in the popular media (e.g., see Harris0h22Timmons & Gill, 2011).
Homosexuals are stigmatized targets of negativei@dss, hate crimes, and violence
(Herek, 2009). Thus, examining whether attitudegro homosexual individuals and
homosexuals as a group are relatively positiveegative upon homosexuality
discoveries will add not only to literature on thevement between social groups, but
also to the literature on attitudes toward homoaksxu specifically examine discoveries

of “self-as-homosexual” and “other-as-homosexual.”

! The terms homosexuality/ homosexuals are usedghaut the dissertation instead of “gay men and
lesbians”. When homosexuality is referred to, ganrand lesbians could be used interchangeably. The
term homosexuality is used, however, given thah@my places sexual orientation is discussed gdperal
across sexes.
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The process of recognizing one’s homosexualityramdaling it to others is
labelled “coming out” (Herek & Garnets, 2007). Arplial step in the coming out process
is coming out to one’s self (Rosario, Hunter, Magu@wadz, & Smith, 2001), which
involves explicitly (but typically, privately) acknvledging one’s membership in the
group, homosexuals. In many cases the homosexdigidoal will have previously
assumed or considered the self to be heterosegiuah that most people are assumed to
be heterosexual by default (Everly, Shih, & Ho, 2)1herefore, coming out to the self
can represent a discovery of self-as-homosexuaked&tehers have recognized that
coming out to the self can be emotionally distmregg¢Rosario et al., 2001) and can lead
to “internalized homophobia”, that is, self-loathiand negativity toward the self upon
acknowledging one’s homosexuality (Herek, Cogafigi& Glunt, 1997). Internalized
homophobia can even involve hostile attitudes tovteomosexuals as a group (e.g., Ross
& Rosser, 1997). On the more positive side, howesthier researchers note that
recognizing one’s homosexuality can stimulate ssttem (Cohen & Savin-Williams,
1996) and a sense of an authentic self (deMong&sfl& Shultz, 1978)Of course, in
these natural contexts discovering self-as-homadaswa gradual process, and
individuals may adjust more positively as time gbesl will focus on immediate
reactions to sudden discoveries of self-as-homadenioth a hypothetical and lab-
based context. Given that discovering self-as-h@xweal categorizes the self into a
socially stigmatized group that routinely facesdmination (Herek, 2009), discovering
self-as-homosexual in the current context is likelproduce negative outcomes,

although the potential for positive outcomes i® atcognized.
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The coming out process has also been examinedtfreiperspective of outsiders,
that is, the person or people learning that arviddal is homosexual. Most people, as
noted above, are assumed to be heterosexual (Eataly, 2012). As such, when an
individual comes out, other people experience arreds-homosexual discovery.
Researchers have demonstrated that learning di@r®homosexuality can create
personal discomfort, avoidance (King, Reilly, & HHe2008), or anxiety about future
interactions with the homosexual individual (seenvio® Miller, 2001). On the other
hand however, learning of another’'s homosexuaéty create motivation to learn more
about homosexuality (Evans & Brodio, 1999) or mpositive evaluations of
homosexuals as a group, given that having a hornaséxend is associated with more
positive attitudes toward homosexuals (Herek & @apo, 1996; Hodson et al., 2009).
Thus, other-as-homosexual discoveries can prodegative or positive outcomes. | will
examine immediate reactions to other-as-homoseasebveries in both a hypothetical
and lab context, recognizing that both negative [@ositive outcomes are possible. Of
course, outcomes may depend on contextual faaicts&s timing of the discovery, as
some researchers have posited (Kaufman & Libby22Ring et al., 2008). This
possibility will be returned to in Study 3.

Overarching Model

As noted, in the current dissertation | examireedffects of both self-as-
homosexual and other-as-homosexual discoveriegc&ly, | am most interested in how
these discoveries impact evaluations of both tdevidual (i.e., the “newly” homosexual
person) and the group (i.e., homosexuals generdy3o examine variables that may

impact these evaluative variables, namely affea@aetions (e.g., positive/negative
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emotions, feelings of closeness) or social conc@arg, fear of discrimination). Drawing
from the literature on social mobility, black shéapposter effects, and intergroup
contact, as well as the literature on coming obigJe formulated a general overarching
expected pattern of relations. A conceptual mdtedtrating this pattern is depicted in
Figure 1.1a, whereby homosexuality discovery pisdiffective/social reactiohgpath

a) which in turn predict evaluations of the tangelividual and group as a whole (path b).
Homosexuality discovery is also expected to preeleiuations of the target individual
and group as a whole (path c), but this associaiexpected to be reduced after
controlling for negative affective/social reactiqpsith c’). Generally, it is expected that
more positive (or negative) affective/social reaes following a homosexuality
discovery will predict more positive (or negatiwjaluations of both the individual and
the group (path b). The association between affefsiocial reactions and evaluations is
consistent with intergroup contact theory (seeiftetty, 1998). It is well-established that
positive affect in particular predicts positive aations of an outgroup member, and
affect is widely recognized as a mediator of cangdiects (Wright et al., 2005; see
Hodson, Hewstone, & Swart, 2013, Table 2). Affegtisocial reactions are similarly
expected to play a meditational role in the curreatlel. Also consistent with intergroup
contact theory (see Brown & Hewstone, 2005; Pettigrl 998; Wright et al., 2005), it is
possible that a modified version of the model dipien Figure 1.1a will be supported,
whereby more positive (or negative) group evaluetiare predicted by more positive (or

negative) individual evaluations, representing megalization pattern. A more

2 Throughout the dissertation, the term “negativeia reactions” refers to concerns with negative
reactions from others.



18

Positive Positive

Homosexuality (or Negative) (or Nega_ltive)
Discovery Affective/ Evaluations
Social reactions (Target Individual

and Group)

c/c

Figure 1.1a. General overarching model.

Negative
Self- Negative Evaluations
homosexuality Affective/ (Target Individual
Discovery Social reactions and Group)

c/c

Figure 1.1b. General expected pattern for self-re@xroality discovery.

Positive

Other- Positive Evaluatipr_ms
homosexuality Affective/ (Target Individual
Discovery Social reactions and Group)

c/c

Figure 1.1c. General expected pattern for otherdsmxuality discovery. Note that
effects are expected to be stronger when other bexuality is discovered earliers,
later).
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conservative model is predicted, however, givemibeelty of the examination. It is
unknown whether this generalization pattern willeege.

Also unknown at this point is whether homosexyaliscoveries will induce
relatively positive or negative affective/sociahcéions (i.e., the valence of path a in
Figure 1.1ais unclear). This is expected to vaselol on target of homosexuality
discovery (i.e., sels.other). Whereas both positive and negative affetgocial
reactions are possible following both self-as-hoexasl and other-as-homosexual
discoveries, | expect self-as-homosexual discote@igduce negative affective/ social
reactions and other-as-homosexual discovery tocegositive affective/ social
reactions, especially when other homosexualityssavered earlieng. later). That is,
self-as-homosexual discovery is expected to inchegmtive affective/ social reactions,
and in turn negative evaluations of the self ad a&homosexuals (see Figure 1.1b),
given that one will suddenly find the self placadiisocially stigmatized group. Other-
as-homosexual discovery (which in the current cdritesolves a friend or potential
friend as the “other’) on the other hand is expgéteinduce positive affective/ social
reactions, and in turn positive evaluations ofdtieer as well as homosexuals (see Figure
1.1c), given that this type of discovery will bedepersonally threatening and more
closely resemble intergroup contact situations ¢wiiend to promote positive outcomes
on average).

The expected pattern for self-as-homosexual dexgog consistent with findings
that (a) emotional distress (Jetten et al., 20@8)reegative reactions from others that
individuals may be concerned about (Postmes & Bx@anbe, 2002; Tajfel & Turner,

1986) occur upon entering a new group; (b) indigldientering new groups may be
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evaluated negatively as black sheep/impostere@lettal., 2005; Marques et al., 1988),
potentially even by the self; and (c) that indivatkirecognizing their homosexuality
experience emotional distress and negativity towlaedself (Herek et al., 1997; Rosario
et al., 2001). The expected pattern for other-asdsexual is consistent with findings
that (a) positive contact with an outgroup memizar induce positive affect (Wright,
Aron, & Tropp, 2002; Wright, Brody, & Aron, 2005))) positive affect can promote
positive attitudes toward an outgroup member anduagroup in general (Brody, 2003;
Hodson et al., 2009; Reis & Wheeler, 1991; Wrighdle 2005); and (c) having a
homosexual friend is associated with more posaitieudes toward homosexuals (Herek
& Capitanio, 1996; Hodson et al., 2009; see alsai€3aet al., 2011; Davies, Wright,
Aron, & Comeau, 2013).

Of course, Figure 1.1a represents a general eegbgeittern of relations. |
conduct three studies examining outgroup membedibgovery, but these studies vary
in purpose and method. However, in all studiescéiffe reactions and evaluations of the
outgroup target individual and the outgroup as ale/lare assessed. Thus, at least part of
the overall pattern can be tested in all studiei the complete pattern (including other
variables) tested in two out of three studies,(B¢udies 2 & 3).

In addition to testing this mediation model, sevexploratory moderators of
each of the model paths are tested: pre-existiegighice toward homosexuals, right-
wing authoritarianism (RWA), and participant seko$e higherys.lower) in pre-
existing prejudice toward homosexuals could haveemegative affective/ social
reactions or evaluations following self- or oth@miosexuality discovery. Additionally,

the association between negative affective/ soeadtions and evaluations could be
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stronger for those highevg.lower) in pre-existing prejudice toward homosesuaRWA
IS a construct representing conventionality, submirsto authority, and aggression
toward norm violators (Altemeyer, 1996) that getignqaredicts heightened prejudice
toward homosexuals (see Haddock & Zanna, 1998;,eSt&006; Whitley, 1999). As
such, the same moderation pattern forwarded feegigting prejudice toward
homosexuals may occur for RWA. Similarly, mes.(vomen) may report more negative
reactions/ evaluations or show a stronger assonisietween negative affective/social
reactions and evaluations given that mes1Women) tend to be more negative toward
homosexuals/ homosexuality (Kite & Whitley, 1996 )xhould be noted however that
these moderation analyses are secondary, andylaggloratory.
Overview of Studies

| conducted three studies to examine the effddi®mosexual outgroup
membership discoveries. First, in Study 1, | exadihypothetical reactions to self- and
other-homosexuality discovery. Outgroup memberdigpovery is a relatively novel
research topic; not only are the actual effectsudfiroup membership discoveries
unknown, theexpecteaffects are unknown as well. As a preliminary iriigzgion, | was
interested in examining how heterosexuweadpectedo react upon discovering their own
or a friend’s membership in the group homosexualStudy 1, heterosexual participants
considered two hypothetical scenarios, one invghardiscovery of the self-as-
homosexual, and one involving a discovery of anfilias-homosexual. Participants
reported their expected emotions and feelingsspanse to each hypothetical discovery.

Study 1 is reported in Chapter 2.
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Next, | conducted Study 2, an experimental studymaning the effects of
discovering self-as-homosexual. Heterosexual ppatits were provided false feedback
on an implicit test of sexual attraction, implyiegher their homosexuality (experimental
condition) or heterosexuality (control conditioAffective, social, and evaluative
reactions were compared between the experimendat@mirol groups, to examine the
effects of discovering the self-as-homosexual. @irse, this is not the typical process by
which individuals discover their homosexuality iataral settings. In this first
examination of self-as-homosexual discovery, theeemental control of a lab context
was desired, which limited ecological validity. Bl examined self-as-homosexual
discovery as a simulation exercise. Simulation @ges are employed in a wide variety
of domains (see Taylor, Pham, Rivkin, & Armor, 1898cluding intergroup domains. In
the intergroup domain specifically, some simulagsxercises produce positive effects
(e.g., imagining contact with an outgroup membeisC& Turner, 2012, 2013), and
others produce negative effects (e.g., taking oawtgroup member’s perspective during
an intergroup interaction; Vorauer, 2013; Voraue$&saki, 2009). In Study 2, |
temporarily simulated heterosexuals’ membershifpéngroup homosexuals and gauged
their corresponding reactions in order to examieedffects of discovering self-as-
homosexual. Study 2 is reported in Chapter 3.

Finally I conducted Study 3, where | examineddffects of discovering other-as-
homosexual. Critically, as noted above, the effettsther-as-homosexual discoveries
may vary as a function of timing of discovery. Agl, in Study 3 | focused on
comparing the effects of discovering another’s heexoality earlier relative to later in a

developing friendship. Heterosexual participantgagred in a positive, closeness-
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inducing online interaction with an apparent partiseich laboratory-based and
controlled online intergroup interactions allow faght experimental control while still
providing an engaging interactive experience whh potential to induce positive
intergroup effects (see White & Abu-Rayya, 2012¢tétosexual participants learned that
their partner was homosexual either before or #ftefriendly interaction. Perceptions of
the interaction, as well as affective and eval@ataactions were compared between the
earlier and later discovery conditions. Thus, Ireikeed the effects of earli@s. later
discovery of another's homosexual outgroup memyeistthe context of a potential
online friendship. Study 3 is reported in Chapter 4

In Chapter 5 of the dissertation | summarize,grdée, and discuss the results of
all three studies | also discuss limitations, future directionsdaontributions to the

literature and field as whole.

% Note that Studies 2 and 3 (Chapters 3 and 4, césply) are based on journal article submissiams|
are therefore written as stand-alone papers.
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CHAPTER 2: STUDY 1

Outgroup membership discovery is an increasinghymon, but rarely studied,
experience. Prior to examining responses to experiaily manipulated outgroup
membership discoveries (Studies 2 and 3), hypathleteactions were assessed to
determine how individualexpectthat they would feel upon making outgroup
membership discoveries. In Study 1, heterosexsal&reported responses to two
hypothetical situations were assessed: one invgltha discovery that the self is
homosexual and one involving the discovery thattaar(in this case, a friend) is
homosexual. Heterosexuals’ expected emotionaliceesstas well as their expected
change in feelings toward the individual (self werid) and the group (homosexuals)
following these discoveries were examined. Addgibtyn the extent to which these
expected emotional reactions and expected feehagges were associated with right-
wing authoritarianism (RWA), attitudes toward homasals, or sex was examined to
determine whether those more prejudiced toward lsemgals would report more
negative expectations. Finally, preliminary tedtthe overarching model depicted in
Figure 1.1a were conducted.

In terms of the hypotheticaklf-as-homosexual discoveitywas predicted that
heterosexual participants would expect negativetiemal reactions, and more negative
feelings toward the self. These negative expectatwere predicted given the widely
held social stigma attached to homosexuality (He26K4, 2008), as well as societal
norms preferring heterosexuality and the documetaiedency for those discovering
their homosexuality to feel negatively toward tle#f §Herek, Cogan, Gillis, & Glunt,

1997). It was predicted that heterosexual partidipavould not expect their feelings
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toward homosexuals (the group as a whole) to chajigen that discovering self-as-
homosexual is about the self and likely to be nmelevant to changes in self-feelings.
In terms of hypotheticdtiend-as-homosexual discoverywas predicted that
heterosexual participants would expect negativetemal reactions and more negative
feelings toward the friend, but less negative fegditoward homosexuals. Notably, this
departs somewhat from the pattern predicted in @hdp where positive affect and
evaluations were predicted upon making an othdremsesexual discovery. However,
Study 1 involves the unigueg/potheticalcontext of discovering a known friend’s
homosexuality, rather than discovering the homoaktxuof a potential friend that one
has a friendly interaction with (which could indysesitive affective reactions, e.g., see
Wright, Brody, & Aron, 2005), as per Study 3. Axkuthe potential for differences is
recognized whereby the hypothetical discovery kfiavn friend’s homosexuality
(versus an actual discovery of a friendly inte@eipartner's homosexuality) might
produce negative affect and negative feelings tdwtae friend. Expected negative
emotional reactions and feelings toward the frietede predicted given the social stigma
attached to homosexuality (Herek, 2004, 2008), @lsas the possibility that participants
would expect to experience hurt and social paimfrmt having this important
information about their friend revealed sooner (lye%a Springer, 2000; MacDonald &
Leary, 2005). Further, participants might expedtawe negative feelings toward the
friend consistent with discovering an individudilsiposter” status (see Jetten et al.,
2005; Hornsey & Jetten, 2003; Warner et al., 200n)the other hand, however, it was
predicted that participants would expect more pasieelings toward homosexuals,

given that in the hypothetical situation they wontav have a homosexual friend, and it
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is well established that having an outgroup friemdssociated with more positive
feelings toward the outgroup (Davies et al., 2011).

It was predicted that those higher in RWA and ¢hegh more negative attitudes
toward homosexuals would expect more negative emetand feelings upon both self
and friend hypothetical homosexuality discoverfsnoted in Chapter 1, RWA is a
construct representing conventionality, submissmoauthority, and aggression toward
norm violators (Altemeyer, 1996) that generallydices heightened prejudice toward
homosexuals (see Haddock & Zanna, 1998; Stone$, 2Ubitley, 1999). As such, it
was predicted that those highes (ower) in RWA would have more negative
expectations about homosexuality discoveries. # pradicted that those highes(
lower) in prejudice toward homosexuals would sintylaeport more negative
expectations. Finally, it was also expected that meuld have more negative
expectations about homosexuality discoveries thamewn, given that men tend to be
higher in prejudice toward homosexuals than wonkete (& Whitley, 1996).

It was also possible in Study 1 to test part efalierarching model predicted in
Chapter 1 (see Figure 1.1a). In Study 1 expectemtiens and expected change in
feelings toward the individual (self or friend) atie group (homosexuals) were
examined for both self-as-homosexual and frientlamaosexual discoveries. Affective
reactions, as depicted in Figure 1.1a, can be septed by expected emotions, and
evaluations, as depicted in Figure 1.1a, can besepted by the feeling-change
variables. Feeling-changes toward individuals ougs, although affective, represent
target-specifiaffective reactions rather than general overédciiive reactions, as is the

case with expected emotions. Feelings toward @tang widely recognized as core or
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even crucial components of evaluations of thatetafg.g., Zajonc, 1980; Zanna &
Rempel, 1988). Thus, although affective in natgregn that feelings represent a key
component of target evaluations, feeling-changealbes representddrget evaluations
in the tested models whereas overall general emotepresentedffective reactions
Outgroup membership discoveries were not manipdiiat&tudy 1, so the exogenous
independent variable from the model in Figure 1slaissing. However, it was possible
to test whether affect and evaluative variablesvparsitively associated, as predicted by
the overarching model. Further, it was also posdibltest (for exploratory purposes)
whether these associations were moderated by R\WeAexisting attitudes toward
homosexuals, or sex.

To summarize, the following hypotheses/ reseaudstions were forwarded:

Hypothesis 1a Heterosexuals will expect to react to a self-asrbsexual
discovery with negative emotions.

Hypothesis 1b Heterosexuals will expect to react to a self-asrbsexual
discovery with more negative feelings toward thé se

Hypothesis 1c Heterosexuals will not expect to react to a asHiomosexual
discovery with a change in feelings toward homoséx(the group).

Hypothesis 2a Heterosexuals will expect to react to a frienehamosexual
discovery with negative emotions.

Hypothesis 2b Heterosexuals will expect to react to a frienehamosexual
discovery with more negative feelings toward thend.

Hypothesis 2c Heterosexuals will expect to react to a frienehamosexual

discovery with more positive feelings toward homasss.
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Hypothesis 3 RWA will be associated with more negative emotionl feeling
expectations.

Hypothesis 4 Prejudice toward homosexuals will be associatitd more
negative emotion and feeling expectations.

Hypothesis 5 Participant sex will be associated with emotiad &eling
expectations, such that men have more negativeceatfmns than women.

Hypothesis 8 Consistent with the overarching model presente@hapter 1
(specifically, path b, see Figure 1.1a), more negaelf-as-homosexual emotion
expectations will predict more negative expecteahge in feelings toward the self and
more negative expected change in feelings towandosexuals.

Hypothesis 7 Consistent with the overarching model presente@hapter 1
(specifically, path b, see Figure 1.1a), more negdtiend-as-homosexual emotion
expectations will predict more negative expecteahge in feelings toward the self and
more negative expected change in feelings towandosexuals.

Research question 1For exploratory purposes, it was examined whedingr
paths in tested models were moderated by RWA, xisthag attitudes toward
homosexuals, or sex.

Method
Participants

One hundred and nineteen students at a Canadie@rsity participated for

course participation or $5. Non-heterosexuals ¢hdsexual, 3 bisexual, 4 “do not

know” responders) were excluded given primary edgem heterosexual’s expected
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reactions to homosexuality discoveries. This lefample of 111 (30 men, 80 women, 1
unspecifiedMage= 20.14,SD = 4.99).
Procedure

Participants completed paper and pencil survegmall groups. Participants read
that they would be asked to imagine hypothetidakbsions and gauge their expected
reactions to these situations. The design was nvghbjects, such that all participants
imagined both the self- and friend-as-homosexuahsons. Whether participants
imagined the self- or friend-as-homosexual situatist was counterbalanced across
participants, and order did not influence the rissAlfter completing measures pertaining
to both the self- and friend-as-homosexual situatigparticipants completed measures of
RWA and attitudes toward homosexuals.

Self-as-homosexual hypothetical situation (see Appendix 2D). For the self-as-
homosexual hypothetical situation participants rigsdfollowing: “We are interested in
your reactions to the following scenario regardieceiving information about yourself.
You discover, based on genetic testing, that yme Immosexual tendencies” and then
responded to the following measures.

Expected emotionRarticipants rated the degree to which they expdbie
discovery to be surprising, upsetting, excitinggiaty provoking, worrisome, and
happiness-inducing (1 mot at all,to 9 =very much. A principal components analyses
(with exciting and happy reverse-scored) revealsthgle negative emotion factor. These
items were averaged € .81) such that higher scores indicated more thegaxpected

emotions.
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Expected change in feelings toward the 3&lether participants expected
feelings toward the self to change was measurel®point scale (1 = becomwery
negative 5 =not change9 =become very positiyeAfter reversing for ease of
interpretation, higher scores indicated expectatibat feelings toward the self would
become more negative.

Expected change in feelings toward homosex¥dlgether participants expected
feelings toward homosexuals to change was tappad tlee same 9-point anchors (1 =
becomevery negative5 =not change9 =become very positiyeAfter reversing, higher
scores indicated expectations that feelings towardosexuals would become worse.

Friend-as-homosexual hypothetical situation (see Appendix 2E). For the friend-
as-homosexual hypothetical situation participaetirthe following: “Imagine a good
friend. Imagine you discover that your friend isrfasexual (when you previously
thought he/she was heterosexual)” before resportditize following measures.

Expected emotionés with the self-as-homosexual hypothetisiéiation,
participants rated the degree to which they explttte discovery to be surprising,
upsetting, exciting, anxiety provoking, worrisora@d happiness-inducing (lrret at all,
to 9 =very much. A principal components analyses (with excitimgl &appy reverse-
scored) revealed a single negative emotion fadtoese items were averaged=.78)
such that higher scores indicated more negativea®&d emotions.

Expected change in feelings toward the friehether participants expected
feelings toward the friend to change was measunea @-point scale (1 = becomery

negative 5 =not change9 =become very positiyeAfter reversing for ease of
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interpretation, higher scores indicated expectatibat feelings toward the friend would
become worse.

Expected change in feelings toward homosex¥dlgether participants expected
feelings toward homosexuals to change was tapgad tlee same 9-point anchors (1 =
becomevery negative5 =not change9 =become very positiyeAfter reversing, higher
scores indicated expectations that feelings towardosexuals would become more
negative.

RWA (see Appendix 2F)*. The 12-item shortened RWA scale (Altemeyer, 1996)
was employed on a H@ not agree at dllto 7 trongly agregscale. After reversing six
items, the mean was computed, with higher scodisating higher RWAd{ = .80).

Attitudes toward homosexuals (see Appendix 2G). Herek’s (1988) 10-item
Attitudes Toward Lesbians and Gay men scale wasfiraddo refer to homosexuals
generally. A scale ranging from &t{ongly disagregto 9 Gtrongly agregwas
employed. After reverse scoring four items, the meas computed with higher scores
on this scale indicating more negative attitudes (91).

Demographics. Participants provided their age, sex, and sexuahtation
(selecting either heterosexual, homosexual, bidegudon’t know).

Results
Preliminary analyses

Preliminary analyses were conducted to examineingstata, normality, and

outliers. Missing data were analyzed by examinneguiency statistics for all variables.

No missing data were observed on the single-itepeeted feeling change variables. For

* Item 1 of the RWA scale specifically refers to lummxuality. When zero-order correlations between
RWA and all other variables were computed withdiig ittem, no significant differences were revealed.
Thus, this item remains in the scale for all anadys
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variables with multiple items, the mean of all iemas employed to compute variables.
No missing data were observed on final computeibbas. However, with regard to
specific items used to compute these variablesyal silumber of missing values were
observed. One value each was missing from thewollp self-as-homosexual expected
emotions: exciting, happiness-inducing, and womesoOne value each was missing
from the following friend-as-homosexual expectedtans: happiness-inducing and
worrisome. Additionally, there were two values mgsfrom RWA item 3, one value
missing from RWA item 6, three values missing frattitudes toward homosexuals item
2, one value missing from attitudes toward homoakxitem 4, three values missing
from attitudes toward homosexuals item 7, and @beevmissing from attitudes toward
homosexuals item 10. No single participant was imgssiore than 80% of responses on
any one scale. Thus, it was determined that varistbres were accurately obtained by
computing the mean of the present items. Giversiha&l amount of missing data, data
imputations were not deemed necessary.

To investigate normality, skewness and kurtosisesiwere examined for each
variable. Based on the criterion that skewnessficterits of > |2| indicate distributions
deviating from normality, distributions for all dfe variables can be considered normal
with regard to skewness. Based on the criterionkhdosis values coefficients of > |2]
indicate distributions deviating from normalityy8riables were not normal with regard
to kurtosis: self-as-homosexual expected chanfeelmgs toward homosexuals, friend-
as-homosexual expected feeling change toward ignadfrand friend-as-homosexual
expected feeling change toward homosexuals. Kgriadues for these variables ranged

from 4.31 to 4.39. Visual examination of histogrdmsthese variables revealed that
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these inflated kurtosis values were due to a latgeber of participants choosing item 5
“feelings would not change” on the scales. Thisanwiolation of normality was not
deemed problematic enough to warrant action.

To examine potential outliers, scores on each kbkeriaere converted to z-scores.
Based on the criterion that z-scores > |3| aregtnieloutliers, examination of z-score
frequencies revealed outliers on several variafilesre was one outlier on self-as-
homosexual expected emotions, one outlier on selfeanosexual expecting change in
feeling toward the self, four outliers on self-asxiosexual expected change in feelings
toward homosexuals, five outliers on friend-as-hsexmal expected change in feelings
toward the friend, and two outliers on friend-asrAosexual expected change in feelings
toward homosexuals. All analyses were performet asitd without these outliers, with
no significant changes observed. Thus, outlierewet deemed to be problematic.
Self-as-homosexual discovery expectations

Table 2.1 displays means and standard deviatfspredicted (H1la, H1b),
heterosexual participants expected negative enstiom a more negative change in
feelings toward the self upon a self-as-homosedisabvery, with these means differing
significantly from the scale midpoint (5). Additialty, as per H1lc, participants did not

expect changes in feelings toward homosexuals ags@if-as-homosexual discovery.

> When separate scores were created for positiverfigan of exciting and happiness-inducing) and
negative emotions (i.e., mean of surprising, upsgtanxiety-provoking, and worrisome), both means
differed from the scale midpoint (positive emotidis 2.23,SD= 1.25,t [109] = -23.19p < .001;
negative emotions = 6.00, SD = 2.16,[110] = 4.88,p < .001), with participants expecting lower
positive emotions and higher negative emotionstired to the scale midpoints. Positive and negative
emotions were combined into one score for simg@ltfan purposes.
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Friend-as-homosexual discovery expectations

Contrary to H2a, participants did not expect niegatmotion8 upon a friend-as-
homosexual discovery; the mean for expected enm®ti@hnot differ from the scale
midpoint. As predicted however (H2b, H2c), partasigs did expect to feel more
negatively toward the friend (consistent with neggt upon learning that a friend’s
homosexuality was concealed), but more positivelyatrd homosexuals, with these

variables differing from scale midpoints in the gicted directions (see Table 2.1).

Table 2.1 Study 1 means and standard deviations.

Variable Type Variable Mean SD
Self-as- homosexual Expected negative emotions 6.57*** 1.68
Expected change in feelings toward self (higheroren  5.90%** 1.27
negative)
Expected change in feelings toward homosexuals 491 1.17
(higher = more negative)
Friend-as- Expected negative emotions 5.07 1.53
homosexual
Expected change in feelings toward friend (higher =  5.31** 1.18
more negative)
Expected change in feelings toward homosexuals 4.63** 1.23
(higher = more negative)
Prejudice-relevant Right-wing authoritarianism 3.02%** .98
Attitudes toward homosexuals 2.94*** 1.78

Notes N = 111. Means significantly different from scale midhts are flagged,pr< .05, **p < .01, *** p
<.001. All variable ranges are 1-9 with the exaepbdbf RWA which is 1-7. Higher scores on emotiama
feeling change variables reflect more negative emst feelings.

Comparing self- and friend-as-homosexual discovergxpectations

For exploratory purposes, it was examined wheatheains on expected negative

® When separate scores were created for positiverfigan of exciting and happiness-inducing) and
negative emotions (i.e., mean of surprising, upggtanxiety-provoking, and worrisome), both means
differed from the scale midpoint (positive emotidtis 3.55,SD=1.81,t[110] = -8.45p < .001; negative
emotionsM = 4.40, SD = 1.84,[110] = -3.42p < .001), with participants expecting lower postiv
emotions and lower negative emotions, relativdhéostcale midpoints. Positive and negative emotizcare
combined into one score for simplification purposes
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emotional reactions, expected change in feelingsutd the individual, and expected
negative feelings toward homosexuals differed $icamtly between the self- and friend-
homosexuality discovery situations. Interestingllythree variables differed significantly
between the self and friend-homosexuality discosegnarios. That is, upon a salf(
friend-) as-homosexual discovery, participants eigekmore negative emotiortg110]
=10.94,p < 001), a more negative change in feelings towlaedndividualt [110] =
4.98,p < 001), and a more negative change in feelingatdwomosexuals as a group (
[110] = 2.08,p = .040). Thus, participants expected more negaégetions to
discovering their own homosexuality relative tocdigering a friend’s homosexuality.
Associations between expectations and prejudice-mlant correlates

Table 2.2 displays intercorrelations among vagabSupporting H3, RWA was
associated with more negative expected emotionslaaiges in feelings toward the self
for self-as-homosexual discovery, although thers m@association between RWA and
expected change in feelings toward homosexuals. R¥#\also associated with more
negative expected emotions, changes in feelingartbthe friend, and changes in
feelings toward homosexuals for friend-as-homoskstisaovery. Supporting H4,
negative attitudes toward homosexuals was assdciate more negative expected
emotions as well as more negative expected chanigelings toward the self and
homosexuals for both self- and friend-as-homosedisabveries. In partial support of
H5, sex was associated with more negative expettadge in feelings toward the self
and homosexuals for self-as-homosexual discovetynaore negative expected emotions
as well as more negative expected change in feetowgard the self and homosexuals for

friend-as-homosexual discoveries, with men havimgamegative expectations.



Table 2.2. Correlations among variables (Study 1)

Self-as-homosexual
1.Expected emotions
2.Expected change in feelings toward self

3.Expected change in feelings toward homosexuals

Friend-as-homosexual
4 Expected emotions
5.Expected change in feelings toward friend

6.Expected change in feelings toward homosexuals

Prejudice-relevant correlates
7. Right-wing authoritarianism
8. Attitudes toward homosexuals

9. Sex (0 =woman, 1 = man)

T Y RN Y e
ABFET R
26

AQx* 2% AT 467 .09

S0F* 28** ASFRE 4Tk 22%
32** 31 .09 19* .25%*
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NotesN = 111; ** p< .001, *p < .01, *p < .05.
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Preliminary model tests

A regression-based approach was employed to predmiy test the overarching
model presented in Chapter 1. Continuous varialkére standardized for all regression
analyses (Aiken & West, 1991). First, for the hyptical self-as-homosexual discovery
scenario two regressions were conducted: (1) egdattange in feelings toward the self
was regressed on expected emotions and (2) expetdede in feelings toward
homosexuals was regressed on expected emotiosigpjort of H6 and the overarching
model whereby affective reactions predict evalueti(see Figure 1.1a, path b), both
expected change in feelings toward the self anéeed change in feelings toward
homosexuals were predicted by expected emotioesligele 2.3). This model is
depicted visually in Figure 2.1a.

Two additional regressions were conducted to tespbtential generalization
pattern noted in Chapter 1, where individual eviadung generalize to group evaluations.
Specifically, it was tested whether the relatiotwa®n expected emotions and expected
change in feelings toward homosexuals was mediatexkpected change in feelings
toward the self. The following regressions weredranted for the self-as-homosexual
discovery scenario: (1) expected change in feelioggrd homosexuals regressed on
expected change in feeling toward the self, ané&xpected change in feelings toward
homosexuals regressed on expected emotions orl Saepl expected change in feelings
toward the self on Step 2. As shown in Table 2Bgeeted change in feelings toward the
self significantly predicted expected change inifgs toward homosexuals. As noted

above, expected emotions significantly predicteahge in feelings toward homosexuals
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Table 2.3. Study 1 model testing.

Self-as-homosexual Criterion
Step Predictor Expected change in Expected change in
feelings toward self feelings toward
homosexuals
R P SE R° B SE t
1 Expected emotions .35 .59*** 08 7.58 .07 27**.09 2091
1 Expected change 20 457> 09 5.23
in feelings toward
self
1 Expected emotions 07 27 .092.91
2 Expected emotions 20 .01 11 .08
Expected change A4*%* 11 4.16
in feelings toward
self
Friend-as-homosexual Criterion
Step Predictor Expected change in Expected change in
feelings toward friend feelings toward
homosexuals
R P SE R° B SE t
1 Expected emotions .40 .63*** .07 8.56 A4 377* .09 4.18
1 Expected change .28 .b3*** 08 6.58
in feelings toward
friend
1 Expected emotions A4 377 .094.18
2 Expected emotions 55 .06 A1 54
Expected change S0 11 4.72
in feelings toward
friend

NotesN=111; ** p<.001, *p < .01.
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p < .01. Dashed line represents a path reducedrtssigmificance in the presence of the mediator.
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as well. When both expected emotions and expettadge in feelings toward the self
were included as predictors, only expected chamdeelings toward the self remained a
significant predictor (see Table 2.3). This repnésd full mediation, Sobel= 3.52,p <
.001, with expected emotions predicting expecteahgk in feelings toward homosexuals
through expected change in feelings toward the $hlis, the generalization pattern
consistent with intergroup contact theory (see Bré&wHewstone, 2005; Pettigrew,

1998; Wright et al., 2005) was supported. This nhaxddepicted visually in Figure 2.1b.

Next, for the hypothetical friend-as-homosexuatdigery scenario two
regressions were conducted: (1) expected changelings toward the friend was
regressed on expected emotions and (2) expectaegelafeelings toward homosexuals
was regressed on expected emotions. In suppor? @nd the overarching model
whereby affective reactions predict evaluationg (Sgure 1.1a), both expected change
in feelings toward the friend and expected chandeelings toward homosexuals were
predicted by expected emotions (see Table 2.3% Mioidel is depicted visually in Figure
2.1c.

As with the self-as-homosexual scenario, additioegiessions were conducted
to test the potential generalization pattern natedhapter 1. Specifically, it was tested
whether the relation between expected emotionseapdcted change in feelings toward
homosexuals was mediated by expected change ingee¢bward the friend. The
following regressions were conducted: (1) expectethge in feelings toward
homosexuals was regressed on expected changdingge®ward the friend, and (2)
expected change in homosexuals was regressed entesemotions on Step 1, and

expected change in feelings toward the friend @p 3t As shown in Table 2.3, expected
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change in feelings toward the friend significarghgdicted expected change in feelings
toward homosexuals. As noted above, expected ensosignificantly predicted change

in feelings toward homosexuals as well. When baffeeted emotions and expected
change in feelings toward the friend were includegbredictors, only expected change in
feelings toward the friend remained a significamdictor (see Table 2.3). This
represented full mediation, Solet 4.06,p < .001, with negative expected emotions
predicting negative expected change in feelingsatdvinomosexuals through negative
expected change in feelings toward the friend. AR the self-as-homosexual scenario,
the generalization pattern was also supportechiofriend-as-homosexual scenario. This
model is depicted visually in Figure 2.1d.

In order to examine whether this generalizatiorcess differed for the self-
relative to friend-as-homosexual discovery scen@86 confidence intervals were
computed for each model path. If the unstandardized estimate for one discovery
scenario (e.g., self-as-homosexual) falls withm ¢bnfidence interval for the other
discovery scenario (e.g., friend-as-homosexuat) vage versathis suggests that these
paths are parallel/equivalent regardless of disgoseenario (Cohen, Cohen, West, &
Aiken, 2003). All path estimates for the self- dndnd-as-homosexual discovery
scenarios fell within each other’s confidence iméds, with one exception. The zero-
order path estimate (i.e., the estimate withountieeliator included in the model)
between negative expected emotions and negativectagchange in feelings toward
homosexuals for self-as-homosexual discovery igkide of this path’s confidence
interval for friend-as-homosexual discovery atck versaThus, in the self-as-

homosexual discovery situation, the path betwegatnes expected emotions and
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negative expected change in feelings toward homumdsxvas smaller in magnitude,
relative to the friend-as-homosexual discoveryadian. Aside from this path, the model
paths were equivalent, suggesting a similar conepieneralization process for self-
and friend-as-homosexuality discovery.

Next, | tested whether any of the paths in the @lodepicted in Figures 2.1a, b,
c, or d were moderated by RWA, attitudes toward teeruals, or sex. A regression
based approach appropriate for continuous modsrétee Muller, Judd, & Yzerbyt,
2005) was employed. For each model path, the intevas regressed on predictor
variable(s) and the moderator (either RWA, attisitievard homosexuals, or sex) on
Step 1, and on a variable representing the interabetween the predictor(s) and the
moderator on Step 2. For the self-as-homosexuebdésy scenario, attitudes toward
homosexuals or sex did not moderate any model pBiWV&\ was a significant moderator
of the path between expected emotions and expebtatye in feelings toward the self
(expected emotions by RWA interaction teims .15,t = 1.98,p = .05). Simple slopes
analysis (see Aiken & West, 1991) was conductezkfmore this interaction. Simple
slopes were examined 1 SD above, 1 SD below, atietahean of RWA for lower (1 SD
below the mean) and higher (1 SD above the meg@ated negative emotions. Figure
2.2 depicts the simple slopes plot. Slopes for (WD below the mean), medium
(mean), and high (1 SD above the mean) RWA wergfgigntly different from 0
(ts[107] > 3.88ps < .001). Thus, for all levels of RWA more negatexpected emotions
were associated with more negative expected chandeslings toward the self, but this
association was stronger for those higlvarlpwer) in RWA. For the friend-as-

homosexual discovery scenario, none of the 3 palenbderators moderated any model
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Figure 2.2. Simple slopes plot depicting the inteoam between RWA and self-as-
homosexual expected emotions on expected charfgelings toward the self.
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paths. It should be noted however, that 24 intevactffects were tested, in total, across
the three moderators (i.e., the potential modanasidour paths by three moderators
[RWA, attitudes toward homosexuals, or sex] watetkfor each of the two [i.e., self and
friend] models). At an alpha level of .05, one matgion effect would be expected simply
due to chance alone (i.e., .05 * 24 = 1.2). Thius,dne significantly moderated path
observed could be due to chan©eerall, Study 1 provided preliminary support foet
overarching model presented in Chapter 1.
Discussion

Study 1 served as a preliminary step in this ingason, providing insights into
heterosexuals’ self-reported expectations abogbueries of homosexuality. Results
were largely consistent with predictions. Ovenafipn a self-as-homosexual discovery
participants expected to experience negative em®&nd a more negative change in
feelings toward the self, but expected their fegditoward homosexuals to be unaffected.
Thus, heterosexuals expected that discoveringhestifosexuality would be a negative
experience. This is not surprising given the wide®d social stigma toward
homosexuals (Herek, 2004, 2008). It appears thétpants expected that they would
experience something akin to internalized homopn@Herek et al., 1997) upon
discovering the self-as-homosexual.

In terms of the friend-as-homosexual discoveryagitun, participants overall did
not expect strong emotions (i.e., not significawlifferent from the scale midpoint), but
expected a more negative change in feelings tottardfriend, and a more positive
change in feelings toward homosexuals. Becauseiparits were asked to think of a

friend who they were already close with, and wheytthought of as a member of the
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ingroup (heterosexual), negativity toward the fdés not surprising. Under these
circumstances, participants may have expectecetalBvalued as a friend for not having
learned this information earlier (Leary & Spring2000; MacDonald & Leary, 2005) and
may have expected to target that negativity towlaed friend. These circumstances
could also create negativity consistent with idgmtg the friend as an “imposter” who
had been posing as heterosexual (e.g., Warner, 808l7). Expecting a more positive
change in feelings toward homosexuals, howevegnsistent with research on cross-
group friendships, whereby simply having a friemdtbinging to an outgroup predicts
more positive attitudes toward the outgroup in tjoegDavies et al., 2011). Itis
somewhat counter-intuitive that expected changésdlings toward the friend were
significantly more negative than the scale mid-paihereas expected changes in
feelings toward homosexuals significantly more pesithan the scale midpoint.
However, participants gauged their immediate reastupon the friend-as-homosexual
discovery. Perhaps upon gauging change in feetmgard the friend after having time
to adjust to the discovery, there would be no ckangxpected feelings toward the
friend or more positive feelings, in line feelingsvard homosexuals. On the other hand,
it may be that, regardless of immediate or delagegdtions, participants simply have
mixed feelings (i.e., negative toward the friendt positive toward the group) upon a
friend-as-homosexual discovery.

Study 1 also demonstrated, as predicted, that reew@men), those highevg
lower) in RWA, or those higher$ lower) in prejudice toward homosexuals, expected
more negative reactions upon homosexuality dis¢eseFurther, Study 1 demonstrated

preliminary support for the overarching model présd in Chapter 1. Consistent with
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the model, affective reactions (i.e., expected @nes) consistently predicted evaluations
(i.e., expected change in feelings toward the iddi&/ homosexuals). Although
evaluations would be ideally tapped by direct measexplicitly assessing attitudes
toward targets (as they are in Studies 2 and 8§yt allowed for preliminary tests of
the expected overall pattern by focusing on exgectange in feelings toward targets.
Study 1 also demonstrated support of a generaiizgiattern congruent with intergroup
contact theory (Brown & Hewstone, 2005; Pettigr&@98; Wright et al., 2005), whereby
target individual (i.e., self or friend) evaluatgoonsistently predicted group (i.e.,
homosexual) evaluations, and the association beteemtions and group evaluations
was fully mediated by individual evaluations. Th@ceptual process was equivalent
across the two targets (i.e., self and friend)hwhie one exception that the zero-order
path between negative expected emotions and negatpected change in feelings
toward homosexuals was stronger for friend-as-hemaeas discovery. Regardless,
negative expected emotions consistently predictpeaed negative change in feelings
toward homosexuals through expected negative charfgelings toward the individual
(self or friend).

Finally, RWA was a significant moderator of one rabplath in Study 1, such that
the significant association between negative exgaeemotions and negative change in
feelings toward the self was stronger to the exteait participants were higher in RWA.
This demonstrates that effects of self-as-homodeliseovery may vary as a function of
authoritarianism. RWA is therefore examined as aenator of model paths in

subsequent studies (as are participant sex anewstng attitudes toward homosexuals).
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Limitations and subsequent studies

Expected and actual psychological reactions dalwdys correspond (Nisbett &
Wilson, 1977; Wilson & Gilbert, 2005), especiallyintergroup contexts (Kawakami,
Dunn, Karmali & Dovidio, 2009; Maclnnis & Hodson)22; Swim & Hyers, 1999).
Although informative, therefore, the findings ouy 1 do not speak tctualreactions
to outgroup membership discoveries. Studies 2 douil@ upon Study 1, examining
reactions to experimentally manipulated self (StRfgr friend (Study 3) homosexuality
discoveries.

Whereas in Study 1 participants gauged reactiodsstmvering self-
homosexuality via a genetic test, in Study 2 pgoaicts react to discovering self-
homosexuality via false-feedback on an implicitishattraction test. Discovering self-
homosexuality from such a test represents a tempeiaulation of outgroup
experience, which could induce positive or negateaetions. Additionally, whereas in
Study 1 participants gauged reactions to discogaigood friend’s homosexuality, in
Study 3, participants react to discovering the heemaality of a friendly online
interaction partner (i.e., a friend in the makirfgyrther, unlike in Study 1 where
hypothetical discoveries of friend-as-homosexuauoed after the friendship was well-
established, in Study 3 timing of homosexualitycdigery is manipulated. Participants
learn of their interaction partner's homosexuadityher before (earlier disclosure) or after
(later disclosure) a closeness-inducing interactiomletermine whether discovery timing
impacts reactions. Thus, whereas Study 1 providildsting insight into expectations

about homosexuality discoveries, in Studies 2 aadt@al reactions to homosexuality



discoveries are investigated to provide an in-depitterstanding of homosexual

outgroup membership discovery.
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CHAPTER 3

This section is based on the following article: Muans, C. C., & Hodson, G. (under
review). Does experimentally “becoming” a stigmatizoutgroup member generate
negative or positive outcomed@urnal of Community and Applied Social Psychology

See Appendix 3K (p. 177) for supplemental informiatianalyses that may be of interest
but could not be included in the journal submissiae to space limitations.

Abstract
Intergroup mental simulations range from beingtreddy abstract to more concrete.
Relatively concretevg abstract) simulation exercises tend to produgatimee or mixed
personal and intergroup outcomes. We examine ttsopal and intergroup effects of a
very concrete simulation exercise, “becoming” gretitized outgroup member.
Specifically, we examined heterosexuals’ reactionfgctitious feedback on implicit
sexual attraction tests suggesting same-sex abmadtty implication categorizing the self
in a stigmatized outgroup. Heterosexuals given ssemel/s. opposite-sex) attraction
feedback experienced significantly more negativetens, increased fears of being
discriminated against, and more negative self-atalas; fear of discrimination by
others fully explained the manipulation effect ayative self-attitudes. With this
concrete simulation producing negative outcomeastiaa is advised in applied settings

where related simulations may be contemplated.
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Does experimentally “becoming” a stigmatized outgronember generate negative or
positive outcomes?

Mental simulation exercises represent powerfulrirgrtion strategies in
numerous psychological domains. Simulation exesdse/e proven successful in
reducing alcohol consumption (Hagger, Lonsdale,&iZisarantis, 2011), improving
performance in sports (Behncke, 2004) and studawkeg (Pham & Taylor, 1999). In the
intergroup domain, simulation exercises such agjineal contact (e.g., Crisp & Turner,
2012) or intergroup perspective-taking (e.g., Batsbal., 1997) have proven effective in
reducing prejudice and improving intergroup relasioYet simulation effectiveness
varies based on the type of simulation used (Tafdbam, Rivkin, & Armor, 1998). For
instance, simulations ideally make the experiemess‘real.” But what about simulation
experiences that move beyoseemingeal, to ostensiblpeingreal? Would an intense
version of a simulation exercise produce positivaepative outcomes? We examine
personal and intergroup effects of a very concstrilation exercise, ostensibly
“becoming” a stigmatized outgroup member.

Simulation-based bias interventions

Although no existing simulation exercises haveipgnts “become” an
outgroup member, several involve either imagirgogtact withan outgroup member, or
taking on theperspective on outgroup member, typically targeted at reducing
prejudice. As an example of the former, researchave extensively examined simulated
intergroup contact as a prejudice reduction stga(€gisp & Turner, 2009, 2012, 2013;
Husnu & Crisp, 2010; Turner, Crisp, & Lambert, 200ézzali, Capozza, Stathi, &

Giovannini, 2012). Capitalizing on the well-estahkd finding that cross-group contact
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can improve intergroup attitudes (Pettigrew & Tropf06), Crisp and colleagues
propose that simplynaginingintergroup contact can do the same. In these atmuk,
participants imagine a positive interaction withaarigroup member. Relative to control
simulations, imagined contact simulations resultmproved outgroup evaluations,
reduced intergroup anxiety (Turner et al., 200Treased projection of positive traits
onto the outgroup (Stathi & Crisp, 2008), and iased intentions to engage in future
contact with the outgroup (Husnu & Crisp, 2010)n&m=lly considered an effective
“first-step” toward intergroup harmony (Crisp & Tar, 2013), imagined contact
represents an effective simulation-based prejudieevention, focusing on (imagined)
contact withan outgroup.

Another simulation-based prejudice interventionrapph focuses on imagining
theexperiences abutgroup members (Batson et al., 1997; Dovidial ¢2004).
Perspective-taking has been induced in multiplesyyageking to improve outgroup
attitudes. For example, Batson et al. (1997) hatiggaants listen to interviews with
target members of stigmatized groups, instructagigpants to listen in a detached
manner (i.e., control) or to imagine the target'slings/experiences (i.e., perspective-
taking). Perspective-takingg. detachment) promoted empathy toward the stignthtize
target, which subsequently facilitated more posiattitudes toward the stigmatized
group. In the same manner, Vescio, Sechrist, anthBa (2003) improved racial
outgroup attitudes through increased empathy ®other. Using a related but distinct
manipulation, Galinsky and Moskowitz (2000) askedipipants to write an essay about
an outgroup member as that outgroup member, wrdsthough walking in the outgroup

member’s shoes, describing a day-in-the-life ofdbggroup member. This perspective-
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taking manipulation reduced stereotypic biasesdisul and 2) and ingroup favoritism
(Study 3). Therefore, as with imagined contact (dating experiencewith an
outgroup), intergroup perspective-taking (simulgt@xperienceasan outgroup) is a
useful simulation-based means to improve outgradtifudes.

This “experience-as-outgroup” technique can be einyp and made
increasingly realistic and concrete. Consider agaging approach to perspective-taking
adapted from Hillman and Martin’s (2002) teachingreise. Hodson, Choma, and
Costello (2009) used this “Alien-nation” simulatierercise, whereby heterosexual
students actively imagine living on an alien planetddetermine whether experiencing
life as an outgroup member in a fictitious situatiessens real-world biases. Life for
humans on this planet approximates several outcaorasonly experienced by
homosexuals (participants’ outgroup), althoughaaity no reference to homosexuality
is made. In addition to imagining this situatiotudents form groups to participate and
discuss how this experience would make them feel vehat actions they might take.
This simulation ¥s control) increased intergroup perspective-takimgich led to more
positive attitudes toward homosexuals through nmleisive intergroup representations
(“we are part of a common group”) and heightenegatiny. This engaging perspective-
taking exercise invokes thoughts and feelings eeieto being a stigmatized (outgroup)
member, successfully improving attitudes toward bsexuals.

But a caveat is in order: psychologically-engagmgulations can also exert
negative effects. Consider an engaging simulat@matse investigating the effects of
being embodied by an outgroup member in an immersivtual reality” environment

(Groom, Bailenson, & Nass, 2009). In the immersivaual environment, participants
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(most non-Black) were represented by White or Baktars. Participants wore a head-
mounted display, viewing their avatar in a virtoatror. When participants moved, their
avatar moved synchronously. Participants answertedview questions (e.g., job
interview questions) as their avatar, while se¢imgmselves as their avatar. Participants
with Black (vs White) avatars demonstrategreimplicit racial bias. Thus,
representation as an outgroup in a realistic Vi$traulation backfired, generating more
negative outgroup attitudes, presumably by actigatiutgroup stereotypes (Groom et al.,
2009). Experiencing an outgroup’s perspective chsarealistic manner can generate
negative outcomes.

Tense intergroup situations can also generate uaesoutcomes. Vorauer and
Sasaki (2009) found that focusing on the feelings experiences of an outgroup
member while anticipating an intergroup interactiocreased outgroup empathy, which
paradoxically blocked the typical prejudice-amediorg effects of intergroup contact.
Empathy triggered participants’ concerns aboutdpenwaluated by their interaction
partner, preventing positivity toward the outgraupmber generalizing to others. This
simulation also resulted in greater outgroup derogamong high-prejudice
participants. Vorauer, Martens, and Sasaki (20090 d that focusing on an outgroup
member’s thoughts and feelings in an intergrougradtion backfired among those lower
in prejudice, resulting in more negative treatm&mutgroup members. Perspective-
taking led to cognitive resource depletion, sudt thcusing on the outgroup’s
perspective interfered with low-prejudice individkialesire for positive intergroup
interaction. This perspective-taking exercise e positive impact among highly

prejudiced individuals, but only under limited carzhs.
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Consequently, Vorauer suggests that perspectivegakay be beneficianly in
the abstrac{Vorauer & Sasaki, 2009), with perspective-takinging actual intergroup
contact detrimental (Vorauer , 2013; Vorauer, Magie&& Sasaki, 2009). That is,
although abstractly imagining the perspective obatgroup member may decrease
prejudice (Batson et al., 1997; Dovidio et al., 20Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000), doing
S0 in more concrete and realistic intergroup sibmatmay be less effective or even
deteriorate relations. Thus, simulation-based piiepiinterventions have the potential to
backfire in realistic intergroup contexts.

Indeed, Jane Elliott’s widely-known “blue-eyes/breeyes” simulation (Peters,
1987) has produced mixed outcomes. The originaiceses designed to simulate
discrimination experiences, involved a teachergleging blue-eyed children as superior
to brown-eyed children. Blue-eyed children (the dwant group) became condescending
and negative toward brown-eyed children, who becambenissive and timid. Byrnes and
Kiger (1990) examined an abridged version amongarsity students, who considered
the simulation personally meaningful (but also edpeed stress). In terms of intergroup
outcomes, simulatiorvé control) participants condoned discriminatiorslgget with no
effects on two prejudice (i.e., attitude) measukésre recently Stewart, LaDuke, Bracht,
Sweet, and Gamarel (2003) evaluated an extenseieday-long) “blue-eyes/brown-
eyes” exercise. The simulation generated posititieides toward several outgroups, but
generated negativity toward oneself (i.e., feengry upon noticing personal
prejudices). Thus, this very realistic and engagyercolour-based simulation exercise

produces both positive and negative outcomes.
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Abstract versus concrete simulations

Borrowing Vorauer and colleagues’ terminology, siation-based prejudice
interventions can range from being very abstratieiog more concrete. Abstract
simulations are purely imagined, relatively benignd less involving (e.g., imagined
contact or perspective-taking; see Batson et @871Dovidio et al., 2004; Galinsky &
Moskowitz, 2000; Vescio et al., 2003). These typlesimulations do not involve the
actual experience of intergroup contact, or expeeeof life similar to outgroup life.
Rather, they involve simplthinking aboutntergroup situations. In contrast, more
concrete simulations are relatively more realistigplved, and engaging. They involve
actively considering one’s own life as a stigmatipeoup member (e.g., “Alien-nation”,
Hodson et al., 2009), outgroup embodiment (e.gop@ret al., 2009), perspective-taking
prior to or during intergroup interaction (e.g.,rdaer & Sasaki, 2009; Vorauer et al.,
2009), or experiencing discrimination as a disatlhged group (e.g., blue-eyes/brown-
eyes exercise). Figure 3.1 displays a concepiguald depicting simulations in terms of
their varying levels of abstraction. As noted ur bterature review, more abstract
simulations are typically effective in promotinggutive emotions and attitudes toward
outgroup members. In contrast, the more concratalations produce mixed or even
negative results (see also Vorauer, 2013).

The present simulation exercise

We introduce and test a very concrete simulatiara@se (right side of Figure
3.1). Rather than having participants imagine cdntath, adopt perspective of, or
undergo experiences similar to those experiencezhlyutgroup member, our simulation

involves the participant learning that he/shastigmatized group member. Specifically,
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our simulation involves discoveries of thelf-as-homosexuamong straight
participants, having received fictitious feedbaaggesting membership in a stigmatized
outgroup (homosexuals). Our simulation is likelyoimpactful given common
curiosities about being homosexual among heter@exGonsider the prevalence of
“Am | gay?” tests, checklists, and articles avdiatn the internet (e.g.,
http://www.allthetests.com/quiz30/quiz/1325314408/4Gay). Consider also the
prevalence of these themes in America’s most pofdifashows, such as when the
Seinfeldcharacter George Costanza ponders whether heiexped sexual arousal
during a massage from a male masseur (http://wwwiuae.com/watch?v=IXvPqOGuj
Xc), or whenTwo and a Half Mercharacter Charlie wonders whether he could be gay
“without knowing it” (http://www.imdb.com/title/tt@17622/).

Indeed, heterosexuals are susceptible to experanieeidback suggesting their
homosexualityHeterosexuals receiving information about societigport for
homosexuality reported greater same-sex attra(foeciado, Johnson, & Peplau, in
press), essentially categorizing themselves irgttiganatized group. The personal and
intergroup effects of becoming a stigmatized grovgmber through experimental
manipulation, however, are unknovWWould a realistic simulation of “becoming” a
stigmatized outgroup member produce positive oatieg outcomes? Whereas some
simulation-based interventions produce very posiéffects, others produce quite
negative effects, with relatively abstraes (concrete) simulations promoting positive
outcomes more consistently (see Figure 3.1). Ennpdogn experimental paradigm, we
are able to directly examine the causal impactiohself-as-outgroup categorization on

self-evaluation and outgroup (homosexuals) evalnati
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In terms of self-attitudes, we expected our selhasiosexual simulation to exert a
negative impact. Our concrete simulation relatesell to the “blue-eyes/brown eyes”
exercise (although our simulation manipulates gnme@mbership itself, rather than the
stigma attached to group membership), which hasistamtly produced negatiself
outcomes such as stress (Byrnes & Kiger, 2010¢ldanger (Stewart et al., 2003). We
expected self-evaluations to be similarly negatindeed, in a unique real-life context
where individuals suddenly become stigmatized groembers (following diagnosis
with a mental iliness) negative self-evaluationsusd (Goldberg, 2012). We also
examine two potential mechanisms of manipulatidect$ on self-evaluations: negative
emotional reactions to the feedback (a personatioeg and fear of discrimination by
others (a social reaction). We predicted that gteas-homosexual manipulation would
produce negative emotions (see Byrnes & Kiger, 1$8@wart et al., 2003), which
would in turn predict negative self attitudes. Givthat the prospect of revealing a
concealed group membership can create fear ofilis@tion (Sanchez & Vilian, 2009),
we expected that learning of stigmatized outgro@pimership would induce fear of
discrimination by others, predicted to facilitatgative self-evaluations. We pit these
two potential mechanisms against one another, samebusly examining whether
personal or social concerns (or both) induce negalf-attitudes following the
manipulation.

Potential intergroup outcomes are less predictdbist as perspective-taking
increases empathy toward outgroups which in turawes intergroup attitudes (Batson
et al., 1997), “becoming” an outgroup member migtdrt similar effects, given that

participants actually experience outgroup categtion first-hand. Working against this
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potential, however, is evidence that relativelyaete, more realistic simulation
exercises generate negative attitudes toward atntent of an outgroup (e.g., Groom et
al., 2009; Vorauer et al., 2009; Vorauer & SasaB09). We explored empathy and
attitudes toward homosexuals, but given the miesdlts of simulation-based prejudice
interventions on intergroup outcome, we were opdooth positive and negative
outcomes (as per Kerr, 1998).
Method

Participants

Students at a Canadian university participateddorse credit or $5. Non-
heterosexualn= 23) and suspicious participants (9% of the remgisample) were
excluded, leaving 194 participants (66 men, 128 a4 = 19.66, SD =2.10).
Procedure

Participants responded on computers in privatelsodto provide feedback
regarding personal implicit same- or opposite-g&action, a sexual preference implicit
association test (SP-IAT; Snowden, Wichter, & G2808) was administered as a cover
story. Participants categorized pictures as maferaale, and words (e.g., arousing,
repulsive) as sexually attractive or unattractsee(stimuli in Appendix 3E). Here, false
feedback (based on random assignment) could iredicgdlicit attraction to men or
women. After 20s (for ostensible results tabulgtiomen (women) in theelf-as-
homosexuali.e., outgroup) condition read:

“Sexual attraction varies along a continuum, and lyave scored above average

in same-sex attraction. In other words, accordntipé results of your preliminary

measures (which included a highly sensitive meastisaconscious sexual
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preferences), it has been determined that youtamegly sexually attracted to

males (females).”

Men (women) in theelf-as-heterosexudl.e., ingroup/control) condition read:

“Sexual attraction varies along a continuum, and lyave scored above average

in opposite-sex attraction. In other words, acauydo the results of your

preliminary measures (which included a highly sevesimeasure of unconscious

sexual preferences), it has been determined thaagostrongly sexually

attracted to females (males).”
Feedback was prominently presented mid-screenpartitipants could continue after
10s. Participants were randomly assigned to canditvith 99 participants in the
experimental (self-as-homosexual) condition, ang&dicipants in the control (self-as-
heterosexual) condition. As manipulation checkstigpants reported whether the
computer indicated that they were attracted to oramomen on scales ranging from 1
(not at al) to 10 ¢ery much. Participants then completed the following pesteback
measures.

Negative emotions (see Appendix 3F). Participants rated the degree to which the
feedback received was surprising, upsetting, exgitanxiety provoking, worrisome,
happiness-inducing, threatening, pleasing, andfgatg (1 =not at all,to 9 =very
muchj. After reversing exciting, happy, pleasing, aatisfying, averaged items
represented negative emotions<.91).

Fear of discrimination (see Appendix 3G). Four items from Carvallo and
Pelham’s (2006) perceptions of personal discrinmmagcale, and five adapted from

Sjoberg, Walch, and Stanny’s (2006) Gender-Relgeads subscale of the Transgender
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Adaptation/Integration Measure, were rated ondt at al) to 7 {zery much scales.
After reversing appropriate items, higher scor@sagent higher fear of discriminatiosm (
=.92).

Attitudes toward the self (see Appendix 3H). A thermometer measure of current
attitudes toward the self ranged from 1 (0-Ed&remely unfavourabjeo 10 (91-100°,
extremely favourab)e After reversing for ease of interpretation, légkcores represent
more negative attitudes.

Empathy toward homosexuals (see Appendix 3I). Participants rated feeling
sympathetic, compassionate, soft-hearted, warmgtelowards, and moved by
homosexuals on 7-point scales (Batson et al., 19@mMs were averaged with the mean
representing empathy toward homosexuals (95).

Attitudes toward homosexuals (see Appendix 3J). Five items from Herek’s
(1988) Attitudes Toward Gay Men (ATG) scale, anak firom Herek’s (1988) Attitudes
Toward Lesbians (ATL) scale, were administeredgiag from 1(strongly disagregto
9 (strongly agreg After reverse-scoring, items were averaged, Wigfher scores
representing more negative attitudes toward homadsxt. = .90).

Debriefing (see Appendices 3C & 3D). Participants were probed for suspicion
and debriefed. Debriefing procedures were extengiven the potential for adverse
reactions to the deception involved in the studypArticipants were verbally debriefed
by the experimenter one-on-one in a private rocantiépants were verbally informed
that scores on the sexual preference test hacchatlly been tabulated, and that the
feedback they received was fictitious (see Appeix p.170). Participants were given

the opportunity to ask questions, and also receavedbriefing form with additional
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information (see Appendix 3C, p.169). It shouldno¢ed that no adverse reactions were
observed.
Results

Manipulation Checks

Manipulation checks measuring the extent to whithdomputer indicated
attraction to men (men in same-sex conditibs 7.48,SD = 2.80; men in opposite-sex
conditionM = 1.27, SD = .56; women in same-sex conditibh= 2.28,SD=1.79;
women in opposite-sex conditidh = 8.90,SD = .32) or women (men in same-sex
conditionM = 1.67,SD= 1.10; men in opposite-sex conditibh= 8.79, SD= .67;
women in same-sex conditidh = 8.30,SD= 1.10; women in opposite-sex conditigin
=1.34,SD= 1.16) differed between the two experimental d¢oos (ps <.001), as
expected. The manipulation was therefore successful
Effects of manipulation

As anticipated, participants in the experimerngalftas-homosexual)ersus
control (self-as-heterosexual) condition reportextemegative emotiohsgreater fear of
discrimination by others, and more negative sdlftates. These represented moderate-
to-large effects (see Table 3.1). Outgroup empatityattitudes toward homosexuals

were equivalent across conditins

" When separate scores were created for positiverfian of exciting, happy, pleasing, and satigfyin
and negative emotions (i.e., mean of surprisinggettpg, anxiety provoking, worrisome, and threatg))
both means differed significantly as a functiorihed manipulation (positive emotions self-as-homaséx
conditionM = 2.18,SD = 1.49, self-as-heterosexual conditidre 6.15,SD=2.61,t[192] =-13.07p <
.001; negative emotions self-as-homosexual comdile= 4.77,SD= 2.12, self-as-heterosexual condition
M = 1.50,SD=.89,t[192] = 13.83p < .001). Participants reported less positive ennatio the self-as-
homosexual\s. self-as-heterosexual) condition and more negatiwetions in the self-as-homosexuad.(
self-as-heterosexual) condition. Positive and riega@motions were combined into one score for
simplification purposes.

8 Resullts did not vary when attitudes toward gay amehattitudes toward lesbians were examined
separately.



78

Table 3.1.

Effects of manipulation

Dependent Variable Experimental Control t d
(self-as- (self-as-
homosexual) heterosexual)
Mean Mean
(SD) (SD)

Negative emotions 6.12 2.54 17.95%+* 2.60
(1.53) (1.22)

Fear of discrimination 2.64 1.28 8.17*** 1.35
(1.54) (.48)

Negative attitudes toward the self 3.01 2.56 2.23* .33
(1.58) (1.13)

Empathy toward homosexuals 4.14 4.53 -1.78 -.25
(1.47) (1.68)

Negative attitudes toward 2.98 2.85 .66 .07

homosexuals (1.81) (2.01)

Notes. N =194 (99 experimental, 95 control). 1< .001, * p<.05.

Explaining negative effects on self-evaluations

We next tested a model to explain why the mantmpnanduced negative self-
evaluations. Specifically, we tested whether theasehomosexuas. control)
manipulation predicted negative self-evaluatiomsulgh more negative emotions and
greater fears of discriminatidnWVe considered sex as a potential moderator ofimod
paths because (heterosexual) men are especialgan(Kite & Whitley, 1996).The
model was tested using AMOS 20.0, with manipulateedback representing self-as-
homosexual (+1) or self-as-heterosexual (0). Cootiis variables were standardized
(Aiken & West, 1991), and bootstrapping=< 1000) was employed to estimate the
significance of indirect effects (IE; Kline, 201 Bll possible paths were initially

included (i.e.df = 0), with non-significant paths subsequently dexpfKline, 2011).

® See appendix 3K.6 (p.185) for tests of the moateLiding all study variables (i.e., also including
empathy and attitudes toward homosexuals).
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The manipulation\s. control) led to both more negative emotions amdaased
fear of discrimination. Fear of discrimination (gt negative emotions) in turn
predicted more negative self-attitudes. That is,tfanipulation indirectly predicted more
negative self-attitudes through fear of personstminination as an outgroup member (IE
S =.16,p =.001). The direct effect of the manipulationsatf-evaluations was not
significant f = -.11,p = .337), demonstrating that fear of discriminatiarsocial
concern, fully explains negative self-ratings. Aftieopping non-significant paths (Kline,
2011), the trimmed model (see Figure 3.2) demotestrgood fit*(2)= 1.69, p = .429,
v%/df = .85, CFI = 1.000, RMSEA = .000, SRMR = .016. Ei@ing sex as a moderator
of model paths using a regression-based approachf@ir each path, the criterion was
regressed on predictor and sex on Step 1, anditibeiaction on Step 2) revealed no
moderation by participant sex.

Discussion

Consistent with our observation that relatively a@te mental simulations have
previously led to negative outcomes, experimentalgcoming” a stigmatized outgroup
member produced negative outcomes for the seliofBewy a stigmatized outgroup
member (relative to control) produced significamtipre negative emotions, more fear of
discrimination, and more negative self evaluatifirele 3.1). These results are
consistent with the negative self-evaluations taat occur when oractuallybecomes a
stigmatized group member in a non-experimentalecdr{Goldberg, 2012). Expanding
on this and other work (Byrnes & Kiger, 1990; Steved al., 2003), our investigation
isolates a mechanism through which stigmatizedgeategorization produces self

negativity: fear of discrimination by others. Thiere socialconcerns regarding the
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attitudes and behaviors of others, rather thanopaisnegative emotions, uniquely
explain the heightened negative self-attitudes.

In contrast, the simulation did not directly affattitudes toward the outgroup,
consistent with Byrnes and Kiger (1990). To impatérgroup attitudes (and avoid
negativity toward the self), simulation-based pdgje interventions should avoid being
this concrete and imposing. Rather, intergroup Rtrans such as imagined contact (e.g.,
Turner et al., 2007), as well as relatively abstfaq., Batson et al., 1997) or only
moderately concrete (e.g., “Alien-nation,” Hodsarale, 2009) perspective-taking
exercises, appear capable of promoting positivergnobup effects without generating
negative self-outcomes.

Caveats for simulations in applied settings

Unlike abstract simulation-based prejudice intetiars (Batson et al., 1997,
Crisp & Turner, 2013; Galinsky & Moskowitz, 200@r exercise did not impact
intergroup attitudes. Our investigation contributes growing literature demonstrating
null or negative effects of potential prejudiceuetion strategies (Avery, Bird,
Johnstone, Sullivan, & Thalhammar, 1992; WolskokP@/ittenbrink, & Judd, 2000;
Vorauer & Sasaki, 2010). Like the more concreteékeyes/brown-eyes exercise”,
becoming a stigmatized outgroup member producedtivegpersonal outcomes. Though
the negative personal outcomes associated wittbthe-eyes/ brown eyes” exercise are
offset by at least minimal positive intergroup aurtees, this was not true for the current
simulation. It is important that these negativecomes be documented to provide
insights for practitioners and researchers in ¢aoshg and refining empirical

approaches.
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In our modern age, data are regularly collectedensonal habits and preferences
in ways that can reveal information surprising eteoneself (Duhigg, 2012). Feedback
following the collection of personal data is thesbming increasingly commonplace.
Consider person-targeted advertising online. Cautimecessary, however, when such
feedback concerns one’s potential stigmatized groembership. Imagine a community
setting where a teacher, business leader, or idmgttempts to promote positive
intergroup attitudes by exposing students or di¢atrelatively real or concrete self-as-
outgroup experiences. These well-meaning intentwasinlikely to affect intergroup
attitudes, and may instead induce fears of disaatmon and hence negative attitudes
toward the self. Before transplanting such simalaito applied settings, additional
research on means to circumvent or attenuate wegeffects is needed.

Limitations and future directions

Our results are specific to heterosexuals “becgtmanmember of the outgroup
homosexuals. Given that other types of outgroumbeship are similarly discoverable
(e.g., ethnic group membership through DNA testiegperimentally examining the
process of becoming a member of an ethnic outgnoupd represent an interesting
extension of our findings. Future research can edswider whether experimentally
becoming an outgroup member for a longer time pemight produce more positive
effects; with time to adjust to the initial shoclkegative reactions may subside.
Conclusion

Our strong and concrete sals-outgroup mental simulation resulted in negative
self-outcomes and did not impact intergroup atggidConsistent with Vorauer and

Sasaki’'s (2009) suggestion that perspective-tagimgilation exercises are more
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beneficial in the abstract, we urge strong caudigainst implementing concrete forms of
outgroup simulation, particularly in applied seg$nsuch as schools, businesses, and
military settings, where the social context mayoexhate fears of personal
stigmatization. Fortunately, relatively more abstrand less threatening mental
simulations, such as imagining outgroup contacis(C& Turner, 2013), or simulating
experiences as an outgroup (Batson et al., 200dsétg et al., 2009; Vescio et al.,

2003), remain effective tools for prejudice intertiens.
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CHAPTER 4

This section is based on the following article: Muas, C. C., & Hodson, G. (under
review). Developing cross-group friendships onlifike benefits of earlier (versus later)
disclosure of stigmatized group membershgurnal of Social and Personal
Relationships.

See Appendix 4Q (p. 211) for supplemental inforordtanalyses that may be of interest
but could not be included in the journal articl®sussion due to space limitations.

Abstract
With our social lives increasingly experienced oaliit is critical to understand online
friendship development. We are particularly intezgdsn the implications of cross-group
online friendships, particularly given that thessegroup nature of the relationship might
not be initially known. We examined the outcomeslistlosing stigmatized group
membership (i.e., homosexuality) eane(suslate) in a developing online friendship.
Heterosexualsn(= 214) engaged in a realistic but experimentadiytmlled closeness-
inducing online interaction with an ostensible part learning of their homosexuality
either before (i.e., early disclosure) or aftez.(ilate disclosure) the interaction. Earlier
(vs.later) disclosure of homosexuality led to a sutbyety more positive contact
experience, which predicted heightened bond wighpidrtner, itself predicting more
positive attitudes toward the partner. Outcomeswainfluenced by pre-test biases and
authoritarianism, suggesting the general benefitszlosing homosexuality earlyg.

late) during the formation of online friendshipsmglications are considered.
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Developing cross-group friendships online: The lienef earlier (versus later)
disclosure of stigmatized group membership
“That was one of the things that hurt me the mibsit, he was hiding something so much.
Because | thought we had a pretty open relatioriship
Individuals belonging to stigmatized groups caaage to conceal their group

membership from others, especially if their stigaed group membership is not readily
visible. However, concealing stigmatized group membip until after a close bond has
been formed can result in hurt feelings on the pktte receiver of the information, as
evidenced by the above quote from the mother @yasgn who concealed his
homosexuality from her (Zernicke, 2012). It is wedtablished that such social hurt can
be painful to the excluded individual and damadmthe relationship (MacDonald,
Kingsbury, & Shaw, 2005; MacDonald & Leary, 20089tentially diminishing the
interpersonal bond. Yet delaying such informationld be beneficial, reducing the
potential for the stigmatized individual to be vieshvin terms of negative stereotypes
about their group (Buck & Plant, 2011). As suclseaachers have become interested in
thetiming of stigmatized group membership disclosure (&gufman & Libby, 2012;
King, Reilly, & Hebl, 2008). It is empirically unlawn, however, whether in the context
of anonline cross-group interaction, earlier versus laterldgae of stigmatized group
membership produces more positive relationshipamgs. With the prevalence of online
relationships growing steadily, this question beesnmcreasingly pressing. We therefore
examine the outcomes of disclosing stigmatized graembership earliev$.later) in

an online friendship.
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People spend a great deal of their lives “onlireid] the global proportion of
internet users continues to grow steadily (Intemoetidstats.com, 2012). Much of our
time spent online involves communicating with othesing via email and instant
messaging. In 2012, the number of worldwide en@ibants was estimated at 3.3
billion, with the number of instant messaging asdsiat 2.7 billion (Radicati Group Inc.,
2012). Computer-mediated-communication (CMC) isafae important, if not central,
to modern social life. Even intimate relationshgps formed through CMC (see
Antheunis, Valkenburg, & Peter, 2007; Finkel, EaskwKarney, Reis, & Sprecher,
2012; Madden & Lenhart, 2006; McKenna, Green, &aStn, 2002; Parks & Floyd,
1995). The relative anonymity afforded allows fonscious decisions about whether to
present one’s “true” self or identity, and offersaanfortable context for disclosing
personal information (Bargh & McKenna, 2004). AslsuCMC can foster even more
intimate relationships than can face-to-face comuoation (Antheunis et al., 2007;
Valkenburg & Peter, 2009), making it an excellemtams to forge friendships.
Recognizing this, many people join internet newagsoor social networks with the
express purpose of establishing friendships (sdmés & Gefen, 2004; Pew Research
Center, 2011), and members of these virtual comtiegnieport having made close and
lasting friendships online (McKenna et al., 2002).

Althoughmembers of stigmatized groups often join online camities devoted
to their group for support and group identificati@argh & McKenna, 2004), little is
empirically known about online friendship formatsothat cross group boundaries. Yet
the internet represents a unique and expandingxbfur stigmatized group members to

developcrossgroup friendships (i.e., between stigmatized amwtstigmatized group
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members), which are beneficial to both partiespyiting positive intergroup relations
(e.g., Davies et al., 2011; Page-Gould, Mendozat@er& Tropp, 2008). Such cross-
group friendships can develop especially smootldyGMC given that the stigmatized
individual can choose to selectively present infation about him/herself (Ellison,
Heino, & Gibbs, 2006; McKenna et al., 2002) or etaate information altogether (see
Utz, 2005), including stigmatized group memberstself. In particular, stigmatized
group members may conceal their group membersbip émline friends, particularly in
the early stages of friendship development. Alteviedy, they may disclose group
membership up front in this relatively “safe” vigiLenvironment. Yet the empirical
effects of disclosure timing during online crossigp friendship development are
currently unknown. Although self-disclosure in gextéends to promote positive
outcomes in cross-group relationships (Ensari &avlil2002; Turner, Hewstone, &
Voci, 2007), the potential for this unique typeseff-disclosure (i.e., the disclosure of
stigmatizedyroup membershjpo promote positive outcomes may depend on dsc
timing. We directly examine the effects of eargrsuslate disclosure of homosexuality
on friendship outcomes in a CMC setting.
Online cross-group friendships

Cross-group friendships, including those betweendsexuals and heterosexuals
(e.g., Herek & Capitanio, 1996; Hodson, Harry, &ahiell, 2009; Vonofakou,
Hewstone, & Voci, 2007), represent powerful formhgntergroup contact, especially
effective in reducing prejudice and promoting igteup harmony (see Davies, Wright,
Aron, & Comeau, 2013). Unfortunately, cross-groaerfdships are less common and

more likely to dissolve than within-group friendgsi(Aboud, Mendelson, & Purdy,
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2003; Rude & Herda, 2010; Schneider, Dixon, & Udv2D07). Cross-group friendships
between homosexuals and heterosexuals may beeapanially high risk of failure given
that the disclosure of the homosexual friend’srstijized group membership may come
as unwelcome news. By default people are presumbd heterosexual (Everly, Shih, &
Ho, 2012), given that the vast majority (i.e., ¥®5dentify as heterosexual (e.qg.,
Bogaert, 2004; Laumann, Gagnon, Michael, & Micha®®94). This assumption may be
even more likely in onlinevg.face-to-face) contexts, where stigmatized group
membership from other cues (e.qg., facial featises, Tabak & Zayas, 2012; body
motion, see Johnson, Gill, Reichman, & Tassina®)73 would be less detectable. Thus,
although the internet may represent fertile grofamctultivating cross-group friendships
between homosexuals and heterosexualdijrthieg of the disclosure of stigmatized
group membership may be critical. Given the intespeal and intergroup benefits of
cross-group friendship (e.g., Davies et al., 20@&herating more positive attitudes
toward the stigmatized group member representsisedeoutcome. It is crucial to
understand, therefore, the factors leading to pesiross-group friendship outcomes in
this context.

Positive contact between cross-group interacianisely to promote such
positive friendship outcomes. Online friendshigsi¢ally involve multiple online
interactions between two individuals. If the intengp contact is perceived to be positive
and of high quality, positive affective reactioesy(, feeling at ease, close with the
friend) are probable outcomes. These positive A¥eceactions may in turn influence
positive evaluations of the stigmatized friend werethe group. In support of these ideas,

Wright and colleagues demonstrate that positiveszgyoup interactions produce
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positive affective reactions such as reduced ayxsietl increased bonding and feelings of
closeness (Wright, Aron, & Tropp, 2002; Wright, Byo & Aron, 2005). Positive
affective reactions have been implicated as a kegns to promote positive attitudes
toward members of outgroups (Pettigrew, 1998; Wraglal., 2005). In particular,
feeling close with an interaction partner is stigriged to positive evaluations of that
person (Aron & Aron, 1996; Aron, Aron, & Norman,®), and feeling close with a
cross-group friend positively impacts outgroup ea#ibns (Brody, 2003; Hodson et al.,
2009; Reis & Wheeler, 1991). Thus, positively ea#ilugy cross-group contact experience
is likely to lead to positive affective reactiomsturn facilitating positive evaluations of
the cross-group friend (or their group).
Timing of stigmatized group membership disclosure

In the context of online friendships between hoexosils and heterosexuals, the
timing of homosexuality disclosure is arguablyicat. Timing of disclosure is likely to
influence perceptions of the contact experieneg, (ivhether the contact experience is
perceived relatively positivelys. negatively) and thus affect emotional reactiornd an
friend/group evaluations. To date, however, itngpeically unclear whether earlier (i.e.,
upfront) or later (i.e., after contact) disclospreduces more positive friendship
outcomes. On the one hand, the personalizatioroapprto intergroup contact (Brewer
& Miller 1984, 1988; Miller, 2002) suggests bengfif late disclosure. From this
theoretical perspective, group memberships shoaildeemphasized during intergroup
contact, to promote more personalizetimate interactions, and hence more positive
evaluations of the outgroup memiaera persorand the outgroup generally. King,

Reilly, and Hebl (2008) found that heterosexualsregsed more positive attitudes
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toward a hypothetical co-worker when the co-workéromosexuality was disclosed after
a period of time rather than immediately, reasotiag earlier disclosure creates
discomfort for heterosexuals. Similarly, Kaufmar anbby (2012, Study 5) found that
revealing a character in a narrative as homosdatel (/s. earlier) facilitated the
assumption of the character’s perspective, lessatging of the character, and more
positive evaluations of homosexuals. Finally, hetexual men listening to a recorded
interview of a man (with whom they would allegediyeract) responded less negatively
to the interaction prospect when the target’s haxoality was revealed latery

earlier), because early disclosure resulted in rmtaeotypical impressions (Buck &
Plant, 2011).

These studies of stigmatized membership disclosuggest that latewg earlier)
disclosure is beneficial. These studies, howewarelexamined reactions toward
hypothetical co-workers, fictional characters, oti@pated interaction partners, not
reactions to cross-group interactiorsitu. Nor have past studies considered online cross-
group friendships. In the context of actual relasioip formation, there may be
substantial downsides to later disclosure. Conteary theoretical intergroup
approaches suggest that earhes. [ater) disclosure of stigmatized group memberghip
beneficial. In contrast to personalization appresdo intergroup contact, Hewstone and
Brown’s (1986) mutual differentiation model emphasi that salient group memberships
are critical features in creating positive outconmesross-group interactions (see also
Brown and Hewstone, 2005). Specifically, emphagigjroup membershippfront
results in more positive evaluations of the inteaacpartner as an outgroup member.

Accordingly, earlier disclosure of homosexualityynpeoduce positive intergroup



97

outcomes. A recent investigation by Everly andezmgues (2012) supports this potential.
Specifically, those learning that their interactpartner is gay prior to engaging in math
(Study 1) or hand-eye-coordination tasks (Studgezhonstrated better task performance.
Building on these findings, we propose that eaflierlater) disclosure of homosexuality
will similarly result in more positivériendship outcomeguch as bonding and liking) in
online settings.

Moreover, early disclosure largely sidesteps tlwaspain that might otherwise
be experienced when feeling less valued as a fiflem¢ not valued enough to disclose
earlier) (Leary & Springer, 2000; MacDonald & Lea®p05) Early disclosure also
decreases the prospect that one’s partner be viasvad “imposter.” Homosexuals
failing to disclose their homosexuality early ok assumed to be heterosexual (given
population baselines), and being exposed as ansi@posks derogation by others (see
Jetten, Summerville, Hornsey, & Mewse, 2005; Hoyr&eetten, 2003; Warner,
Hornsey, & Jetten, 2007). Early disclosure of séxuiantation, therefore, may
circumvent negative reactions toward learning dgoaup membership well into the
relationship. In the context of cross-group onfinendships, early disclosure of
stigmatized group membership may be particulafyaidgiven that trust is particularly
relevant to online friendships (Bargh & McKenna02}) where parties may be sensitive
to perceived deception or failed disclosure.

The present experiment

In the current study heterosexuals engaged imAneoinstant-messaging

interaction, based on established methods to inshiegersonal closeness and liking,

with an ostensible (sex-matched) homosexual pariirer partner’s discussion points
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were uniform across participants, providing stremgerimental control. We manipulated
whether the partner’'s homosexuality was disclosddre (early) or after (late) the
interaction, and then measured perceptions ofdhéact experience, affective reactions
(bond/closeness with partner, positive emotions, @/aluations (of partner and
homosexuals). Figure 4.1 displays our conceptua@ah@onsistent with the mutual
intergroup differentiation model (Brown & Hewstor#§)05), and findings that
performance outcomes benefit from learning of angais homosexuality (Everly et al.,
2012), we expected earliers( later) outgroup membership disclosure to generate
positive contact experiences, which would in twad to greater bonding and positive
affective reactions that facilitate positive evdioias of the target. This follows the call
by Everly et al. (2012) following their performaneehancing early-disclosure findings
to consider whether homosexuality “self-disclosmight also lead to greatpartner
liking” (p. 409; emphasis addedpiven the novelty of the question, we also explored
whether the magnitude of any model paths variea fasction of prejudice toward
homosexuals, right-wing authoritarianism (RWA, adgctor of negative attitudes toward
homosexuals, see Haddock & Zanna, 1998), and opsta@xperience (given our focus
on discovering new and potentially unexpected mfatron). We also consider
participant sex as a moderator because men a@typmore negative toward
homosexuals than are women (Kite & Whitley, 1928)] because Buck and Plant

(2011) found that timing of homosexuality discloseffects were specific to men.
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Method

Participants

Two-hundred and sixty-two heterosexual studentgs@anadian university (Brock
University, St. Catharines, Ontario) participateddourse credit or $5. Those incorrectly
identifying their interaction partner’s sexual aotiation f = 17) were excluded, as were
those indicating suspicion about the cover stary 81; a proportion similar to
comparable studies, see Buck & Plant, 2011). Tired 8ample contained 214
participants (109 men, 105 womé,ge= 20.16, SD =3.42).
Procedure overview

Up to six participants simultaneously participatedcomputers in private booths.
The study involved a pre-interaction phase, a cderpateraction phase (where
participants ostensibly interacted with anothedgtparticipant via instant messaging),
and a post-interaction phase. Those in the easlyodery condition learned of their
partner’'s homosexuality immediately following theepnteraction phase bbeforethe
interaction phase. Those in the late discovery ttimmdearned of their partner’s
homosexuality immediatelgfter the interaction phase. Participants were randomly
assigned to condition, with 109 in the earlier disry condition, and 105 in the later
discovery condition.
Pre-interaction phase

“Typical student” demographics (see Appendix 4E)Participants first viewed
factual demographic information about typical stnudeat the university, allegedly to
provide an idea of the type of person they migterarct with. This information included

the proportion of male and female students at theeusity, as well as the most common
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age, nationality, ethnic background, and the mostraon sexual orientation
(heterosexual).

Personal profile information (see Appendix 4F)Next, participants submitted
personal information (age, sex, ethnicity, sexuedraation, major, year of study, favorite
course taken so far, along with favorite food, nepwelevision show, and pastime) for
their own online profile, which participants werdarmed could be exchanged with their
interaction partner either before or after theratéion, depending on condition.

RWA (see Appendix 4G). Participants then completed Zakrisson’s (2005)té6ti
RWA scale. Based on Altemeyer’'s (1996) scale, dhikoritarianism scale measures
conventionality, submission to authorities, andraggion toward norm violators with
less extreme wording and no reference to speaifiams. Iltems were measured on scales
ranging from 1 ¢trongly disagregto 7 Gtrongly agreg Ratings were averaged such that
higher scores indicated higher RW& = .78).

Openness to experience (see Appendix 4H). Participants completed the 10-item
openness to experience subscale of the HEXACO raigolnventory Revised (Ashton
& Lee, 2009). Participants indicated the extenwkach the items were self-descriptive
(e.g., “I'm interested in learning about the higtand politics of other countries”) on
scales ranging from kirongly disagreeto 10 &trongly agreg Ratings were averaged
such that higher scores indicated higher openress8).

Attitudes toward homosexuals (see Appendix 4l). Participants completed
thermometer measures of attitudes toward gay meémtiudes toward lesbians (as well

as other groups not relevant to the present stuwdygh ranged from 1 (0-10&xtremely
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unfavorablé to 10 (91-100°extremely favorable These itemsr(= .73) were averaged
to represent favorable attitudes toward homosexuals
Interaction Phase

The interaction was an online adaptation of thiafiaship Closeness Induction
Task (RCIT, Sedikides, Campbell, Reeder, & Ellik899). This task involves two
individuals asking and answering a structured 26ajuestions (based on Aron,
Melinat, Aron, Vallone, & Bator, 1997). The RCITdhbeen demonstrated to induce
interpersonal closeness between strangers ovéatavedy short testing period, making it
ideal for our purposes. In the current study, tiidTRwas computer-simulated, with
participants answering questions for ostensibldamrge with their partner via instant
messaging. In reality, partner responses weresdnpire-determined and consistent
across participants, designed to represent a tywonckergraduate student. As such, some
partner responses included common grammaticalilsgeatrors or slang terms (see full
responses in Appendix 4J).

Questions were presented sequentially on the ctanpareen, with both parties
ostensibly typing responses simultaneously (intyeanly participants responded).
Responses were then “exchanged,” such that pamitspviewed their alleged partner’'s
responsesThis process continued until all 26 questions veerewvered and 26 partner
responses were read. To aid the cover story, pagsponses did not always appear
immediately, but sometimes followed a delay (caesisacross participants) to account
for typing longer responses. After reading therpars final response, participants

received a computer message that the interactisrcaaplete.
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Timing of discovery manipulation. Immediately following the pre-interaction
phase, and immediately prior to the interactiomtigi@ants in thesarly discovery
conditionreceived the following message:

Prior to interacting with your partner, you will béle to view his [her] online

profile. Try to remember as much information abgar partner as you can (you

will be asked to recall it later). Press continoid¢ taken to your partnempsofile.
Participants then viewed the ostensible profila sex-matched partner. Except for
sexual orientation, this information represente@agrage student, revealing the
following information in this order: Aget9 yearsold, Sex: (hatched participant s¢x
Year of Studyl, Major: undeclared Sexual OrientatiorhomosexualFavorite course
taken so far1® year psychologyFavorite foodpizza Favorite moviel can't think of a
favorite but | mostly like comedidsavorite television show:he Office Partner profiles
remained on the screen for at least 1 minute begfargcipants moved on to the
interaction (see Everly et al., 2012 for relatednexr demographic disclosure).

Immediately following the interaction phase pagamts in theate discovery
conditionreceived the following message:

Now that you have interacted with your partner, yollibe able to view his [her]

online profile. Try to remember as much informatairout your partner as you

can (you will be asked to recall it later). Pressttue to be taken to your
partner’sprofile.
These participants viewed the same ostensiblegrgotofile as those in the early
disclosure condition, for at least 1 minute. Imnag¢ely afterwards, participants in the late

discovery condition completed the post-interacpbase.
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Post-interaction phase

Following the interaction, all participants contela the following measures.

Manipulation check (see Appendix 4K)Participants recalled their partner’s
sexual orientation as a manipulation check (thespanding incorrectly were excluded
from the main analyses). To mask the purpose,qigatits were also asked to first recall
their partner’s age and finally to recall their daite television show.

Interaction (i.e., contact) experience (see Append4lL). Participants rated the
extent to which the interaction with their partmexs (a) pleasant, (b) cooperative, (c)
superficial and insincere (based on Voci & Hewsi@®93), (d) awkward and (e)
comfortable, on scales ranging fromnbi{ at al) to 7 ¢ery mucl. After reverse scoring
items (c) and (d), higher scores represent a musiipe contact experience € .669).

Affective reactions.

Bond with partner (see Appendix 4M). Aron, Aron, and Smollan’s (1992)
widely-used (e.g., Hodson et al., 2009; Page-Gethl., 2008; Vonofakou et al., 2007)
Inclusion of Others in Self scale (I0S) was adaptetép closeness with the partner.
Participants were shown a series of seven diagdapisting different degrees of overlap
between the self and the partner, and were ingiiuct choose the diagram best
representing the relationship between the selfpamther, with higher scores representing
greater bond (i.e., self-other overlap) with thetper.

Positive emotions (see Appendix 4N). Participants rated the degree to which their

partner's sexual orientation was surprising, upsgtexciting, anxiety-provoking,

' The key hypothesized model was also tested comgefir measurement error of all variables (seedlin
2011); all paths involving contact experience (ibetween manipulation and positive contact expede
as well as between positive contact experienceband with partner, and attitudes toward partner)
remained significant and were larger in magnitude.
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worrisome, happiness-inducing, threatening, plegsind satisfying (1 not at all,to 9
=very much. To increase internal consistency, “surprisingiswater dropped. After
reversing the negative items, the averaged iteffected positive emotions.(= .76).

Evaluations.

Attitudes toward partner (see Appendix 40). A thermometer measure of current
attitudes toward the partner ranged from 1 (0O-&&fremely unfavorab)do 10 (91-100°,
extremely favorab)e Higher scores represent more positive attitudes.

Attitudes toward homosexuals (see Appendix 4P). Five items from Herek’s
(1988) Attitudes Toward Gay Men (ATG) scale, ana fitems from Herek’s (1988)
Attitudes Toward Lesbians (ATL) scale, were admarisd, ranging from {strongly
disagre@ to 9 trongly agreg After reverse-scoring, items were averaged soah
higher scores represent more positive attitudearniwomosexualsi(= .89).

Results
Effects of manipulation

As expected, participants in the earlies.(ater) disclosure condition reported
significantly more positive contact experienbé%£ 6.06,SD= .72 vsM = 5.81,SD=
.91, respectively)x(212) = 2.18p =.030,d = .30. Those in the earlierd.later)
disclosure condition also reported a significacthser bond (IOS) with their contact
partner M = 3.36,SD=1.61 vsM = 2.94,SD= 1.41, respectively}j(212) = 2.05p =
.042,d = .28). Additionally, those in the earliers(later) disclosure condition reported
significantly more positive attitudes toward thetpar M = 8.27,SD= 1.24 vsM =

7.89,SD= 1.52, respectively}(212) = 2.18p = .047,d = .27). Positive emotion$A =
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5.66,SD=1.03 vsM = 5.59,SD= 1.06}"* and attitudes toward homosexua% 7.53,
SD=1.41vsM = 7.52,SD= 1.64) were equivalent across earlier and latai@sure
conditions, respectivelys < 1, ns.

Testing the proposed model

We predicted thatarlier ¢s.later) disclosure would exert a positive effect on
contact experience, with positive contact expergnasitively predicting affective
reactions (bond with partner and positive emotipw$lich would facilitate favorable
evaluations (toward the stigmatized partner andds@xuals) (see Figure 4.1). As a
parsimonious test of this overall proposed patteun formal model test includes only
those variables that differed significantly (seevious section) as a function of the
timing of disclosure manipulation (i.e., positiventact experience, bond with the
partner, and attitudes toward the parttfe§pecifically, we tested a model whereby the
earlier (s.later) disclosure manipulation predicted positeatact experience, with
positive contact experience predicting positivéwades toward the partner through
heightened bond with the partner, in keeping watierigroup contact literature.

The model was tested using AMOS 19.0. The manijmatas represented by a
categorical code (+1 = early disclosure; 0 = laseldsure). Continuous variables were
standardized (see Aiken & West, 1991), and bogiptre (» = 1000) was employed to
estimate the significance of indirect effects (I€lik011). All possible paths were

initially included (i.e. df = 0), with non-significant paths subsequently dexpKline,

' When separate scores were created for positiverfigan of exciting, happy, pleasing, and satisfyin
and negative emotions (i.e., mean of upsettingiegynprovoking, worrisome, and threatening), naithe
mean differed significantly as a function of thenipaulation (s < |.48|ps> .632), consistent with the
results obtained when examining the combined emsti@riable.

2 See appendix 4Q.6 (p.214) for tests of the modiliting all study variables (i.e., also including
positive emotions and attitudes toward homosexuals)
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2011). All expected paths were statistically sigaifit (one additional path between
positive contact experience and positive attitudesrd the partner was also significant,
S =.34,p <.001). Discovering partner homosexuality eaifst later) predicted more
positive perceptions of the contact experienceitivesontact experience perceptions in
turn positively predicted both increased bond i partner and more positive attitudes
toward the partner, and increased bond with on&'spr predicted more positive
attitudes toward the partner.

Table 4.1 displays effects decomposition. Notatig,indirect effects of the
manipulation on both bond with partner and attituttevard partner were significans(
<.02); there was no direct effect, meaning thatgtoposed mediators fully explained
the impact of timing disclosure on partner bond padner evaluation. The effect of the
manipulation on heightened bond with the partnes arstirely accounted for by
subjective sense of a positive contact experiesmoe the effect of the manipulation on
positive attitudes toward the partner was entiaglgounted for by perceptions of a
positive contact experience and heightened boriul thé partner. The trimmed model
(see Figure 4.2), dropping non-significant patkesndnstrated good fif(2)= 2.44, p =
.296,y%/df = 1.21, CFI = .996, RMSEA = .032, SRMR = .036 (Kéee, 2011).

Testing potential moderators

We next tested whether any paths were moderat&d/N, openness to
experience, pre-test prejudice toward homosexaoalsarticipant sex, using a regression-
based approach appropriate for continuous modsrétee Muller, Judd, & Yzerbyt,

2005). For each path in the model, the criterios vegressed on the predictor variable
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Table 4.1

Model effects decomposed (fully saturated moded,@jf

Sample Overall

Effects Total Direct Indirect
1. Manipulation> Positive contact experience .15* .15* --
2. Manipulation> Bond with partner 14* .09 .05*
3. Manipulation> Positive attitudes toward partner 14* .04 10
4. Positive contact experienee Bond with partner .32 .32%x* --

5. Positive contact experiene® Positive attitudes toward partner .45*** L34xxx B il

6. Bond with partnet> Positive attitudes toward partner .34 rrx .34xxx --

Notes.N = 214 (109 early disclosure condition, 105 lathtisure condition). **p < .001, *p < .01, *p
<.05

and the moderator (either RWA, openness to expaigirejudice toward homosexuals,
or sex) on Step 1, and on the interaction betwieemtedictor and the moderator on Step
2. Only one path (between bond with the partneratitides toward the partner) was
moderated by RWAR(= .17,p = .004) or by pre-existing prejudice toward homusds

(B =-.15,p =.007), such that the path magnitude was stroiogehose highenss.

lower) in RWA or pre-existing prejudité Therefore, increasing feelings of closeness or
bonding with the partner is therefore especiallydieial among those predisposed to
disliking the stigmatized group. Of note, the ear{ys.later) disclosure manipulation
resulted in more positive outcomes (i.e., positwatact experiences, greater bonding
with the partner, more positive partner evaluateerpssparticipants, regardless of
individual differences in RWA, openness to expergrprejudice toward homosexuals,

or sex.

Y Results were the same whether testing moderatisatafated or trimmed model. Moderation results
should be interpreted with caution however, giveat bver 30 interaction effects were tested inltota
increasing the possibility of obtaining at leasb tsignificant moderation effects simply by chance.



Manipulation

Outgroup
Disclosure

condition:
Earlier (+1) vs. Later (0)

.15*

Contact Affective Evaluations
Experience Reactions
34%**
Positive ggeen Bond Y. Positive
contact with attitudes toward
experience Partner (10S) partner

Figure 4.2. N = 214 (109 early disclosure conditibdb late disclosure condition). Paths represamtdardized values. **p <
.001, *p =.029. IOS = inclusion of other in self
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Discussion

In the current investigation on the developmerardine cross-group friendships,
earlier (s.later) disclosure of homosexuality led to moreifpes friendship outcomes.
The impact of the disclosure manipulation on pesitiontact experience represented a
small-to-moderate but reliable effect side=(.30,p = .030; see Cohen, 1988); those
exposed to earlier disclosure reported contactrexpees that were one-third of a
standard deviation more positive than those exptustader disclosure. This relation is
compelling considering that tlumly difference between conditions concerned the timing
of homosexuality disclosure, and that this effeaswot moderated by theoretically-
relevant individual differences, including pre-tpst¢judice toward homosexuals or
RWA. These positive contact experience perceptoedicted increased bond with, and
evaluations of, the ostensible homosexual parfites.effect of the timing of disclosure
manipulation on evaluations of the partner was/faiediated by contact experience
perceptions and by bond with the partner, withrttaipulation exerting a significant
indirect effect on evaluations of the partner (&l a&s bond with the partner). These
findings are consistent with intergroup contacbties emphasizing the importance of
salient outgroup membership (Brown & Hewstone, 200&vstone & Brown, 1986),
and findings that learning of a partner’'s homoségugrior to performance can be
beneficial (Everly et al., 2002).

With much of the existing evidence on the outcownfadisclosing homosexuality
being correlational, hypothetical, or anecdotal.(eBeeler & Diprova, 1999; Griffith &
Hebl, 2002; Kaufman & Libby, 2012; King et al., Z)Qour experimental findings

represent a unique contribution to the literatUve. employed a “live” and realistic cross-
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group interaction analogous to popular online imstaessaging programs. Given ever-
growing rates of internet use and CMC in particulae methods employed have a great
deal of mundane realism. As an added benefit, seirofi pre-programmed partner
responses ensured tight experimental control, allgws to isolate timing as the sole
factor impacting the outcomes, ruling out othereptial confounds.

Our results are consistent with the mutual difféegion approach to intergroup
contact (Brown & Hewstone, 2005; Hewstone & Brod®86), with outcomes being
more positive when homosexual group membershipinvasediately salient rather than
revealed later in the relationship formation. Qodings are also consistent with those
demonstrating that people react negatively to “istps” (see Jetten et al., 2005;
Hornsey & Jetten, 2003, Warner et al., 2007). Eaflis. later) homosexuality disclosure
presumably minimizes the hurt that can be expeeémy those feeling undervalued as
friends (MacDonald & Leary, 2005) when intimateamhation (such as stigmatized
outgroup membership) is concealed from them. Rmallr findings complement and
extend evidence that learning of partner’'s homoskbpupfront increases cognitive and
physical performance (Everly et al., 2012), demm@atistg positive friendship-relevant
outcomes following earlier (vs. later) disclosuEserly et al.’s (2012) speculation that
homosexuality disclosure may induce partner likpngved accurate, with benefits
particularly noticed for earlier disclosure. Ousu#s diverge from Buck and Plant
(2011), who observed more positive responses lerdstxual men toward a gay
anticipated interaction partner when the partnieoisiosexuality was disclosed lates(
earlier), as well as from studies finding positreactions to hypothetical individuals

upon later ¢s.earlier) disclosure (Kaufman & Libby, 2012, Stusl\King et al., 2008).
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Our investigation differed substantially from themsest approaches, involving not only an
active participation in a cross-group interactioat one set in in an online context.
Although later disclosure may be beneficial when@y reading or hearing about
another person, when an actual social relationshyeing formed though an interaction
between group members, earlies.(ater) disclosure results in more positive relasiop
outcomes.

Our findings provide the first known evidence thvahen forming cross-group
friendships online, homosexuals may benefit frostldising their homosexuality earlier
(vs.later) in the friendship-development process. Bwemsingle friendship-forming
interaction, heterosexuals responded less positteahe interaction and their allegedly
gay partner when homosexuality was disclosed attes point. These effects would
presumably be even larger in the context of weliddsshed relationships. The observed
beneficial effects of disclosing of homosexualitiopto intimacy-building interactions
may be useful to prejudice-reduction interventitanping. Considering the strong
emotional distress homosexuals typically experieatdbe prospect of disclosing their
homosexuality (Bohan, 1996; Cain, 1991; Ellis & §leg 1996; Franke & Leary, 1991;
Kronenberger, 1991; Wells & Kline, 1987), thesaliimgs have practical value for
homosexuals grappling with disclosure decisions.

One limitation is that our results pertain to thectbsure of homosexuality in an
online context; disclosing other group membersbip#e, or disclosing homosexuality
in a more traditional face-to-face friendship, npagduce different outcomes. Future
research can examine these possibilities, and @aenaihether engaging in multiple

online interactions over a longer period of timé&hvthe partners getting to know one
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another even more intimately, enhances the podwefits of earlienss. later)
disclosure.

The study is also limited by the absence of a cbgoup, which was excluded
for pragmatic reasons. Ideally, both earlier anérldiscovery control groups would have
been included, where partner profiles would hagteiad revealed the partner’s
heterosexuality or no sexual orientation informatiGiven the sample size required to
achieve appropriate statistical power, the timer@sdurces required to run the study, as
well as primary interest in examining the effedtsliscovering another’'s homosexuality
earlier versus later, control groups were not idetli In light of this limitation, one
alternative explanation is that the positive resinltthe earlierys.later) discovery
condition were not due to learning of the partneggual orientation earlievg. later),
but instead simply due to having more informatibouwt the partner earlievg. later).

The positive relationship between self-disclosure positive outcomes in cross-group
relationships is well-established (Ensari & MilléQ02; Turner et al., 2007), and it may
be that the earlier personal information (iagy personal information) about another is
learned, the more positive the outcomes. Futurearel will be necessary to confirm
this, however.

Conclusion

With our social lives increasingly carried out oi(Internetworldstats.com,
2012; Radicati Group Inc., 2012), intergroup cohiano longer restricted to face-to-
face encounters. Although the internet represemtéef ground for cultivating cross-
group friendships between homosexuals and hetanakexhe timing of group-

membership disclosure matters. Our experimentaheation of internet relationship
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formation reveals that disclosing homosexualityrapf produces more positive
friendship outcomes than when homosexuality isakdefollowing initial intergroup

contact.
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CHAPTER 5: GENERAL DISCUSSION

People regularly move between social groups atefjoaes, and the effects of
such social movements are well-documented (e.gipfmhe la Sablonniére, Terry, &
Smith, 2007; Ellemers, 1993; Jetten, lyer, Tsivsik& Young, 2008). Most often, these
movements are intentional (e.g., an individual fratow SES [socio-economic status]
background becomes a university student as a nteamhance positive social identity,
see Jetten et al., 2008) or foreseen (e.qg., anoyepbecomes a member of a higher
status organization due to a merger, see AmiotyT&rCallan, 2007). It is also possible
however, for social movement to be unintentional/anunexpected. Indeed, one could
discover membership in an outgroup when the ind&idh question (the self or other)
was previously assumed to be an ingroup memberpdtential to make such a
discovery is increasingly possible in the curragtitdl age (e.g., through internet self-
tests, ancestry websites, or forming relationshigse).

In this dissertation | reported three empiricablggs examining the effects of this
form of social movement, termeditgroup membership discovefgcusing specifically
on discoveries of homosexuality. | first conducsegreliminary investigation of
hypothetical reactions to self and other homoseétyudiscoveries (Study 1), followed by
highly controlled experimental investigations ofued experiential reactions to self
(Study 2) and other (Study 3) homosexuality disciege These studies provided insight
into the individual and intergroup effects of horxsality discoveries by demonstrating
the affective/social reactions, individual (selfadher) evaluations, and group evaluations
that people report upon self-as-homosexual or eaedromosexual discoveries (see

Table 5.1 for a summary of major dissertation ts$uln the current Chapter, | review
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Table 5.1

Summary of major dissertation results

Study 1

Study 2

Study 3

Self-as-homosexual

Other-as-homosexual

Self-as-bexoal

Other-as-homosexual

Manipulation

Effects on affective/
social reactions

Effects on contact
experience

Effects on
evaluations of
individual

Effects on
evaluations of group
(homosexuals)

Support for
overarching model
(Figure 1.1a)

Generalization from
individual to group
evaluations

Moderation of
model paths

No manipulation, assessed
hypothetical reactions

Expected emotions were
negative relative to scale
midpoint

n/a

Negative relative to scale
midpoint (i.e., expected
feelings toward self to
become more negative)

Not significantly different
from scale midpoint (i.e.,
no change in feelings
expected)

Yes, support for path b:
affective reactions predict
evaluations

Yes

Yes: RWA moderated (i.e.,
strengthened) the path
between negative emotions
and negative change in
feelings toward the self

No manipulation, assessed
hypothetical reactions

Expected emotions did not
significant differ from
scale midpoint

n/a

Negative relative to scale
midpoint

(i.e., expected feelings
toward friend become
more negative)

Positive relative to scale
midpoint (i.e., expected
feelings to become more
positive)

Yes, support for path b:

affective reactions predict
evaluations

Yes

Fictitious feedback on a sexual attraction test
noting self-as-homosexual (outgroup
condition) or self-as-heterosexual (ingroup
condition)

More negative emotions and more fear of
discrimination in self-as-homosexuak(self-
as-heterosexual) condition

n/a

More negative evaluations of the self in self-
as-homosexuawé. self-as-heterosexual)
condition

Evaluations of homosexuals and empathy
toward homosexuals were equivalent across
conditions

Yes: self-as-homosexualq. self-as-
heterosexual) discovery predicted more
negative affective reactions (negative emotions
and fear of discrimination) and fear of
discrimination in turn predicted more negative
self-attitudes

Untested in main study given no effects of
manipulation on group evaluations. However,
supplemental analyses in Appendix 3K.6 do
not support a generalization pattern.

Yes: RWA and pre-manipulation prejudice
toward homosexuals moderated (i.e.,
strengthened) the path between the
manipulation and negative emotions

Learned of interaction partner’s homosexuality
either before (earlier discovery condition) or
after (later discovery condition) an interaction

Closer bond with partner in earliers(later)
discovery condition.
Emotions were equivalent across conditions

More positive contact experience in earier
later discovery condition

More positive evaluations of partner in earlier
(vs.later) discovery condition

Evaluations of homosexuals were equivalent
across conditions

Yes: earlier ys.later) other-as-homosexual
predicted more positive affective reactions
(bond with partner, itself predicted by positive
contact experience), which in turn predicted
more positive evaluations of the partner.

Untested in main study given no effects of
manipulation on group evaluations. However,
supplemental analyses in Appendix 4Q.6
suggest yes. Although group evaluations
unaffected by manipulation, individual
evaluations generalize to group evaluations.
Yes: RWA and pre-manipulation prejudice
toward homosexuals moderated(i.e.,
strengthened) the path between bond with
partner and positive attitudes toward partner
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these results, integrating as well as comparingiasu Additionally, | discuss limitations,
future research directions, and implications ofrdsearch overall.

Examining the Effects of Homosexuality DiscoverieResults Overview

Below, | discuss the results of the dissertatioaysing on effects pertaining to
affective/social reactions, individual evaluatioasd group evaluations. | then discuss
the models predicting evaluations that were supgpart each study.

Effects on affective/social reactions

Not surprisingly, affective/social reactions wergacted by homosexuality
discoveries, with affective/social reactions td-ss-homosexual discoveries being
especially strong. Both expected and actual affetgocial reactions to self-as-
homosexual discovery were negative. In Study Jerbsexual participants reported
expecting more negative emotions upon a self-aseserual discovery. In Study 2,
heterosexual participants indeed reported moretivegamotions upon discovering self-
as-homosexual, and also reported heightened fadisaimination (relative to
discovering self-as-heterosexual), with the lattediating the relation between the
manipulation and negative evaluations of the ga&fticipants both expected (Study 1)
and experienced (Study 2) negative affect uporodisting self-as-homosexual.
Although Study 1 and Study 2 were comprised ofrelytidifferent samples, the
expectations of Study 1 participants regarding tiegaffect were realized in Study 2.
Additionally, in Study 2 participants had conceat®ut negative social consequences
(i.e., fear of discrimination) upon discoveringfsa-homosexual.

Negative emotions upon self-as-homosexual distevare consistent with
evidence demonstrating that individuals enterimga group (e.g., Jetten et al., 2008)

and individuals discovering their homosexuality (&le Cogan, Gillis, & Glunt, 1997;
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Rosario, Hunter, Maguen, Gwadz, & Smith, 2001) eignee negative affect. A self-as-
homosexual discovery was expected to (and did)ym®degative affective reactions
similar to those experienced by individuals engggmsocial mobility or beginning to
acknowledge their own homosexuality. These negaimetion effects are also in line
with work showing that negative affective reacti¢es., feeling irritated) can occur
upon learning that a self-professed ingroup mensbererely posing as an ingroup
member yet is actually an outgroup member (e.ginsky & Jetten, 2003). The current
results demonstrate that negative affect is alpemenced (and expected to be
experienced) wheane’s owrnoutgroup membership is discovered. In additionegative
emotions, Study 2 participants were concerned abegative social consequences due to
their new outgroup membership. This was demonstiayeheir heightened fear of
discrimination. In light of the documented tendefmypeople to react negatively upon
suddenly learning of another’s outgroup memberghig., Jetten, Summerville, Hornsey,
& Mewse, 2005; Marques, Yzerbyt, & Leyens 1988;tRes & Branscombe, 2002;
Tajfel & Turner, 1986), these social concerns wiedy warranted. Clearly, suddenly
learning of one’s own homosexual outgroup membprstduces negative
affective/social reactions.

For other-as-homosexual discoveries, affectivetr@as were not as decidedly
negative. In Study 1, inconsistent with predictigmarticipants did not expect negative
emotions upon discovering a friend’s homosexualitye mean on expected emotions did
not differ significantly from the scale midpointyyggesting that, overall participants did
not expect strong emotional reactions (in a negativa positive direction) upon

discovering a friend’s homosexuality. Similarly,$tudy 3, emotions did not vary as a
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function of discovery condition. However, consigtesith the work of Wright and
colleagues showing that positive contact with atg@mup member can induce positive
affect (Wright, Aron, & Tropp, 2002; Wright, Brod§, Aron, 2005), as well as the
mutual differentiation approach to intergroup cahtahich encourages emphasizing
group memberships early in a relationship (BrowA&wstone, 2005; Hewstone &
Brown, 1986), participants in Studyrdported a more positive contact experience and in
turn greater feelings of closeness with their gartn the earlierys. later) discovery
condition. Although participants did not expectu@®t 1) altered emotions upon an other-
as-homosexual discovery, or experience (Study 3grmpositive or negative emotions
upon discovering another’'s homosexuality earhstl@ter), participants in Study 3
nonetheless experienced heightened bond with plaeiner upon learning of the partner’s
homosexuality earliewvg. later). Thus, affective/social reactions were consistently
negative forsel-as-homosexual discovery, but were either neutrglositive forother
as-homosexual discovery.
Effects on evaluations of the target individual

As with affective/social reactions, evaluationgtad target individual upon a self-
as-homosexual discovery (i.e., the self) were negaln Study 1, participants expected a
change in feelings toward the self whereby feelingsld become more negative. In
Study 2, participants indeed reported more negatitieides toward the self in the self-
as-homosexualé. self-as-heterosexual) condition. Again, althougytrepresented
different samples, the evaluations of Study 2 pgdints were consistent with the
evaluations expected by Study 1 participants. Thegative evaluations are consistent

with the tendency for individuals recognizing thlemmosexuality to experience
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negativity toward the self (Herek et al., 1997)rtRar, upon a self-as-homosexual
discovery, participants might have expected to {8aldy 1) or actually felt (Study 2)
like an imposter or black sheep and derogateddli@s individuals typically derogate
others who are viewed as imposters/ black shedgiiJet al., 2005; Marques et al.,
1988). Overall, discovering one’s membership i Bocially stigmatized group (Herek,
2009), induced (both expected and actual) negatraéuations of the self.

For other-as-homosexual discovery, evaluatiorte®target individual (i.e., the
friend or interaction partner) were negative indytd (when discovering a known
friend’s homosexuality), but positive in Study 3h@wn discovering an unknown but
friendly interaction partner’'s homosexuality earlis.later in the relationship). In Study
1, participants expected a change in feelings towlee friend whereby feelings would
become more negative. In Study 3, participantsntedgositive attitudes toward the
partner in both conditions (see Table Q.1, p. 244, more positive attitudes toward the
partner when the partner's homosexuality was disay earlier\(s.later). Study 1
results are consistent with the expected experiehsecial pain from learning that the
friend’s homosexuality had been hidden (Leary &isger, 2000; MacDonald & Leary,
2005). Participants likely expected to direct tegativity toward the friend. The positive
attitudes toward the partner observed in StudyeXansistent with intergroup contact
theory (e.g., Pettigrew, 1998; Wright et al., 2QGpkecifically, the mutual differentiation
approach to intergroup contact (Brown & Hewstor#)3 Hewstone & Brown, 1986),
which suggests that positive attitudes toward thtgroup member (and in turn, the group
as a whole) are more likely when group membersiipsemphasized upfront. Indeed,

when outgroup membership was salient eanlisrléter) in the relationship, attitudes
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toward the outgroup individual were more positiVeus, other-as-homosexual
discoveriegzan promote positive evaluations of the individualitigallarly when the
individual’'s homosexuality is discovered earliethex than later.

Effects on evaluations of the group (homosexuals)

Although the potential existed for self-as-homasdxdiscoveries to impact
evaluations of homosexuals as a group, Study icpgmamts did not expect a significant
change in feelings toward homosexuals as a groap ggself-as-homosexual discovery.
Similarly, in Study 2, attitudes toward homosexwadse unaffected by the self-as-
homosexual manipulation, with no differences iftwades toward homosexuals between
conditions. Further, empathy toward homosexuals @ild not differ between conditions
in Study 2. Again, for self-as-homosexual discoe®rexpected (Study 1) and actual
(Study 2) evaluations were equivaleBelf-as-homosexual discoveries did not
significantly impact expected or actual evaluatioi$iomosexuals as a graup self-as-
homosexual discovery is highly self-relevant, wvitie self being suddenly placed in a
highly stigmatized group (Herek, 2009). Perhapsuhds intense discovery participants
became “stuck” on evaluations of the self and iogilons for the self, expecting (Study
1) and experiencing (Study 2) a much stronger impacelf-evaluations than
evaluations of the group as a whole.

For other-as-homosexual discoveries on the othed han impact on evaluations
of the group as whole was more probable, given ggtual parallels between other-as-
homosexual discovery and intergroup contact. Iy participants indeed expected
feelings toward homosexuals to become more pogipan a friend-as-homosexual

discovery. This is consistent with the well-estsitiid finding that having a homosexual
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friend is associated with more positive attitudesard homosexuals (e.g., Herek &
Capitanio, 1996; Hodson, Harry, & Mitchell, 2008).Study 3, however, attitudes
toward homosexuals did not differ significantlyween the early and late discovery
conditions. Although the timing of discovery marlgdion impacted evaluations of the
individual (i.e., the interaction partner) in a manner cdesiswith the mutual
differentiation approach to intergroup contact (Bno& Hewstone, 2005; Hewstone &
Brown, 1986), it did not impact evaluations of freup as a whole. Evaluations of the
interaction partner, however, were linked to eviues of homosexuals, supporting a
generalization pattern. In order to directly impacaluations of homosexuals as a group,
a stronger manipulation (e.g., a longer time irdebetween earlier and later disclosure,
or deeper and more intimate self-disclosure duttiegnteraction), an other-as-
heterosexual comparison group, or longitudinal gimdy be necessary.

Testing models explaining discovery effects on evaltions

In each investigation (i.e., hypothetical selfremsnosexual [Study 1],
hypothetical other-as-homosexual [Study 1], acse#las-homosexual [Study 2], and
actual other-as-homosexual [Study 3]), a modeltesied to explain individual and
group evaluations. These models were based orverarching model presented in
Chapter 1 (see Figure 1.1a), with specific modebes varying among studies. It was
expected generally that more positive (or negatisctive/social reactions following a
homosexuality discovery would predict more posi{@enegative) evaluations of both
the individual and the group. For the experimestatlies specifically, it was predicted
that the self-as-homosexuak(self-as-heterosexual) manipulation would predict
negative affective/social reactions and in turnatieg evaluations (Study 2), and that

early (s late) other-as-homosexual discovery would predicte positive affective
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reactions and in turn more positive evaluationsad$t3). Results of these model tests are
discussed below, noting consistencies and incamigts between studies.

In Study 1, support for path b in Figure 1.1a Wasd for both self- and other-as-
homosexual discoveries, whereby more negative éggexrnotions predicted more
negative expected evaluations of the individual #wedgroup (see Figures 2.1a & 2.1¢).
Additionally, support for a generalization modehs@stent with intergroup contact theory
(Brown & Hewstone, 2005; Pettigrew, 1998) was foumdereby expected emotional
reactions predicted expected change in feelingaitdwhe individual, which in turn
predicted expected change in feelings toward tbamrThis was the case for both self-
and other-as-homosexual discoveries (see Figuies&2.1d). That is, more negative
emotions predicted more negative expected changeglings toward homosexuals
through negative expected changes in feelings e self (for self-as-homosexual
discovery) or the friend (for other-as-homosexustavery).

In Studies 2 and 3, a parsimonious approach wastedlowvhereby only variables
differing significantly as a function of experimahtondition were included in tested
models. In Study 2, the overarching model preseimté&ilgure 1.1a was supported: the
self-as-homosexuaVv$. self as heterosexual) condition predicted morextweg affective/
social reactions (negative emotions and fear afrolisnation). However, only fear of
discrimination subsequently predicted negative watadns of the self (see Figure 3.2).
This is inconsistent with Study 1, where negatin®Bons predicted more negative
evaluations, but in Study 1 fear of discriminatiwwas not assessed. By testing two
mediators in Study 2, one relevant to personal @osc(negative emotions) and one

relevant to social concerns (fear of discrimina@ti@tudy 2 demonstrated that fear of
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discrimination explains negative evaluations ofgsbé over and above negative
emotions. That issocialconcerns (i.e., fear of discrimination) fully aco for the
negative self-evaluations that occur upon a seticaanosexual discovery. Additionally,
evaluations of homosexuals were not included imtbéel as in Study 1, and thus tests
of a generalization model were not reported innti@én study, given that group
evaluations did not vary between the self-as-homeseand self-as-heterosexual
conditions.

When a generalization pattern was tested in suppiéhanalyses (see Appendix
3K.6), results were largely inconsistent with Stdd\egative emotions predicted less
empathy toward homosexuals, as expected, but negstitudes toward the self
predicted more empathy toward homosexualslesghegative attitudes toward
homosexuals. Thus, the generalization pattern wagated only when examining
expected rather than actual self-as-homosexuabwlsg. Upon actual homosexual
discovery, negative self-attitudes were translatéeal positivity toward the outgroup (as
discussed further below).

In Study 3, the overarching model presented infeéd.1a was also supported. It
was predicted that this type of homosexuality disey (i.e., discovery of a friendly
interaction partner’s homosexuality) would induosiive affective reactions and in turn
evaluations, and that these effects would be s&mowhen homosexuality was discovered
earlier ¢s.later). Indeed, earliev$.later) homosexuality discovery predicted more
positive affective reactions (bond with partneself predicted by positive contact
experience), which in turn predicted more posigvaluations of the partner (see Figure

4.2). As in Study 2, evaluations of homosexualsawt included in the main study
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model, and tests of a generalization model wereeyairted, given that evaluations of
homosexuals did not vary between the early anddiatovery conditions.

Supplemental analyses, however (see Appendix 4@@&aled support for a
generalization pattern, such that positive attitutdevard the friend predicted positive
attitudes toward homosexuals. This is consistetit &iudy 1. Notably, in support of the
overarching model presented in Chapter 1 (see &ijira), the experimental
manipulations in Studies 2 and 3 predicted affecteactions (with the Study 2
manipulation predicting more negative affect arel $tudy 3 manipulation predicting
more positive affect). Moreover, across all invgstions, affective reactions positively
predicted evaluations (e.g., more negative [pasjtavaluations predicted more negative
[positive] evaluations§.

In addition to testing these models, in all inigedions | examined whether any
model paths were moderated by RWA, pre-existintudts toward homosexuals, or sex
(see Appendix 3K.5 for Study 2 moderation tests5tudy 2, | also examined whether
model paths differed as a function of scores orStRdAT (sexual preference implicit
association test), and in Study 3 | tested opentoessperience as an additional
moderator. Sex did not moderate any model patisgudy 1, 2, or 3. The SP-IAT also
did not moderate any model paths in Study 2, amshiogss to experience did not
moderate any model paths in Study 3. That is, effieeld across these individual
differences. RWA moderated one path in the seli@sosexual model in Study 1, and

both RWA and pre-existing attitudes toward homoséxmoderated one model path

4 An exception to this pattern was revealed in SBidypplemental analyses (see Appendix 4Q.6)
whereby feelings of closeness with the partner taintuitively predicted less positive attitudesvard
homosexuals. This negative association was présgmon-significant at the zero-order level (sebl&@a
Q.2). It became significant upon inclusion in thed®l, suggesting that it may represent a statlsditéact
or a sign of “inconsistent” mediation or suppreegisee MacKinnon, Krull, & Lockswood, 2000).
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each of Studies 2 and 3. Specifically, RWA modelaite path between negative
emotions and expected change in feelings towardeatiesuch that the association
between negative emotions and more negative expehtnges in feelings toward the
self was stronger for those highes (lower) in RWA (in Study 1). In Study 2, the path
between the manipulation and negative emotionsmaderated by both RWA and pre-
existing attitudes toward homosexuals, such thattiems were more negative to the
extent that participants were highes (lower) in RWA or pre-existing prejudice toward
homosexuals. Finally, in Study 3 the path betwemrdlwith the partner and attitudes
toward the partner was moderated by both RWA anmekpisting attitudes toward
homosexuals, whereby the path magnitude was stréog#hose highernvs lower) in
RWA or pre-existing prejudice toward homosexuals.

Thus, it appears that those higher in RWA and tlmigleer in pre-existing
prejudice toward homosexuals are particularly ssesio affective reactions (either
emotions or partner bond) following homosexualigcdveries. In Studies 1 and 2 those
more prone to prejudice toward homosexuals dematestia stronger relation between
negative affect and negative evaluations, or anggonegative affective reaction to the
manipulation, respectively, representing negatin largely intuitive effects. That is, in
terms of these associations, people more pronesjodice toward homosexuals
demonstrated more negative effects. Specificdllys¢ more\s.less) prone to prejudice
toward homosexuals translate their negative affeotnegative evaluations even more so
(Study 1), and experience even more negative affgah a self-as-homosexual discovery
(Study 2). This suggests that efforts to minimiegative affective reactions to outgroup

membership discoveries, especially among thoseceslyeprone to prejudice, would be
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beneficial. In Study 3 on the other hand, the pasimpact of bond with the partner on
attitudes toward the partner was even stronger éven more positive) for those higher
in RWA or pre-existing prejudice toward homosexu@lsnsistent with the effects of
Studies 1 and 2, this suggests that less negatingerfiore positive) affect upon an
outgroup membership discovery is ideal, especaitypng those prone to prejudice.
Specifically, Study 3 demonstrates that inducingatgr bonding with an outgroup
member is especially beneficial to attitudes towrloutgroup member for prejudice-
prone individuals.

Others have likewise found that increased bond aritloutgroup member
explains the positive effect of intergroup contactreduced prejudice among those
higher in RWA (see Hodson et al., 2009). Althougbngness to prejudice toward
homosexuals strengthened a negative effect in &udand 2, it strengthened a positive
effect in Study 3, presenting interesting implioas for prejudice reduction strategies.
As elaborated below, future prejudice interventitargeted at those high in RWA anti-
outgroup prejudice may benefit from actively minamig discovery-based negative
affective reactions and promoting positive affegtreactions (especially bonding with an
outgroup member). Of course, caution is advisedwhierpreting these moderation
results, given that multiple interaction effectyeveested in each study, which increases
the probability of obtaining significant moderatiby chance.

Hypothetical vs. Experimental findings

As noted above, consistencies and inconsisten@es @bserved between the

hypothetical (Study 1) and experimental (Studi&s3 studies. For self-as-homosexual

discoveries, results between the hypothetical apérential studies (i.e., Study 1 &
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Study 2) were highly congruent in terms of affegtreactions, evaluations of the
individual, and evaluations of the group. In batidses, affective reactions and
evaluations of the self were negative followindhgpothetical or experiential) self-
homosexual discovery, but evaluations of the gneape unaffected. Discrepancies were
observed, however, between the models support8tutiies 1 and 2.

In Study 1, negative expected emotions predictggitiee expected change in
feelings toward the self and negative expected ghanfeelings toward homosexuals. In
Study 2, however, negative emotions did not prakgfative attitudes toward the self or
homosexuals. Although in Study 2 attitudes towsthosexuals were not included in
the tested model (given that attitudes did noediffs a function of the manipulation),
several potential explanations exist for the lacketationship between negative
emotions and negative self-evaluations. In Study sgcond proximal predictor of
negative evaluations was included, fear of diseration, to pit emotions and fear of
discrimination against one another as potentialasgtions of negative evaluations. With
fear of discrimination in the model, negative eran$ did not significantly predict
attitudes toward the self. This suggests that sooracerns (i.e., fear of discrimination)
impact negative evaluations of the self upon aaglhiomosexual discovery over and
above personal concerns (i.e., negative emotidus)itionally, supplemental analyses
(see Appendix 3K.6) revealed that negative emotindsed exerted a negative
intergroup effect in Study 2, predicting less erhgabward homosexuals.

It is possible that the positive association betweegative emotions and negative
self-evaluations observed in Study 1 is specifiexpectations only, and that upon actual

self-as-homosexual discovery as per Study 2, negatnotions simply do not predict
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actual attitudes toward the self. It is widely knothat expected and actual psychological
reactions do not necessarily correspond (Nisbatfi&on, 1977; Wilson & Gilbert,

2005), and, importantly, participants in Studiesndl 2 did not overlap. Further, different
evaluation variables were assessed in Study lvelat Study 2 (i.e., assessment of
expected change in feelings toward the g&lthermometer measure of attitudes toward
the self, respectively). Despite these discrepandme results of Studies 1 and 2 were
quite similar.

For other-as-homosexual discoveries, results vameik considerably between
the hypothetical and experimental studies (i.eid$tl & Study 3). This is not surprising,
given that Study 1 examined hypothetical reactiordiscovering a known friend’s
homosexuality, whereas Study 3 specifically exanhigactions to an earlievd.later)
discovery of an interaction partner’'s homosexualty such, Studies 1 and 3 are less
comparable than Studies 1 and 2. One interestiygaveompare Study 1 and Study 3,
however, is to consider that in Study 1 the otreeh@mosexual discovery was “late” by
definition. That is, participants imagined learnwigheir friend’s homosexualitgfter
the friendship was already established. This cpmeds to the later discovery condition
of Study 3, where participants learned of theieiattion partner's homosexuality after a
closeness-inducing interaction (rather than eadiscovery, which occurred before any
interaction had taken place).

When considered this way, Study 1 and 3 resultespond to some degree. For
example, in Study 1, participants did not expeetdther-as-homosexual discovery to
impact their emotions, and in Study 3 emotionsraitidiffer between the later and

earlier discovery conditions. More interestinglyud®y 1 participants expected feelings
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toward their friend to become more negative; indgt8 those in the latev$. earlier)
discovery condition indeed evaluated their parmere negatively. Additionally, in
Study 1 negative affective reactions predicted tieg@&valuations and in Study 3 later
(vs.earlier) homosexuality discovery predicted morgatiwe affective reactions (less
bond with the partner, predicted by a less positmetact experience) which in turn
predicted more negative evaluations of the partdentrastingly, however, Study 1
participants expected the discovery of their frisfftbmosexuality to make their feelings
toward homosexuals more positive, whereas no imgfabte manipulation on
evaluations toward homosexuals was observed iny&udlthough these similarities
and differences are interesting to consider, Stutliand 3 ultimately examined different
research questions, and of course, the caveatd abtwe with regard to self-as-
homosexual discovery also apply. That is, expeatetlactual reactions do not always
correspond (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977; Wilson & Gillbe2005), Study 1 and Study 3
participants represented different samples, arfdrdifit evaluation (and affective
reaction) variables were assessed in Studies B.and

Overall, hypothetical and actual reactions to asHhomosexual discoveries were
negative. Hypothetical reactions to other-as-homwoslediscoveries on the other hand
were mixed, with negative evaluations of the indial but positive evaluations of the
group as a whole expected. Finally, actual reasttorother-as-homosexual discoveries
were positive when the discovery was made eangidter) in the relationship.

Individual vs. Group evaluations
Four investigations of homosexuality discovery @m@orted in this dissertation:

1) hypothetical self-as-homosexual discovery, F)dtlgetical other-as-homosexual
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discovery, 3) actual self-as-homosexual discovang, 4) actual other-as-homosexual
discovery. An interesting pattern emerged acrosetbf these four investigations (with
hypothetical friend-as-homosexual investigatiomhesexception): homosexuality
discoveries impacted evaluations of theividual (i.e., the self or friend/ potential
friend), but not evaluations of the group as a whti Study 1, participants did not
expect a self-as-homosexual discovery to changefdetings toward homosexuals. In
Study 2, attitudes toward homosexuals did not difegween the self-as-homosexual and
self-as-heterosexual conditions. In Study 3, ategitoward homosexuals did not differ
between the earlier and later other-as-homosexsebekery conditions. Thus, in terms of
evaluations, the effects of homosexuality discaeedre, for the most part,
“individuated.” Homosexuality discoveries consigtgmmpact evaluations of the
homosexual individual, without consistent costb@mefits at the intergroup level.
Despite this lack of direct effects, variablegpacted byhomosexuality discovery
nonetheless consistently produced downstream sfégcintergroup variables.

Of course, as noted in above, the previous liteeaduggests that homosexuality
discoveries could directly impact group evaluatidng this potential was not borne out.
It may be that self-as-homosexual discoveries iddEenot impact group evaluations,
but that other-as-homosexual discovedegas expected by Study 1 participants),
although only when compared to other-as-heterodeks@overies. In my experimental
investigation of other-as-homosexual discovery toiparison was not examined, in
favour of examining timing of discovery. | speceldihat this is the case, especially when

a bond is formed with the individual whose homosdixylis discovered, consistent with
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research on intergroup contact and intergroup dséip (e.g., Davies, Tropp, Aron,
Pettigrew & Wright, 2011; Pettigrew, 1998; Wrigltad., 2005).

Indeed, evaluations of the individual were poslineked with evaluations of
the group in Study 3, supporting a generalizatiattgon (see Appendix 4Q.6), and this
association was equivalent across the earlierated dliscovery conditions. Thus, upon
an other-as-homosexual discovery, individuals gdized (both expected [Study 1] and
actual [Study 2]) evaluations of the homosexuaivididial to the group as a whole. It is
likely therefore that discovering another’'s homassiy (vs. heterosexuality) would
impact attitudes toward homosexuals (through ev@ing of the homosexual individual).
Additional methodological changes might also praddrect effects on evaluations of
homosexuals, such as deeper disclosure duringtéeaction (e.g., disclosure relevant to
sexual orientation), or multiple measures of atsiat different time points (i.e., a
longitudinal study). Future research can assese thessibilities.

As for self-as-homosexual discoveries, upon sushdalen and very personal
discovery, one may become heavily focused on theasal evaluations of the individual
may therefore fail to generalize to evaluationthefgroup. Indeed, supplemental
analyses (see Appendix 3K.6) revealed that Stugigricipants’ negative attitudes
toward the self were contrastingly associated witlhre positivity toward homosexuals.
This suggests that participants experienced alastl glimpse into stigmatized outgroup
life (i.e., fearing discrimination, feeling negatly toward the self [consistent with
experiences described by Herek et al., 1997]).uth sparticipants did not generalize
negative self-attitudes to the group as a wholejrtaiead translated this negativity into

increased understanding of and positivity towarddghoup (i.e., increased empathy and
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positive attitudes toward homosexuals). Futurearesecan further explore this pattern.
Regardless, in terms of evaluations directly impddty homosexuality discoveries, the
results of the current research almost exclusipelyained to individual rather than
intergroup evaluations.
Additional Considerations and Reflections

Overall, the current work demonstrates that selhamosexual discoveries exert
negative outcomes, yet that other-as-homosexuebdesies can exert positive outcomes,
especially when the discovery occurs earlier ratien later. Homosexuals represent a
highly stigmatized group (Herek, 2009), and theenirresults can be considered in
terms of concerns about concealing stigmatizedmgmembership. When an individual
conceals stigmatized group membership, the indalichay experience a variety of
negative outcomes (e.g., see Pachankis, 2007 gXaonple, concealing$. not
concealing) an eating disorder can lead to incebageusive thoughts (Smart & Wegner,
1999), and concealing having had an abortion caah e psychological distress (Major &
Gramzow, 1999). In an example particularly relevtarthe current work, women
instructed to conceaV$.reveal) a role-played lesbian identity demonstiatere
paranoid thoughts and negative metaperceptions dlosuthey were viewed by an
interaction partner (Santuzzi & Ruscher, 2002). ¢@ating stigmas as per these
examples can lead to an especially salient distindtetween one’s “public self” and
one’s “private self.” It may be this compartmertation of the self that induces negative
outcomes. Indeed, a heightened distinction betweers public and private selves has

been associated with social stress and depressivetems (Sedlovskaya et al., 2013).
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In addition to these negative self-outcomes, cdinuga stigmatized group
membership can also generate negative outcomeshfers. For example, an individual
concealing a stigma may avoid interacting with cgher interactions may become
awkward (see Pachankis, 2007), representing negetinsequences for both the
stigmatized individual and the non-stigmatized cgh&urther, as noted in Chapter 4,
those learning of an interaction partner’s homoaétyuafter {/s.before) a cognitive or
sensory-motor task (i.e., those who had their pagrsexual orientation concealed from
them) demonstrated poorer task performance (Ev8Hih, & Ho, 2012). Thus, a
concealed stigmatized group membership can nefjatmpact both the concealer as
well as those from which the group membership recealed.

Relating to the current work, upon self-as-homoséxgiscovery, concerns about
the prospect of concealing this stigmatized idgmtiay have induced negative outcomes
(e.g., negative affective reactions; negative ge#tuations). That is, these results may
demonstrate yet additional negative consequenc@gkeprospect of) concealing a
stigmatized group membership. Similarly, when pgyéints experienced the other-as-
homosexual discovery afterq. before) a closeness-inducing interaction (i.e¢erla
relative to earlier), they may have felt that ttigmatized identity was initially
concealed from them. Concerns about having thgsnsticoncealed may have induced
more negative outcomes (e.g., less bonding witlpéner), again demonstrating
negative implications of concealing a stigmatizeoug membership. Future research can
examine whether concerns related to concealinghatigdeed play a role in reactions to
homosexuality discoveries. Regardless, work on ealiveg stigma is highly relevant to

the current research.
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The current research also relates to self-exparbgory, whereby people are
purported to be motivated to expand the self thuohe resources, identities, and
perspectives that will enhance their self-efficaag personal value (Aron, Norman, &
Aron, 1998). One means by which to do this is tbude other people into the self. The
inclusion of another person in the self can provaesources, identities, and/or
perspectives that facilitate self-efficacy. Thiedhy has been extended to the intergroup
domain, such that including certain groups or growgmbers in the self can represent a
means of self-expansion (Wright, Aron, & Tropp, 2Rdndeed, research has
demonstrated that group memberships can and dorigeicbegrated into the self (see
Smith & Henry, 1996). By including an outgroup mesnbr a new group membership
into the self, one acquires divergent resourcespanspectives that they do not normally
have access to, allowing for substantial self-espan Relating to the current work, self-
as-homosexual discovery is relevant to includingatgroup in the self, and other-as-
homosexual discovery is relevant to including atgmaup member in the self.

On the surface, including a new group into the tetfugh self-as-homosexual
discovery could represent a positive experienagyiging ample self-expansion
opportunity by adding a new identity, new experesy@and new resources. Self-
expansion, however, often goes hand in hand wltHass (see Wright et al., 2005).
Because homosexuals represent a low-status amdastegd group relative to
heterosexuals, integration of this group into thiéwould also result in substantial self-
loss (e.g., the loss of previous [heterosexualjtithe the potential loss of relationships,
and/or the potential experience of discriminatidrf)us, at the prospect of integrating this

group into the self, self-expansion benefits wdikdly be weighed against self-losses
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(see Wright et al., 2005). The current results ssgthat participants focused heavily on
these self-losses, demonstrating negative affddmeal reactions and negative self-
evaluations upon a self-as-homosexual discovelyei@s-homosexual discoveries, on
the other hand, involve the potential to integeateomosexual groumember(rather than
homosexuals as a group) into the self. In this,cseléexpansion benefits could
outweigh self-losses. Integrating a homosexuakiddal into the self through other-as-
homosexual discovery, relative to integrating hoaxogls as a group into the self
through self-as-homosexual discovery, is a lessatiening process and presumably
involves less self-loss. As such, individuals mayniore open to and less negative
toward an other-as-homosexual as compared to-asdélbmosexual discovery.
Although reactions to self- and other-homosexustalrery were not directly compared
in the current work (aside from in Study 1), resate consistent with this premise.
Outcomes for self-as-homosexual discovery wereusxetly negative, whereas results
were at least somewhat positive for other-as-homadaliscovery, with inclusion of a
homosexual other into the self occurring to theatgst extent when the individual's
homosexuality was discovered earlies.{ater). Future research can examine the self-
expansion and self-loss opportunities of homoseyugiscoveries directly.
Limitations and Future Directions

The current investigation of outgroup membershgoaleries represents an
interesting contribution to the social psychologigarature. However, like all
investigations, this dissertation was limited ines@l respects. First, it is unknown
whether the results of this work can be generalinemlitgroup membership discoveries

overall. | focused on discoveries of homosexuabtyt, other group memberships (e.qg.,
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ethnic group membership, religious group membejsimp even other types of sexual
orientation group memberships (e.g., asexuality)sanilarly discoverable. Examinations
of other outgroup membership discoveries wouldesgnt an interesting direction for
future research. Second, | focused on immediatgiogs to homosexuality discoveries.
Future research would benefit from investigatingethler reactions to homosexuality
discoveries change over time. A longitudinal stoflputgroup membership discovery
would be ideal. It is possible that negative readito self-as-homosexual discovery may
attenuate over time (e.g., after time to adjushédiscovery) and/or that negative
reactions to a latex$. earlier) discovery of other-homosexuality may ddsocome less
negative with time (e.g., time to consider the heenwal individual’s perspective and
reasons for delaying disclosure). Additionallyhaligh the experimental studies allowed
for tight experimental control, an examination ebple’s reactions to real-life
discoveries of outgroup membership would repreaenhteresting extension of the
research. Finally, like many psychology studies,¢hrrent research examined university
students, who are relatively more liberal than students (Henry, 2008), and may
therefore demonstrate relatively more positive tieas to homosexuality discoveries. On
the other hand however, heterosexual universityestits have been shown to evaluate
homosexuals more negatively than a community safiéeInnis & Hodson, 2012).
Regardless, it would be interesting to examine rowgg membership discovery in
community samples and in the workplace.

Another avenue for future research would be toremawhy self-as-homosexual
discoveries induce (and are expected to inducd) stiong negative affective/ social

reactions (e.g., see effect sizes for negative iemotind fear of discrimination in Table
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3.1). Recent research has determined that peofiiecamcealable stigmas often do not
reveal their stigmas in public settings, which bane negative implications for the self
(Sedlovskaya et al., 2013). Potentially, upon abe&rsng hypothetical membership (Study
1) or being placed (Study 2) in a highly stigmatizggoup, participants expected (Study
1) or experienced (Study 2) concerns about cormg#iis stigma, creating a wider
distinction between their public and private selviss distinction may have induced
negative affect and social concerns (consisterit &&dlovskaya et al., 2013). Examining
this distinction represents one of many intereséimgnues for future research.
Implications

This dissertation has both practical implicatiansl implications for the field of
social psychology. In terms of the practical, thkely negative outcomes of self-as-
homosexual discoveries (in Studies 1 & 2) sugdesdtdaution is necessary when seeking
self-relevant information that could potentiallweal outgroup membership. With the
popularity of ancestry websites and internet sdtg on the rise, self-outgroup
membership discoveries are becoming ever moreaabpccessible. Although it is less
likely that homosexuality would be discovered irsttmanner, it is possible (pending
future research) that negative effects similahtzsé observed for self-as-homosexual
discovery may occur upon discovering another tyfpseti-outgroup membership.
Despite seeming like a benign or even enjoyableiggtseeking self-relevant
information could “backfire” creating negative affive/ social reactions and negative
evaluations of the self. Another practical implioatconcerns revealing outgroup
membership to others. Study 3 showed that bond avithevaluations of the homosexual

partner were more positive when outgroup membenshagprevealed earlier in the
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relationship. This may have practical value fonwdlals considering revealing their
homosexuality (or potentially, other outgroup memshgs) to others.

The research reported in this dissertation alsarhalications for the field of
social psychology, specifically, for literature mmproving attitudes toward individuals
and groups. First, as discussed in Chapter 3ethdts of Study 2 add to evidence (e.g.,
Vorauer & Sasaki, 2009) suggesting that very cdecgnulations of outgroup
experiences do not improve intergroup attituded,antually exert negative effects on
the self. “Becoming” an outgroup member by makirggk-as-homosexual discovery
and related concrete simulations intended to regugjedice are not necessarily
beneficial and would be best avoided. The resiil&wdy 3 have implications for the
stimulation of positive attitudes toward individsatiemonstrating that when attempting
to induce positive attitudes toward an outgroup tmemrevealing outgroup membership
upfront {s.later) will result in more positive attitudes. Atidnally, although timing of
disclosure did not impact intergroup attitudesjymiee interventions might benefit from
employing early disclosure of outgroup membershie more positive attitudes toward
the individual outgroup member produced by eaflrsrlater) outgroup membership
discovery could in turn be generalized to the grasia whole (e.g., see Brown &
Hewstone, 2005; Pettigrew, 1998), having positntergroup effects. Future longitudinal
studies might test this possibility.

In one final implication for prejudice reductiomagegies, in Study 3 it was
observed that the relation between bond with padnd positive attitudes toward partner
was stronger for those highers(lower) in RWA or pre-existing prejudice toward

homosexuals. That is, bond with an outgroup memiasrtranslated into more positive
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attitudes toward the outgroup member even moraglydor prejudice-prone people
than non-prejudice-prone people. It is benefi@ahtergroup relations for prejudice
reduction strategies (e.g., intergroup contacijdoice more positive outgroup attitudes
among those especially prone to prejudice (see dtgd3ostello, & Maclnnis, 2013). It
would be advantageous, therefore, for future preguohterventions to focus on the
promotion of strong bonds between ingroup and outgimembers.
Conclusion

The present investigation provided valuable insigtd how people expect to and
actually react upon outgroup membership discovesiescifically, discoveries of
homosexuality. Overall, both hypothetical and alcsadfas-homosexual discoveries
produced negative outcomes, meaning that intermestbased on this procedure ought to
be avoided. Hypothetical other-as-homosexual dsgoresulted in a mix of both
negative and positive evaluative expectations,amdal other-as-homosexual discovery
resulted in positive outcomes when homosexuality iacovered earlier relative to later.
Although evaluations of the group as a whole wargdly unaffected by the
experimental manipulations, evaluations of thevitlial were consistently impacted
across all studies. Clearly, homosexuality discegampact evaluations of the
homosexual individual, having implications for bao#al-life outgroup membership

discoveries and social psychological research.
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APPENDIX 2A: Study 1 ethics approval

DATE: February 19, 2009

FROM: Michelle McGinn, Chair Research Ethics Bo@R&EB)

TO: Dr. Gordon HODSON, Psychology

Cara Maclnnis

FILE: 08-215 HODSON/MACINNIS

Masters Thesis/Project

TITLE: Personality and Reactions to Group membg@sshi

The Brock University Research Ethics Board hasenged the above research proposal.
DECISION: ACCEPTED AS CLARIFIED

This project has received ethics clearance fop#reod ofFebruary 19, 2009 to April 30, 2010

subject to full REB ratification at the Researchi& Board's next scheduled meeting. The
clearance period may be extended upon requikststudy may now proceed.

Please note that the Research Ethics Board (REfB)res that you adhere to the protocol as last
reviewed and cleared by the REB. During the coafsesearch no deviations from, or changes
to, the protocol, recruitment, or consent form rhayinitiated without prior written clearance
from the REB. The Board must provide clearanceafor modifications before they can be
implemented. If you wish to modify your researchject, please refer to
http://www.brocku.ca/researchservices/foronsomplete the appropriate form Revision or
Modification to an Ongoing Application.

Adverse or unexpected events must be reportecetBEB as soon as possible with an indication
of how these events affect, in the view of the &pal Investigator, the safety of the participants
and the continuation of the protocol.

If research participants are in the care of a hdattility, at a school, or other institution or
community organization, it is the responsibilitytbé Principal Investigator to ensure that the
ethical guidelines and clearance of those fadlitieinstitutions are obtained and filed with the
REB prior to the initiation of any research protisco

The Tri-Council Policy Statement requires that angaesearch be monitored. A Final Report is
required for all projects upon completion of thejpct. Researchers with projects lasting more
than one year are required to submit a Continuiegd®v Report annually. The Office of
Research Services will contact you when this f@omtinuing Review/FinalRepoid required.

Please quote your REB file number on all futureespondence.

MM/an
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APPENDIX 2B: Study 1 consent form

Project Title: Personality and Reactions to Growmberships

Principal Investigator: Dr. Gordon Hodson, Brockiumsity Associate Profess@hodson@brocku.ca
905-688-5550 ext. 5127; Co-Investigator: Cara Maisincm0O7jh@brocku.ca

= | understand that this study involves research,thatl am being invited to participate

= | understand that the purpose of this study isxtoréne attitudes, personality, and reactions toward
information about group memberships (e.g., rasiatjal, economic groups).

= | understand that the expected duration of my @agtion in this study is approximately 50 minutes.

= | understand the procedures to be followed, whiciuide reading and signing two copies of this
consent form; 1 of which | will keep for my own meds. Once | have signed the consent form | will
be asked to complete a questionnaire package omputer. Afterwards the researcher will provide
me with a debriefing form explaining the generaldstpurpose.

= | understand that this study can count as resgaditipation in a psychology course. As a
participant | will also gain experience concernimayv research in social psychology is conducted.

= Allinformation provided is anonymous; my name witit be included or, in any other way, associated
with the data collected in the study. Furthermbegtause the interest is in the average respofises o
the entire group of participants, | will not be miied individually in any way in written reports
this research

= |l understand that only the Principal Investigafor. Hodson) and the research assistant(s) colkgctin
the data will have access to my data, and thatfaltmation will be stored securely in password
protected computer files. Given the intentions ablfshing the results, data will be kept until
approximately 5-7 years from date, after whichdalla will be destroyed.

= | understand that any other person participatintyi study in the same session as | am holdsatime s
right to privacy as | do. Therefore | will ensubhat | do not reveal to anyone the identity of oshe
present during this session.

= | understand that the results of this study mapudgished in professional journals and presented at
conferences. Feedback about this study will belavia approximately 6 months from date.

= | understand that there is a risk that | may exgexe mild emotional distress during the study

= | understand that participation is voluntary; refiu® participate will involve no penalty or losk o
benefits to which | am otherwise entitled and | rdéscontinue participation at any time; | understan
that my data cannot be withdrawn after submisdionjt remains anonymous. If | withdraw, | canlstil
receive payment or course participation. Thusay mithdraw at any point during the study, but once
| have completed the study, my data cannot be wathid due its anonymous nature.

= | understand that some questions may make me fieelnofortable and if | wish, | may decline to
answer any questions or participate in any compiooiethe study.

If you have any questions about this study or nexjfuirther information, please contact the Prinkipa

Investigator using the contact information providdubve. If you have any comments or concerns about

your rights as a research participant, please cbtita Research Ethics Office at (905) 688-5550 B85,

reb@brocku.ca.

This study has been reviewed and received ethicearance through Brock University’s Research
Ethics Board (file #08-215

I (please print)

1. Have read and understood the relevant informatganding this research project
2. Understand that | may ask questions in the future
3. Indicate free consent to research participatiosigging this research consent form

Participant’s Signature: Date:
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Researcher’s Signature: Date:

Below complete EITHER Form A or Form B (in recogniton that you will receive
payment OR course participation).

FORM A. | am participating in this experiment for $5. leixperiment will not count
toward research participation hours in a psycholomyrse.

Signature of participant griture of experimenter

FORM B. | am participating in this experiment for reségparticipation in a psychology
course and will not receive monetary payment fa éixperiment.

Signature of participant course for participation Signature of experimenter

If you would like a copy of the results for thisidy (approximately 6 months from date)
and/or would like to be informed of any publicatiointhe results, please provide your
email address below.

Please keep a copy of the consent form for yourreaord
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APPENDIX 2C: Study 1 debriefing form 0
Project Title: Personality and Reactions to Growgmberships “]I;f}&‘lf‘

Principle Investigator: Dr. Gordon Hodson, Brockiwgmsity Associate Professor
ghodson@brocku.¢®05-688-5550ext.5127Co-Investigator: CaraMacleni®7jh@brocku.ca

The purpose of this research is to examine how Ipeloglieve they would react to learning they
either they personally or a close other belonged surprise group. For instance, how would you tfee
discover that you have ancestors from Group X wjan currently believe you belong to Group Y only.
This is a pilot study, meaning that we are intex@sh designing a later study that will actuallytedenine
how people react to such information. We are atderésted in examining the relationships amongethes
reactions and a variety of other variables. Inipaldir, we are interested in relations with ideddad
variables (e.g., authoritarianism), anxiety measyeeg., intergroup anxiety; disgust sensitivitgltitudes
toward a variety of social groups. There is litlesearch regarding anticipated reactions to group
memberships, and this study, along with future weglikely to allow us to understand, why, whengddor
whom discoveries regarding group memberships as#iy®, neutral, or negative.

It is important to remember that there is a ramgesliefs and a variety of ways of viewing the
world. For example, people have different politickologies, or different religious beliefs. And al
viewpoints deserve consideration and respect. Egrgieople fall on a continuum with regard to their
feelings about outgroups and there is a wide rahdeelings people can have toward outgroups. Wheve
fall on this range does not necessarily make ygoaa or bad person.

Because anonymity is very important to this stwdg,ask that you please dot discuss any part of
this study with your friends, peers, or classmatks are likely to take part in the study. The studly be
compromised if you discuss its procedures with piisie participants. In psychological researchsibften
very important that participants are unaware ofgfecedures and hypotheses of a study before they
participate in it. We hope you have learned somegthbout psychological research processes by tqldrtg
in this study. However, if you wish to discuss #tedy with people who have already participatethe
study, or people who never will participate (eparents, friends who do not attend Brock), thaiciseptable.

If any part of the study has made you feel espgaigicomfortable and you wish to seek help in
dealing with your feelings, please note that thedl&nt Development Center at Brock offers personal
counselling services to students free of chargarigrpersonal/ social concerns or difficulties stutd may
have. To make an appointment with a counsellasnpt®05-684-6891. If you feel stressed for anyaeas
following this study, please take advantage offttlewing useful websites:
http://www.stresslesscountry.carhitp://www.webmd.com/balance/stress-managementittdfam

If you feel you have not been treated accordintpéodescriptions in this form, or your rights as a
participant in research have been violated duffegcburse of this project, you may contact the Rese
Ethics Officer at Brock University at 905-688-55%%tension 3035. This project has been reviewed and
received ethics clearance through the Office oeResh Ethics Board, Brock University (File # 08-215

Thank you for your time and support in participatin g in this study!

Dr. Hodson

If you have any questions or concerns please feebé to contact any of the researchers (see above).
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APPENDIX 2D: Study 1 self-as-homosexual hypotheti¢aituation measures

We are interested in your reactions to the followig scenario regarding receiving
information about YOURSELF.

You discover, based on genetic testing, that you W@ HOMOSEXUAL tendencies.

1. Expected emotions

Not Very
at all much
(a.) How surprising would this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information be?
(b.) How upsetting would this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information be?
(c.) How exciting would this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information be?
(d.) How anxiety provoking would this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information be?
(e.) How worrisome would this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information be?
(f.) How happy would this information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

make you?

2. Expected change in feelings toward the self

To what extent would you expect this to change yealings toward yourself?
My feelings would:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Become Not Become
very change very
negative positive

3. Expected change in feelings toward homosexuals

To what extent would you expect this to change yeealings toward HOMOSEXUALS?
My feelings would:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Become Not Become

very change very
negative positive
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APPENDIX 2E: Study 1 friend-as-homosexual hypothetal situation measures

We are interested in your reactions to the followig scenario regarding receiving
information ABOUT A FRIEND. *For all of the followi ng questions, imagine a good
FRIEND*

You discover YOUR FRIEND is HOMOSEXUAL (when you previously thought
he/she was heterosexual)

1. Expected emotions

Not Very
at all much
(a.) How surprising would this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information be?
(b.) How upsetting would this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information be?
(c.) How exciting would this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information be?
(d.) How anxiety provoking would this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information be?
(e.) How worrisome would this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information be?
(f.) How happy would this information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

make you?

2. Expected change in feelings toward the friend
To what extent would you expect this to change Yeelings toward your friend?
My feelings would:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Become Not Become
very change very
negative positive

3. Expected change in feelings toward homosexuals
To what extent would you expect this to change yeealings toward HOMOSEXUALS?
My feelings would:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Become Not Become

very change very
negative positive
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APPENDIX 2F: Study 1 RWA scale

Please circle your response, using the scale below.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly  Moderately  Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately  Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree  Disagree Agree Agree Agree

Nor Agree

1. Gays and lesbians are just as healthy and moral as anybedy el
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. Atheists and others who have rebelled against the estahigigiohs are no doubt every bit as
good and virtuous as those who attend church regularly.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. There are many radical, immoral people in our country tadt@yare trying to ruin it for their
godless purposes, whom the authorities should put adtioi.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. Our country will be destroyed someday if we do na@sinthe perversions eating away at our
moral fibre and traditional beliefs.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. The situation in our country is getting so serithis,strongest methods would be justified if they
eliminated the troublemakers and got us back to our true path.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. Everyone should have their own lifestyle, religiougelfigland sexual preferences, even if it
makes them different from everyone else.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. People should pay less attention to the Bible andttiee old traditional forms of religious
guidance, and instead develop their own personal standardsibiswhoral and immoral.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8. The only way our country can get through the crigéadlis to get back to our traditional values,
put some tough leaders in power, and silence the troublemakeesimg bad ideas.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9. There is nothing wrong with premarital sexual interseu
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. What our countryeally needs, instead of more “civil rights” is a good, stiff doskaw and order.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. Some of the best people in our country are those whoatenging our government, criticizing
religion, and ignoring the “normal way” things are suppdsdae done.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

12. The facts on crime, sexual immorality, and the recentqdisiorders all show that we have to
crack down harder on deviant groups and trouble-makers ifevgoamg to save our moral
standards and preserve law and order.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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APPENDIX 2G: Study 1 Attitudes toward homosexuals sale

Please circle your response, using the scale below.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

1. Homosexuals just can't fit into our society
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

2. State laws regulating private, consenting homodebefzaviour should be

loosened.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

3. Homosexuality is a sin.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

4. Homosexuality in itself is no problem, but whatistg makes of it can be a

problem.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

5. Homosexuals are sick.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

6. | think homosexuals are disgusting.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

7. Homosexuality is a perversion
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

8. Just as in other species, homosexuality is a nagypression of sexuality in

humans.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

9. Homosexual behaviour between two same sex indilsdsgust plain wrong.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

10.Homosexuality is merely a different kind of lifekythat should not be

condemned.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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APPENDIX 3A: Study 2 ethics approval

DATE: 12/7/2010

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: HODSON, Gordon - Psychology
FILE: 10-095 - HODSON

TYPE: Ph. D.

STUDENT: Cara Maclnnis

SUPERVISOR: Gordon Hodson

TITLE: Sexual attraction and attitudes

ETHICS CLEARANCE GRANTED

Type of Clearance: NEW
Expiry Date: 12/31/2011

The Brock University Research Ethics Board hasesged the above named research
proposal and considers the procedures, as desdrnbéet applicant, to conform to the
University’s ethical standards and the Tri- CouRlicy Statement. Clearance granted
from 12/7/2010 to 12/31/2011

The Tri-Council Policy Statement requires that angaesearch be monitored by, at a
minimum, an annual report. Should your project eatbeyond the expiry date, you are
required to submit a Renewal form befd@31/2011 Continued clearance is contingent
on timely submission of reports.

To comply with the Tri-Council Policy Statementuymust also submit a final report
upon completion of your project. All report formancbe found on the Research Ethics
web page.

In addition, throughout your research, you musbrepromptly to the REB:

a) Changes increasing the risk to the participaat{d/or affecting significantly the
conduct of the study; b) All adverse and/or unapéited experiences or events that may
have real or potential unfavourable implicationsgarticipants; c) New information that
may adversely affect the safety of the participantdhe conduct of the study; d) Any
changes in your source of funding or new funding freviously unfunded project.

We wish you success with your research.
Approved:

Michelle McGinn, Chair
Research Ethics Board (REB)
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APPENDIX 3B: Study 2 consent form

Project Title:_Sexual Attraction and Attitudes
Principal Investigator: Dr. Gordon Hodson, Brockilgmsity Associate Professor
ghodson@brocku.¢®05-688-5550ext. 5127; Co-Investigator: Cara Maid,

cmO7jih@brocku.ca

| understand that this study involves research,thatll am being invited to
participate

| understand that the purpose of this study isceoreéne sexual attraction, personality,
feelings, and attitudes toward other groups (saxual orientation, social, economic
groups).

| understand that | will be exposed to images daimtg nudity that may be
considered “erotic”

| understand that | will be asked about my sexehldviour

| understand that the expected duration of my @agtion in this study is
approximately 50 minutes.

| understand the procedures to be followed, whictuide reading and signing two
copies of this consent form; 1 of which I will kel my own records. Once | have
signed the consent form | will be asked to compéetgiestionnaire package on a
computer. Afterwards the researcher will providewits a debriefing form
explaining the general study purpose.

| understand that this study can count as resgmdltipation in a psychology
course. As a participant | will also gain expecemroncerning how research in social
psychology is conducted.

All information provided is anonymous; my name widit be included or, in any
other way, associated with the data collectedénstndy. Furthermore, because the
interest is in the average responses of the emtmgp of participants, | will not be
identified individually in any way in written repisrof this research

| understand that only the Principal Investigair. (Hodson), PhD student (Cara
Maclnnis) and the research assistant(s) colle¢tiagiata will have access to my
data, and that all information will be stored setyiin password protected computer
files. Given the intentions of publishing the résutlata will be kept until
approximately 5-7 years from date, after whichdalia will be destroyed.

| understand that any other person participatintis study in the same session as |
am holds the same right to privacy as | do. Thoeeef will ensure that | do not reveal
to anyone the identity of others present during sassion.

| understand that the results of this study magudgished in professional journals
and presented at conferences. Feedback aboututiswill be available
approximately 6 months from date.

| understand that there is a risk that | may exgyex@ emotional distress during the
study

| understand that participation is voluntary; refiu® participate will involve no
penalty or loss of benefits to which | am otherwesgitled and | may discontinue
participation at any time; | understand that myadznnot be withdrawn after
submission, but it remains anonymous. If | withdr&ean still receive payment or
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course participation. Thus, | may withdraw at @oynt during the study, but once |

have completed the study, my data cannot be withdue its anonymous nature.
= | understand that some questions may make me meeifortable and if | wish, |

may decline to answer any questions or participatay component of the study.

If you have any questions about this study or negfuirther information, please contact
the Principal Investigator using the contact infatimn provided above. If you have any
comments or concerns about your rights as a raésgarticipant, please contact the
Research Ethics Office at (905) 688-5550 Ext. 30&b@brocku.ca.

This study has been reviewed and received ethicearance through Brock
University’s Research Ethics Board (file # 10-095)

I (please print)

1. Have read and understood the relevant informagganding this research
project

Understand that | may ask questions in the future

Indicate free consent to research participatiosigging this research consent
form

wnN

Participant’s Signature: Date:

Researcher’s Signature: Date:

Below complete EITHER Form A or Form B (in recognition that you will receive
payment OR course participation).

FORM A. | am participating in this experiment for $5. $leixperiment will not count
toward research participation hours in a psycholomyrse.

Signature of participant griiture of experimenter

FORM B. | am participating in this experiment for reségparticipation in a psychology
course and will not receive monetary payment fa éixperiment.

Signature of participant course for participation Signature of experimenter
If you would like a copy of the results for thisidy (approximately 6 months from date)
and/or would like to be informed of any publicatiointhe results, please provide your
email address below.

Please keep a copy of the consent form for yourreaord
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APPENDIX 3C: Study 2 debriefing form

Project Title:_Sexual Attraction and Attitudes
Principal Investigator: Dr. Gordon Hodson, Brockilémsity Associate Professghodson@brocku.¢®05-
688-5550ext. 5127; Co-Investigator: Cara MaclnaimsQ7jh@brocku.ca

The purpose of this research is to examine thevatig research questions: 1. How do people react to
learning of their potential sexual preferencesR@reactions to potential homosexuality influentiéwdes
toward the self? 3. Do reactions to potential hawaality influence attitudes toward homosexualsRet.
certain people (e.g., those higher in authoritasian react more negatively to this information?isTh
research is important as it will help us understénedeffects of discovering one’s sexual orientatand
especially how this discovery impacts attitudesamthe self and others. We are interested inlvenet
attitudes differ based on individual differencestsas authoritarianism.

Some participants received feedback about perdmmabsexuality, while others received feedback about
personal heterosexuality. Though the primary irgse# the study is reactions to personal homoséyyal
data from participants receiving information abbaterosexuality will be very important to us. Itlvellow
us to have comparison groups.

A major interest in the study is attitudes towasixual orientation ingroups (i.e., own group) and
outgroups (i.e., other groups). It is importanteamember that people fall on a continuum with rdgartheir
feelings about outgroups and there is a wide rafideelings people can have toward outgroups. Wiete
fall on this range does not necessarily make ygoa or bad person.

In the study you were told that the results of ypteliminary data were analyzed, when in realibgyt
were not. Likewise, you should COMPLETELY DISREGARIHE FEEDBACK WE GAVE YOU; you
received RANDOMLY ASSIGNED information that was NQifiked to your responses. We have no way of
matching your identity with your data so we willvee know your actual personal sexual preferences as
function of your name. We will be able to analyzsuly scores on the implicit (subtle) measure of aéxu
preference, BUT we have not done so yet, and wlenail do this until the study has been completederE
when we do analyze those responses, there is nofavays to match individual test results to indivad
participant names. The study is therefore completebnymous. Moreover, we are interested in theaaee
responses of the entire group, not specific indiald. We hope you understand that it was necegsary
misinform participants at some points during thedgtto allow for natural reactions to a very impaoit
research question. This research program is patigunovel and very important to the field of salci
psychology. We thank you so much for being a phit ¢t was deemed necessary to give you thistiftats
information so we could study some very importasearch questions.

In the study you viewed nude photographs of menvesrden. Please note that the images you viewed (and
the sexual material available in Canadian sociefight be best described as “fantasy” material. Tty
should not be viewed as reflecting the real ordgpstate of affairs. For example, some explieituzl
materials often portray women (and some men) agiatde “playthings” ready and eager to serve drthe®
sexual interests of their many partners. Howeagmost people recognize, these portrayals tygidallnot
reflect reality and should not be viewed as reattter, it is important to note that some levehajusal to all
sexual imagery, whether images of the same or digpsesx, is completely normal and commonly
experienced.

Because anonymity is very important to this stwdy,ask that you please DXIDT DISCUSS any part of
this study with your friends, peers, or classmathe are likely to take part in the study. The studl be
compromised if you discuss its procedures with piéparticipants. In psychological researchsibften
very important that participants are unaware ofgfeeedures and hypotheses of a study before they
participate in it. We hope you have learned somegthbout psychological research processes by tqdrtg
in this study. However, if you wish to discuss #tedy with people who have already participatethe
study, or people who never will participate (egarents, friends who do not attend Brock), thaiciseptable.
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We hope you will learn something about intergrogiations from participating in this research. For
further reading on the topics studied by this redggplease see the bottom of this page.

If any part of the study has made you feel esfigaiacomfortable and you wish to seek help in depl
with your feelings, please note that the Studentdlipment Center at Brock offers personal counsglli
services to students free of charge for any petssoeial concerns or difficulties students mayéaio
make an appointment with a counsellor, phone 9@B5E50, extension 4750. If you feel stressed fgr an
reason following this study, please take advantdgkee following useful websites:
http://www.stresslesscountry.conhttp://www.webmd.com/balance/stress-managemeatittentm

If you feel you have not been treated accordintpé descriptions in this form, or your rightsaas
participant in research have been violated duffiegcburse of this project, you may contact the Rese
Ethics Officer at Brock University at 905-688-55%%tension 3035. This project has been reviewed and
received ethics clearance through the Office ofeResh Ethics Board, Brock University (File # 10-D95

Thank you for your time and support in participatin g in this study! If you have any questions or
concerns please feel free to contact any of the ezschers (see above). Dr. Hodson

Further Resources
Related reading:
Herek, G. M., & Capitanio, J. P. (1996). “Some of best friends”: Intergroup contact, concealable

stigma, and heterosexuals’ attitudes toward gay amenesbiansPersonality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 22 412-424.

Document regarding sexual orientation/ sexual ideity questions:

http://www.pflagcanada.ca/pdfs/questioning.pdf

To learn more about sexual orientations and identies:

http://www.brocku.ca/human-rights/positive-space
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APPENDIX 3D: Study 2 verbal debriefing script

Thank you for participating in the study. | wantléd you know a few things about the study you just
completed.

First of all, you were told that the results of yqureliminary data were analyzed. In reality, resges
have not yet been coded, and we currently haveayof knowing anyone’s sexual preference. Evenyuall
when the study is completed and we analyze the, detawill be able to determine participant sexual
preferences. BUT, we do not have this informatibthis time. Furthermore, even when we do havevé,
will have no means to match this information wigiesific participant names; all data is truly anowus.
Therefore we have no way of knowing if the inforratconcerning your sexuality was true. Rather, the
feedback was randomly given to participants, and W&T connected to their actual responses. We deede
to give some participants potentially false infotima due to some very pressing research questions
regarding emerging sexual orientation. There isemtgneed for research where participants are divisn
type of information, and because we were able tathile this study is likely to be highly influentia
Therefore, we thank you for your participation.

In the study, you viewed nude pictures of menwanchen. It is important to note that some level efual
arousal typically occurs toward all sexual imagegn sexual images of a non-preferred sexual paithes,
this arousal does not necessarily mean that adsetewal person is gay or lesbian, or that a gaggirian
person is heterosexual. Experienced arousal tooatlye pictures we showed you is not cause foceom
and is completely normal.

This study was about group differences. We araested in people’s perceptions of ingroups (theigro
that one belongs to) and outgroups (a group one doebelong to). For example, we could have coetpar
perceptions of women and men, old and young, etthis case, we were interested in sexual oriemtati
ingroups and outgroups. It is important to rementhat people fall on a continuum with regard toirthe
feelings about outgroups and there is a wide rafideelings people can have toward outgroups. Wiete
fall on this range does not necessarily make ygoaa or bad person.

We hope you understand that it was necessary tmfinimn participants at some points during the study
to allow for natural reactions. This research wadigularly novel, and very important to the fiedéisocial
psychology. We thank you so much for being a phitt o

Because anonymity is very important to this stwdgy,ask that you please do not discuss any pahiof t
study with your friends, peers, or classmates whdikely to take part in the study. It is impevatiyou do
not discuss the study with such people, for if gouyour time will have been wasted. The study &l
compromised if you discuss its procedures with pitéparticipants. In psychological researchsibften
very important that participants are unaware ofgfeeedures and hypotheses of a study before they
participate in it. We hope you have learned somegthbout psychological research processes by taldrtg
in this study. If you wish to discuss the studyhwieople who have already participated in the stady
people who never will participate (e.g., parenignids who do not attend Brock), that is acceptable

If you feel uncomfortable following this study, thebriefing form will give you resources to deattwi
any potential stress you may have regarding thaystu

This study is completely anonymous. Because ofdnethe computer has been programmed to save
data, | don't even have a way to match data witttdje participants. Moreover, the interest ishie faverage
responses of the entire group of participantstmatesponses of specific individuals.

I will give you this debriefing form which also prides more detail about the study, including the
specific research questions to be examined. Ifhaue any further questions please do not hesitaied the
contact information on this form. Again, we tharduyfor your time and participation.



The pictures and words that used in the SP-IATo¥all

Pictures

Pictures are not shown here for copyright readomiscan be obtained from the

International Affective Picture System:

Appendix 3E: SP-IAT stimuli
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Lang, P. J., Bradley, M. M., & Cuthbert, B. N. (I®9nternational affective picture

system (IAPS): Affective ratings of pictures arglrurction manualTechnical

Report A-6 Gainesville, FLUniversity of Florida.

Men:

IAPS 4460
IAPS 4500
IAPS 4534
IAPS 4550
IAPS 4561
Women:
IAPS 4141
IAPS 4142
IAPS 4210
IAPS 4232
IAPS 4240

Words

Sexually attractive words: arousing, erotic, atika; sensual, exciting,

Sexually unattractive words: forbidding, repulsivepelling, repugnant, and repellent
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On the computer screen, the test looked sometlikadHis:

Male Female
OR OR
Sexually Sexually
unattractive X Attractive

In the center where the “X” is located, a word gi@ure would show up. Participants
rapidly decided whether the item (picture or wdrtdinto the categories on the left, or
categories on the right.
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APPENDIX 3F: Study 2 negative emotions scale

Not Very
at all much

=
N
w
A
(6]
»
~
(o]
(o]

(a.) How surprising is this
information?

=
N
w
A
(6]
D
~
(o]
(o]

(b.) How upsetting is this
information?

(c.) How exciting is this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information?

(d.) How anxiety provoking is 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
this information

(e.) How worrisome is this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information?

(f.) How happy does this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information make you?

(9.) How threatening is this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information?

(h.) How pleasing is this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information?

(i.) How satisfying is this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information?
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APPENDIX 3G: Study 2 fear of discrimination scale

In light of the information | received, | fear thatejudice against my sexual orientation group afilect
me personally.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Not at all Very much

In light of the information | received, | feel thiag¢cause of discrimination, | will be deprived of
opportunities normally available to me.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Not at all Very much

In light of the information | received, | fear thawill personally experience discrimination.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very much

In light of the information | received, | fear thawill be treated unfairly because of my sexuatotation.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very much

In light of the information | just received, | feabandonment if | tell others.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very much

In light of the information | received, | fear dismination.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very much

| would fear loss of my job if my employer knew aibdhe information | just received
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very much

| am afraid to tell my family about the informatibjust received
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very much

If | told my family about the information | justeeived, they would be accepting and supportive (R)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very much
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APPENDIX 3H: Study 2 attitudes toward the self scad

The rating scale below resembles values tireemometer. Lower values are used to
indicate unfavourable attitudes (i.e., dislike ys®mif), and higher numbers are used to
indicate favourable attitudes (i.e., liking of yeaelf).

Please indicate your CURRENT attitude toward YOURSHy placing an “X” in the
appropriate box.

Extremely Extremely
unfavourable favourable
0-1¢ | 11-20 | 21-30 | 31-4C | 41-50 | 51-60 | 61-70 | 71-80 | 81-9C¢ | 91-100

O O O O O O O O O O

APPENDIX 3I: Study 2 empathy toward homosexuals sda
1. To what extent do you feel sympathetic towamisdsexuals?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very much

2.To what extent do you feel compassionate towardsosexuals?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very much

3. To what extent do you feel soft-hearted towdmsosexuals?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very much

4. To what extent do you feel warm towards homoaks@u

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very much

5. To what extent do you feel tender towards homaess?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very much

6. To what extent do you feel moved by homosexuals?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very much
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APPENDIX 3J: Study 2 attitudes toward homosexualscale

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

(1.) Male homosexual couples should be alloweditipachildren the same as
heterosexual couples.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(2.) State laws regulating private, consentingilasbehaviour should be loosened.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(3.) If a man has homosexual feelings, he shoulew#woything he can to overcome them.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(4.) Female homosexuality in itself is no probldmt what society makes of it can be a
problem.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(5.) The idea of male homosexual marriages seatitalous to me.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(6.) A woman’s homosexuality shouhdt be a cause for job discrimination in any
situation.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(7.) Male homosexuality is a perversion
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(8.) The growing number of lesbians indicates didedn morals.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(9.) Homosexual behaviour between two men is jlshpvrong.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(10.) Female homosexuality is an inferior form exgality.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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APPENDIX 3K: Study 2 supplemental information/ analyses
Appendix 3K.1: Study 2 suspicious participants

All participants were asked if anything about stiedy made them suspicious (yes
or no). Participants indicating “yes” were askeel@borate in an open-ended space. All
participants were assigned a suspicion code bas#uese open-ended responses and/or
verbal statements made to the experimenter upompletion of the study. The suspicion
code scale ranged from O to 4, whereby 0 = notislogis, 1 = irrelevant suspicion (e.g.,
suspicious about elements of the study unrelatéidetonanipulation [sample response:
“The white noise. Why was it needéd’p), 2 = slightly suspicious (e.g., suspicious abou
the SP-IAT test, but not necessarily about thelfaekl [sample response: “The word
association and pictures, | have a hard time beligthat can determine attraction.”]), 3
= moderately suspicious (e.g., questioning whettinefeedbacknaybe false [sample
response: “| was wondering if the results fromebenputer task were true or if they were
just given to see how | would react...”]), 4 = stronguspicious (e.g., confidently stating
that the feedback was false [sample response: f8daback from the computer was not
real.”]).

After excluding non-heterosexual participants, pd8&icipants were assigned a
suspicion code of 0, 19 participants were assigngaspicion code of 1, 12 participants
were assigned a suspicion code of 2, 15 particgparte assigned a suspicion code of 3,
and 20 participants were assigned a suspicion abdeParticipants assigned a suspicion

code of 4 (i.e., 9% of the sample) were excludethfthe analyses.

15 Note that participants wore headphones playingentiise to minimize distraction from other
participants entering and leaving the room or sipegto the experimenter.
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Appendix 3K.2: Study 2 preliminary analyses (missig data, normality, outliers)

Preliminary analyses were conducted to examinsingdata, normality, and
outliers. Missing data were analyzed by examinneguiency statistics for all variables.
No data were missing from the single-item attitugbegard the self variable or from any
of the final computed multi-item variables. Speritems used to calculate each final
variable were also examined for missing data rewgane value each missing from fear
of discrimination items 5 and 9, two values misdiogn empathy toward homosexuals
item 3, and one item each missing from attitudesatd homosexuals items 6, 7, and 10.
No single participant was missing more than 1 ifEnscale, and very few participants
were missing even a single scale item. It was deterd that variable scores were
accurately obtained by computing the mean of ptasams, and that no action was
necessary regarding missing data.

Skewness and kurtosis values were examined for\eatable to investigate
normality. No skewness values were > |2| indicativag all variables were normal with
regard to skewness. All variables were also nommidl regard to kurtosis with one
exception. The kurtosis value for attitudes towtel self was 3.50, indicating a
departure from normality. Visual examination of thstogram for attitudes toward the
self revealed a strong peak in the distributionnehg a large proportion of participants
indicated positive attitudes toward the self. Tiéated kurtosis value therefore was
likely due to a high concentration of scores at 8 on the scale, with markedly fewer
scores below 8 or above 9. Note that when skewsre$&urtosis were examined within
experimental condition, variables were normallytrihsited in the experimental condition

but fear of discrimination and attitudes toward skeéf demonstrated minor departures
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from normality in the control condition (not surgngly, given the non-threatening
feedback participants in the control condition reed).

To examine potential outliers, scores on each blriaere converted to z-scores.
Based on the criterion that z-scores > |3| aregtnieloutliers, examination of z-score
frequencies revealed three outliers on fear ofroiisnation, three outliers on attitudes
toward the self, and one outlier on attitudes taNamosexuals. All analyses were
performed with and without these outliers, withaignificant changes in results

observed. Thus, outliers were not deemed to beqratiic.
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Appendix 3K.3: Study 2 correlation matrix

Table K.1. Correlations among variables from Study?

Variables 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.
1. Condition dummy code (homovs. --

hetero)

2. Negative emotions 79* -

3. Fear of discrimination 51* 52* --

4. Negative attitudes toward self .16* 22 32* --

5. Empathy toward homosexuals A2 -19*  -.09 .16* -

6. Negative attitudes toward .05 .09 .09 -11 - 70* -
homosexuals

Notes N =194 (99 homosexual condition, 95 heterosexuatlitimm). * p < .05.
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Appendix 3K.4: Testing the model in Study 2 using aegression ¢s. SEM) approach

The model in Figure 3.2 was also tested usingyeession-based approach. Using
standardized continuous variables (Aiken & Wes81)9the following regressions were
conducted: (1) Negative emotions reactions wasessgd on the coded categorical
variable representing the manipulation (+1 = sethaterosexual, 0 = self-as-
homosexual), (2) Fear of discrimination was regrdsm the manipulation variable, (3)
Negative attitudes toward the self was regresseti@manipulation variable, (4)
Negative attitudes toward the self was regresseategative emotions, (5) Negative
attitudes toward the self was regressed on fedisafimination, and (6) Negative
attitudes toward the self was regressed on thepubation variable on Step 1, and
negative emotions and fear of discrimination orp&eResults of these analyses are
displayed in Table K.2.

Consistent with the results reported in Chaptéh@& manipulationys. control)
significantly predicted both more negative emotiand increased fear of discrimination.
Additionally, both negative emotions and fear afadimination significantly predicted
negative attitudes toward the self. Upon simultaiIsgoexamining both negative
emotions and fear of discrimination as mediatorthefrelation between the manipulation
and negative attitudes toward the self, only féatigcrimination remained a significant
predictor of negative attitudes toward the selfl #re manipulation no longer
significantly predicted negative attitudes towdrd self (see Table K.2). A Sobel test
revealed that the relation between the manipulamhnegative attitudes toward the self
was significantly reduced in the presence of féaliscrimination, Sobet = 3.67,p <

.001. Thus, consistent with the results reporte@hapter 3.2, a regression-based
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approach demonstrated that fear of discriminatidhy £xplains the negative effect of the

manipulation on attitudes toward the self.



Table K.2. Testing Study 2 model using a regreskased approach

Step  Predictor Negative emotions

Fear of discrimination

Negative attitudes toward

the self
R B SE t R B SE t R B SE t

1 Manipulation .63 .79 .09 17.95 26 51 12 8.17 .03 .16* 14 2.23
1 Negative emotions .05 .22% .07 3.08
1 Fear of discrimination A0 .32 07 4.63
1 Manipulation .03 .16* 14 2.23
2 Manipulation Jd1 0 -11 23 -.95

Negative emotions A1 .15 A2 1.29

Fear of discrimination A1 .29 08 3.60

Note. N=194 (99 experimental, 95 control). *fF< .001, * p< .05.
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Appendix 3K.5: Testing additional moderators of themodel in Study 2

In addition to participant sex (as reported in Ghaaf), pre-manipulation
attitudes toward homosexuals (measured using the s#titudes toward homosexuals
scale employed in Study 3, see Appendix 4P) andaname@pulation RWA (measured
using the same RWA scale employed in Study 3, ggeAdix 4G) were examined as
potential moderators of model paths, given thatti@hs may vary for those more prone
to prejudice toward homosexuals. The SP-IAT wag alamined as an exploratory
moderator of model paths. A regression-based apprappropriate for continuous
moderators (see Muller, Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2005) eamployed. For each path in the
model, the criterion was regressed on predictanbé(s) and the moderator (either
attitudes toward homosexuals or RWA) on Step 1,and variable representing the
interaction between the predictor(s) and the mdden Step 2.

The SP-IAT did not moderate any model paths. Ondeinpath was moderated
by RWA, the path between the manipulation and mega&motions (condition by RWA
interaction ternp = .11,t = 2.55,p = .012). Simple slopes analysis (see Aiken & West,
1991) was conducted to explore this interactiome slopes were examined 1SD
above, 1 SD below, and at the mean of RWA for tlo¢ghexperimental and control
conditions. Figure K.1 depicts the interaction aiby Slopes for low (1 SD below
mean), medium (mean), and high (1 SD above meam R¥fe significantly different
from O {s[190] > 11.14ps < .001). Thus, participants at all levels of R\Wad more
negative emotional reactions in the experimenglf-@s-homosexual) versus control
(self-as-heterosexual) condition, an effect exagigeramong those highess(lower) in

RWA. The same path, the path between the manipulaind negative emotions
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ELow RWA (-1SD)
# Medium RWA (mean)
*High RWA (+ 18D)

N\

Control (self-as-heterosexual) Experimental (self-as-homosexual)

Condition

Figure K.1. Figure depicting the interaction betweendition and RWA on negative
emotions.
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(condition by attitudes toward homosexuals inteoactermp = -.48,t = -3.11,p = .002),
was moderated by pre-manipulation attitudes tovaardosexuals. Again, simple slopes
analysis (see Aiken & West, 1991) was conductgutdbe the interaction. Simple slopes
were examined at 1SD above, 1SD below, and at #arof attitudes toward
homosexuals for both the experimental and controtltions. Figure K.2 depicts the
interaction. All 3 slopes were significantly diféart from 0 (s[190] > 10.53ps < .001).
Thus, regardless of pre-manipulation attitudes tdvwmosexuals, all participants had
more negative emotions in the experimental versagral condition, an effect
exaggerated among those with more negatisgopsitive) pre-manipulation attitudes
toward homosexuals. No other model paths were nabveldby RWA or pre-
manipulation attitudes toward homosexuals. Thesaltseeshould be interpreted with
caution however, given that 24 interaction effextse tested, in total, across the four
moderators (i.e., the potential moderation of sithp by four moderators [sex, RWA,
attitudes toward homosexuals, and the SP-IAT] waketl), increasing the probability of

obtaining at least one significant interaction efffiey chance.
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u [ ow attitude (-1SD)
2 Medium attitude (mean)
< High attitude (+ 1SD)

N\

Control (self-as-heterosexual) Experimental (self-as-homosexual)

Condition

Figure K.2. Figure depicting the interaction betweendition and attitudes toward
homosexuals on negative emotions. Note that higt@res on attitudes toward
homosexuals represent more negative attitudes.
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Appendix 3K.6: Testing the Study 2 model includingll variables examined

A parsimonious approach was adopted in Study B ghat only variables
differing as a function of the manipulation wereluded in the tested model. However,
in order to fully test the pattern presented indiierarching model (Figure 1.1) as well as
the generalization pattern described in Chaptérel Study 2 model was also tested
including all variables examined, even those théindt differ as a function of the
manipulation (i.e., also including empathy andtadiées toward homosexuals).
Specifically, a model was tested whereby the sefi@mosexuals. control)
manipulation predicted negative self-evaluatiomsulgh more negative emotions and
fears of discrimination, and negative self-evaluadi predicted less empathy toward
homosexuals and more negative attitudes toward bexuals. The model was tested
using AMOS 20.0, with manipulation feedback repngisg self-as-homosexual (+1) or
self-as-heterosexual (0). Continuous variables wenedardized (Aiken & West, 1991),
and bootstrappingh(= 1000) was employed to estimate the significasfaadirect
effects (IE; Kline, 2011). All possible paths wanéially included (i.e.,df = 0), with
non-significant paths subsequently dropped (KIgt4,1).

The manipulationys. control) led to both more negative emotions amdaased
fear of discrimination. Fear of discrimination (gt negative emotions) in turn
predicted more negative self-attitudes, as disclgs€hapter 3. Additionally, negative
emotions predicted less empathy toward homosexMale negative self-attitudes went
on to predict both empathy toward homosexuals disasattitudes toward homosexuals.
Counter-intuitively however, more negative selftatte predicteanoreempathy toward

homosexuals anléssnegative attitudes toward homosexuals. Interestirige
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association between negative self-attitudes andaiiggoward homosexuals was also
present at the zero-order level. Future reseanchne@stigate this association.

Table K.3 displays effects decomposition. Notatie, indirect effect of the
manipulation on empathy toward homosexuals wasfgignt, with the self-as-
homosexual manipulation indirectly predicting lesspathy toward homosexuals. Also,
fear of discrimination indirectly predicted incredsempathy toward homosexuals and
less negative attitudes toward homosexuals. Itagpbat experiencing fear of
discrimination induced positivity toward the outgpothrough negative attitudes toward
the self. Overall, a combination of positive andatéve intergroup effects was observed.
After dropping non-significant paths (Kline, 201f)e path between negative self-
attitudes and attitudes toward homosexuals alsorbeaon-significanty = .116). Upon
also dropping this path, the trimmed model (se@réidK.3) demonstrated good fit:
v¥(8)= 9.28, p = .3204%/df = 1.16, CFIl = .997, RMSEA = .029, SRMR = .046.

Examining a generalization pattern.Testing the Study 2 model including all
variables examined allowed for testing the geneatibn pattern first described in
Chapter 1. As displayed in both Table and Figui& Kodel results do not follow a
generalization pattern. More negative self-evatretidid not predict more negative
group evaluations, but rather less negative evalsbf homosexuals and more empathy
toward homosexuals. It appears that fearing disnation, despite being an unpleasant
experience, indirectly improved empathy throughatieg self-attitudes. In line with the
proposed overarching model (see Figure 1.1a & Eigutb) however, the manipulation
indirectly predicted negative group evaluations.(iless empathy toward homosexuals).

More negative affective reactions also predictedemegative group evaluations (i.e.,
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Table K.3

Decomposing Study 2 model including all variabbeareined (fully saturated model, df = 0)

Sample Overall

Effects Total Direct Indirect

1. Manipulation> negative emotions T9F* T9xxx --

2. Manipulation—> fear of discrimination RN Rk RN Rk --

3. Manipulation> negative attitudes toward the self .16* =11 .27
4. Manipulation> empathy toward homosexuals -.12 .09 -.21*

5. Manipulation> negative attitudes toward homosexuals .05 -11 .15

6. Negative emotion® negative attitudes toward the self 15 .15 --
7. Negative emotion® empathy toward homosexuals -.24% -27* .03
8. Negative emotion® negative attitudes toward homosexuals .13 .15 -.03
9. Fear of discriminatio® negative attitudes toward the self 29%** 29+ - -

10. Fear of discriminatio® empathy toward homosexuals .01 -.06 Q7
11. Fear of discriminatio®» negative attitudes toward homosexuals .06 A1 .05*-
12. Negative attitudes toward the s®lfempathy toward homosexuals 22%* 22%* --
13. Negative attitudes toward the séifnegative attitudes toward -17* -17* --
homosexuals

Notes.N =194 (99 experimental, 95 control). *{¥< .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. The manipulation was
coded such thaelf-as-homosexual = +1; self-as-heterosexual = 0.

less empathy toward homosexuals). Thus, effectatergroup variables were mixed.
Importantly however, the manipulation produced tiegaoutcomes overall (i.e.,
negative emotions, fear of discrimination, negasigt-attitudes, and [indirectly], less
empathy toward homosexuals).

One other means by which to examine the genetializpattern is to test whether
the path(s) between individual and group evaluatiaries as a function of the
manipulation. For example, associations betweeniohaal and group evaluations may

be stronger in the experimentas(control) condition. Thus, | examined whether ahy o
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Negative * Empathy toward
emotions homosexuals
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Negative
Manipulation 23** attitudes toward -.69***
the self
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Figure K.3.Study 2 model including all variables examinedr(tned). N =194 (99 experimental, 95 control). ¥
.001, *p < .01, *p < .05. The manipulation was coded such that setieanosexual = +1; self-as-heterosexual = 0.
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the paths in the model depicted in Figure K.3 {stgwith emotional reactions and fear
of discrimination as exogenous variables) diffdoetiveen the two conditions (self-as-
homosexual and self-as-heterosexual). Althougtptitential moderation of all paths was
tested, examining whether the manipulation moddrpéghs between individual and
group evaluations was of primary interest. For gaath in the model, the criterion was
regressed on predictor variable and the moderatordftion) on Step 1, and on the
interaction between the predictor and conditiorStep 2. None of these interactions
were significant, demonstrating that these relatiexisted across participants, regardless

of experimental condition.
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APPENDIX 4A: Study 3 ethics approval

DATE: 8/3/2011

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: HODSON, Gordon - Psychology
FILE: 11-008 - HODSON

TYPE: Ph. D.

STUDENT: Cara Maclnnis

SUPERVISOR: Gordon Hodson

TITLE: Attitudes and Friendship Formation in Onlilmteractions

ETHICS CLEARANCE GRANTED

Type of Clearance: NEW
Expiry Date: 8/31/2012

The Brock University Social Sciences Research EtBmard has reviewed the above
named research proposal and considers the prosg@srdescribed by the applicant, to
conform to the University’s ethical standards amel Tri-Council Policy Statement.
Clearance granted from 8/3/2011 to 8/31/2012.

The Tri-Council Policy Statement requires that angaesearch be monitored by, at a
minimum, an annual report. Should your project eatbeyond the expiry date, you are
required to submit a Renewal form before 8/31/2@cdhtinued clearance is contingent
on timely submission of reports.

To comply with the Tri-Council Policy Statement,uymust also submit a final report
upon completion of your project. All report formancbe found on the Research Ethics
web page afttp://www.brocku.ca/research/policies-and-formsgiaach-formsin

addition, throughout your research, you must reparinptly to the REB: a) Changes
increasing the risk to the participant(s) and/éectfng significantly the conduct of the
study; b) All adverse and/or unanticipated expem@sor events that may have real or
potential unfavourable implications for participsint) New information that may
adversely affect the safety of the participanttherconduct of the study; d) Any changes
in your source of funding or new funding to a poasly unfunded project.

We wish you success with your research.

Approved:

Jan Frijters, Chair
Social Sciences Research Ethics Board
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APPENDIX 4B: Study 3 consent form

Project Title: Attitudes and Friendship FormatiarQnline Interactions
Principal Investigator: Dr. Gordon Hodson, Brockilénmsity, Professor,
ghodson@brocku.¢®05-688-5550ext. 5127; Co-Investigator: Cara Maid,
cmO7jh@brocku.ca

| understand that this study involves research,thatll am being invited to

participate

= | understand that the purpose of this study isxrene closeness in online
interactions, as well as personality, feelings, atitudes toward social groups (e.g.,
social, sexual orientation, ethnic groups).

= | understand that the expected duration of my g@getion in this study is
approximately 50 minutes.

= | understand the procedures to be followed, whiciuide reading and signing two
copies of this consent form; 1 of which | will ke my own records. Once | have
signed the consent form | will be asked to compdetgiestionnaire package on a
computer. Afterwards the researcher will providewtt a debriefing form
explaining the general study purpose.

= | understand that this study can count as resgaditipation in a psychology
course. As a participant | will also gain expeceroncerning how research in social
psychology is conducted.

= All information provided is anonymous; my name witit be included or, in any
other way, associated with the data collectedénstndy. Furthermore, because the
interest is in the average responses of the egringp of participants, | will not be
identified individually in any way in written repisrof this research

= | understand that only the Principal Investigafor. Hodson), PhD student (Cara
Maclnnis) and the research assistant(s) colle¢tiagiata will have access to my
data, and that all information will be stored setyiin password protected computer
files. Given the intentions of publishing the résutlata will be kept until
approximately 5-7 years from date, after whichdalla will be destroyed.

= | understand that any other person participatindpis study in the same session as |
am holds the same right to privacy as | do. Thoeeef will ensure that | do not reveal
to anyone the identity of others present during sassion.

= | understand that the results of this study magutgished in professional journals
and presented at conferences. Feedback aboututiswill be available
approximately 6 months from the present date.

= | understand that there is a risk that | may exgpe@ some minimal emotional
distress during the study, given that the studyceams getting to know another
person

= | understand that participation is voluntary; refu® participate will involve no

penalty or loss of benefits to which | am otherwesgitled and | may discontinue

participation at any time; | understand that myadz#nnot be withdrawn after

submission, but it remains anonymous. If | withdr&ean still receive payment or

course participation. Thus, | may withdraw at @oynt during the study, but once |

have completed the study, my data cannot be withddue its anonymous nature.
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= | understand that some questions may make me meelfortable and if | wish, |
may decline to answer any questions or participatgy component of the study.

= | understand that it is not possible for the resleawrs to provide feedback on
individual results.

This study has been reviewed and received ethicearance through Brock
University’s Research Ethics Board (file # 11-008)
I (please print)
1. Have read and understood the relevant informatganding this research
project
2. Understand that | may ask questions in the future
3. Indicate free consent to research participatiosigging this research consent

form
Participant’s Signature: Date:
Researcher’s Signature: Date:

Below complete EITHER Form A or Form B (in recogniton that you will receive
payment OR course participation).

FORM A. | am participating in this experiment for $5. leixperiment will not count
toward research participation hours in a psycholomyrse.

Signature of participant griture of experimenter

FORM B. | am participating in this experiment for resémgparticipation in a psychology
course and will not receive monetary payment fa éixperiment.

Signature of participant course for participation Signature of experimenter
If you would like a copy of the results for thisidy (approximately 6 months from date)
and/or would like to be informed of any publicatiointhe results, please provide your
email address below.

Please keep a copy of the consent form for yourreaord
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APPENDIX 4C: Study 3 debriefing form

Project Title:Attitudes and Friendship Formation in Online Int#i@ns
Principal Investigator: Dr. Gordon Hodson, Brockiwdmsity, Professoghodson@brocku.¢&05-688-
5550ext. 5127; Co-Investigator: Cara Maclnnis, RiRlientcmQO7jh@brocku.ca

The purpose of this research is to examine thevatig research questions: 1. How do people
react to learning of another’s sexual orientatidn®o reactions to an individual’'s sexual
orientation influence attitudes toward the indiafu3. Do reactions to an individual's sexual
orientation influence attitudes toward membershete groups? 4. Does the time point at which an
individual's sexual orientation is discovered impattitudes? 5. Do certain people (e.g., those
higher in authoritarianism) react more negativelguch information? This research is important
as it will help us understand the effects of digowg another’s sexual orientation, and especially
how this discovery impacts attitudes toward indidt$ and groups. We are interested in whether
attitudes differ based on individual differencestsas authoritarianism.

Some participants received feedback about an ctterapartner’s sexual orientation while others
did not receive information about partner sexudrdation. Though the primary interest of the
study is reactions to sexual orientation, data froeanticipants receiving no information about
sexual orientation will be very important to uswill allow us to have much-needed comparison
groups.

A major interest in the study is attitudes towasdgual orientation ingroups (i.e., own group) and
outgroups (i.e., other groups). It is importantréonember that people fall on a continuum with
regard to their feelings about outgroups and thiera wide range of feelings people can have
toward outgroups. Where you fall on this range does necessarily make you a good or bad
person. These are simply evaluations of sociatiesti

In the study you were informed that you were intérgy with another study participant, but
rather the computer was providing you with pre-dateed responses. We hope you understand
that it was necessary to use this procedure tavdtho natural reactions to a very important resiearc
question. This research program is particularlyehand very important to the field of social
psychology. We thank you so much for being a phitt &t was deemed necessary to give you this
fictitious information so we could study some vanportant research questions.

Because anonymity is very important to this stwdy,ask that you please DXIOT DISCUSS
any part of this study with your friends, peersclassmates who are likely to take part in theystud
The study will be compromised if you discuss itsgadures with potential participants. In
psychological research, it is often very importiéuait participants are unaware of the procedures
and hypotheses of a study before they participaite We hope you have learned something about
psychological research processes by taking pahisrstudy. However, if you wish to discuss the
study with people who have already participatethenstudy, or people who never will participate
(e.g., parents, friends who do not attend Brod¢igt is acceptable.

We hope you will learn something about intergroelptions from participating in this research.
For further reading on the topics studied by thisearch, please see the bottom of this page.

If any part of the study has made you feel esfigaiacomfortable and you wish to seek help in
dealing with your feelings, please note that thel8nht Development Center at Brock offers
personal counselling services to students fredaifge for any personal/ social concerns or
difficulties students may have. To make an appagmt with a counsellor, phone 905-688-5550,
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extension 4750. If you feel stressed for any redsthowing this study, please take advantage of
the following useful websitesittp://www.stresslesscountry.cam/
http://www.webmd.com/balance/stress-managementittdfam

If you feel you have not been treated accordindpé descriptions in this form, or your rights as
a participant in research have been violated duhiegourse of this project, you may contact the
Research Ethics Officer at Brock University at 8#B-5550, extension 3035. This project has
been reviewed and received ethics clearance thrihegbffice of Research Ethics Board, Brock
University (File # 10-095).

Thank you for your time and support in participatin g in this study! If you have any questions
or concerns please feel free to contact any of thesearchers (see above). Dr. Hodson

Further Resources

Related reading:

Herek, G. M., & Capitanio, J. P. (1996). “Some of best friends”: Intergroup contact,
concealable stigma, and heterosexuals’ attitudeartbgay men and lesbiari®ersonality and
Social Psychologfulletin, 22 412-424.

To learn more about sexual orientations and identiés:

http://www.brocku.ca/human-rights/positive-space
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APPENDIX 4D: Study 3 verbal debriefing script

Thank you for participating in the study. | wantléd you know a few things about the study
you just completed.

First of all, you were told that you had an int¢i@t with another participant in the study. In
reality, the computer was providing you with preéestmined responses. Although we would have
liked you to have been able to interact with anogedy participant, this was not feasible nor idea
for scientific purposes. This would not only befidiflt practically, but would significantly reduce
our experimental control, which is very importaat finderstanding human behaviour. Thus, the
only way to study the questions we are interestedvas to have you engage in simulated
interaction. There is a great need for this typeesearch in our field, and because we were able t
do this; this study is likely to be highly influésit Therefore, we thank you for your participation

We hope you understand that it was necessary toforisy participants at some points during
the study to allow for natural reactions. This egsh was particularly novel, and very important to
the field of social psychology. We thank you so méar being a part of it.

This study was about group differences. We aragésted in people’s perceptions of ingroups
(the group that one belongs to) and outgroups gapyone does not belong to). For example, we
could have compared perceptions of women and midrara young, etc. In this case, we were
interested in sexual orientation ingroups and auigs. It is important to remember that people fall
on a continuum with regard to their feelings aboutigroups and there is a wide range of feelings
people can have toward outgroups. Where you fathsrange does not necessarily make you a
good or bad person; these are simply evaluatioosheirs.

Because anonymity is very important to this stwdy,ask that you please do not discuss any
part of this study with your friends, peers, orssimates who are likely to take part in the stutig. |
imperative you do not discuss the study with susbppe, for if you do your time will have been
wasted. The study will be compromised if you discits procedures with potential participants. In
psychological research, it is often very importiduait participants are unaware of the procedures
and hypotheses of a study before they participaite We hope you have learned something about
psychological research processes by taking pahnisrstudy. If you wish to discuss the study with
people who have already participated in the stadpeople who never will participate (e.g.,
parents, friends who do not attend Brock), thaiciseptable.

If you feel uncomfortable following this study, tdebriefing form will give you resources to
deal with any potential stress you may have regarttie study.

This study is completely anonymous. Because ofidnethe computer has been programmed
to save data, | don’'t even have a way to matchglaspecific participants. Moreover, the
interest is in the average responses of the egriingp of participants, not the responses of specifi
individuals.

| will give you this debriefing form which also pridles more detail about the study, including
the specific research questions to be examinegouf have any further questions please do not
hesitate to use the contact information on thisnfoAgain, we thank your for your time and
participation.
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APPENDIX 4E: Study 3 “Typical student” demographics

Because not all participants will have had the sameunt of contact with
Brock students (i.e., some students have only Beeck students for a short
time, some live off-campus, etc.), some basic mgtion about typical
Brock students follows, to give all participantsidea of the type of person
you may interact with.

Read this information, then hit continue.

Brock student demographics

* 42% of Brock students are male
* 58 % of Brock students are female
The majority (over 80%) of Brock students are:

* Between the ages of 18 and 24

» Canadian

» from Ontario

» of White/Caucasian/European descent (students gpétotine
following other ethnic groups also attend Brockadd, Asian, Middle
Eastern, Aboriginal, and Hispanic)

» Heterosexual

* Full-time students

» politically somewhat liberal

» undergraduate students
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APPENDIX 4F: Study 3 personal profile information
You will now be asked some personal informationulyourself. Your responses to
these questions will be put together and make wp goline “profile.” Your partner
may or may not be able to view your profile beforer after your interaction (how
this happens will depend on the experimental cardifou’ve each been assigned to).
Age: years old
Sex(check one)i1 Male [ Female

Year of Study (circle): 1 2 3 4 5+

Major :

Ethnic background

1 White/Caucasian/European 1 Middle Eastern
] Black/African-American ] Hispanic/ Latino/ South American
] Asian 1 Other (please specify):

"1 Aboriginal Peoples of Canada

Sexual orientation

[] Heterosexual [J Asexual
[ Homosexual (] Don’t know
[J Bisexual

Favourite course taken so far at Brock:

What is your favourite food?

What is your favourite movie?

What is your favourite television show?

What is your favourite pastime?
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APPENDIX 4G: Study 3 RWA scale

Please circle your response, using the scale below.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly  Moderately Slightly ~ Neither Disagree Slightly =~ Moderately  Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Nor Agree Agree Agree Agree

1. Our country needs a powerful leader, in ordetestroy the radical and immoral currents
prevailing in society today.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. Our country needs free thinkers, who will have ¢ourage to stand up against traditional ways,
even if this upsets many people.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. The “old-fashioned ways” and “old-fashionea@laes” still show the best way to live.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. Our society would be better off if we showedtahce and understanding for untraditional values
and opinions.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. God_s laws about abortion, pornography and aggrmust be strictly followed before it is
too late, violations must be punished.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. The society needs to show openness towardsg#upking differently, rather than a strong
leader, the world is not particularly evil or danmyés.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. It would be best if newspapers were censordtiatgeople would not be able to get hold of
destructive and disgusting material.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Many good people challenge the state, critittieechurch and ignore “the normal way of
living”.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9. Our forefathers ought to be honored more fowvthg they have built our society, at the
same time we ought to put an end to those forcstsajeng it.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. People ought to put less attention to the Billé religion, instead they ought to develop their
own moral standards.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. There are many radical, immoral people trymmguin things; the society ought to stop them.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

12. It is better to accept bad literature thandosor it.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

13. Facts show that we have to be harder agaiinsé @nd sexual immorality, in order to
uphold law and order.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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14. The situation in the society of today woulderoved if troublemakers were treated with reason
and humanity.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

15. If the society so wants, it is the duty of gveue citizen to help eliminate the evil that mois
our country from within.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

APPENDIX 4H: Study 3 openness to experience
Please respond to the following 10 questions:

1 = strongly disagree 2 = disagree rgetral 4 = agree 5 = strongly agree

| would be quite bored by a visit to an art galler

I'm interested in learning about the history aantitigs of other countries.

| would enjoy creating a work of art, such as a@ahoa song, or a painting.

| think that paying attention to radical ideasiwaste of time.

If I had the opportunity, | would like to attenakassical music concert.

I've never really enjoyed looking through an erlopedia.

People have often told me that | have a good inzigin.

| like people who have unconventional views.

© 0 N O o A~ W N B

| don’t think of myself as the artistic or creatitype.

[EnY
o

| find it boring to discuss philosophy.

APPENDIX 4l: Study 3 pre-manipulation attitudes toward homosexuals

People have been found to vary in their attitudesatd the groups listed below. Please indicate
your attitude toward these groups. The rating sesdembles values ortleermometer. Lower
values are used to indicate unfavourable attit@ides dislike the group), and higher numbers are
used to indicate favourable attitudes (i.e., likaighe group).

1. Lesbian women

Extremely Extremely
unfavourable favourable
0-1¢ | 11-20 | 21-30 | 31-40 | 41-50 | 51-60 | 61-70 | 71-80 | 81-9C | 91-100

O O O O O O O O O O
2. Gay men
Extremely Extremely
unfavourable favourable

0-1¢ | 11-20 | 21-3C | 3140 | 4150 | 51-60 | 61-70 | 71-80 | 81-90 | 91-100

O O O O O O O O O O
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APPENDIX 4J: Study 3 RCIT questions and partner reponses

1.1. What is your first name?
1.1.Partner response Alex M.

1.2. How old are you?
1.2.Partner response 19

1.3. Where are you from?
1.3.Partner response St. Catharines

1.4. What year are you in at Brock?
1.4.Partner response 1% year

1.5. What do you think you might major in? Why?
1.5.Partner response | think psychology, because its [sic] what | arashinterested in,
but I'm not 100% sure yet.

1.6. What made you come to Brock?
1.6.Partner response:lt was convenient since | already lived in theaare

1.7. What is your favorite class at Brock? Why?
1.7.Partner response | like Psyc. 1F90 because it is more interestira; the other
courses | am taking right now.

2.1. What are your hobbies?
2.1.Partner response:l mostly just like to hang out with friends, wafth/, sometimes
work out. | don’t really have any specific hobbieto regularly.

2.2. What would you like to do after graduatingnfr@rock?
2.2.Partner response Maybe go for more school, or maybe get a jobju$t see how it
goes. That seems a long way off right now.

2.3. What would be the perfect lifestyle for you?
2.3.Partner response It would be having a job | love where | don'’t leatw get up too
early, and have the opportunity to do lots of ttaveg.

2.4. What is something you have always wanted tbudgrobably will never be able to
do?

2.4.Partner response hmmm...

I've always wanted to run a marathon but | can& sg/self actually having the time to
dedicate to training.

2.5If you could travel anywhere in the world, whereuld you go and why?
2.5.Partner response Definitely Australia. A friend of mine went lagear and it
sounds awesome.
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2.6. What is one strange thing that happened tcsye you've been at Brock?
2.6.Partner response ummm...

Once | was in the book store and an older ladydhske to help her find a book. | said |
didn’t know where it was. She got mad and gave heetare about taking my job more
seriously and how terrible the book store employgesThe thing is... | don’t work
there! | was there to buy a book...

2.7. What is one embarrassing thing that happemgdu since you arrived at Brock?
2.7.Partner response Just the other day | was running up the staicslaripped but
couldn’t catch myself because my hands were fudl ldell really awkwardly. A bunch
of people saw, it was real bad...coffee everywhere

2.8. What is one thing happening in your life tivetkes you stressed out?
2.8.Partner response | have a lot of assignments that are due aron@game time
which stresses me out big time.

2.9. If you could change anything that happenegbtoin high school what would that
be?
2.9.Partner response meh, it was ok, no regrets.

2.10. If you could change one thing about youraélat would that be?

2.10.Partner response | am a really big procrastinater [sic]. | tendéave everything
until the last minute, and | hate it. But | find@ally hard not to. So | would like to be
able to change that.

2.11. Do you miss your family?
2.11Partner response | see them quite often, so no.

2.12. What is one habit you'd like to break?
2.12.Partner response | have a pretty bad junk food habit. | dunno[sid]m ready to
break it though...lol

3.1. If you could have one wish granted, what wahhkt be?
3.1.Partner response To win the lottery, or have more money magicalhpear to
me...lol

3.2. Is it difficult or easy for you to meet peopl/hy?

3.2.Partner response It's fairly easy, | think it is for most studerds Brock because its
[sic] a small University and there are lots of ogipoities to interact with other students
in seminar and stuff.

3.3. Describe the last time you felt lonely?
3.3.Partner response Last week | had a lot of work to do so | just wemthe library
and worked in a cubicle upstairs by myself all dayrned off my phone and didn’t talk
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to anyone all day. At the end of the day I realjaedw | haven’'t had any real human
contact in hours...then | felt kinda [sic] sad anddly...

3.4. What is one emotional experience you've hatl wigood friend?
3.4.Partner response My best friend’s mom died a couple of years abat was pretty
emotional.

3.5. What is one of your biggest fears?
3.5.Partner response Death...it's so unknown and final...

3.6. What is your most frightening early memory?

3.6.Partner response hmmm....I remember going to the hospital and getéiot of
different tests done one time when | was a kidds pretty scary because | didn’'t know
what was going on. | mean...it wouldn’t be scary rmw because | was a kid and didn’t
understand...it was.

3.7. What is your happiest early childhood memory?
3.7.Partner response | guess it isn’t one specific memory...but | rem&mgoing on
trips to the cottage with my family and playing eagjames at the beach.

3.8. What is one thing about yourself that mosippeavould consider surprising?
3.8.Partner response ummm...I am a really good cook. | have surprigedple in the
past with my cooking skills...but its [sic] just stufiy mom taught me.

3.9. What is one recent accomplishment that yoysared of?
3.9Partner response | just got a part time job that there was a lot@mpetition for so
I'm really happy about that.

3.10. Tell me one thing about yourself that mosigbe who already know you don’t
know.

3.10.Partner response | worry about the future a lot. | think most pé&mpknow would
find it surprising because | appear very laid bacH care free.

APPENDIX 4K: Study 3 manipulation check
What was your partner’'s age? (a) 17 (b) 19 (c)337 (e) don’'t know

What was your partner’s sexual orientation? (agtosexual (b) homosexual (c) bisexual (d)
asexual (e) don’t know

What was your partner’s favourite tv show?
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APPENDIX 4L: Study 3 interaction (i.e., contact) eperience scale

To what extent was the interaction with your partne
(a.)Pleasant

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Not at all Very much
(b.)Cooperative

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Not at all Very much
(c.)Superficial and Insincere

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Not at all Very much
(d.) Awkward

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Not at all Very much
(e.) Comfortable

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very much
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APPENDIX 4M: Study 3 bond with partner measure

Please choose the picture below that best repsgegent relationship with your
interaction partner:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

ii'artner
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APPENDIX 4N: Study 3 positive emotions scale

What was your partner’s sexual orientation? (agtosexual (b) homosexual (c) bisexual (d)
asexual (e) don’t know

Not Very
at all much

=
N
w
A
(6]
»
~
(o]
(o]

(a.) How surprising is this
information?

=
N
w
A
(6]
»
~
(o]
(o]

(b.) How upsetting is this
information?

(c.) How exciting is this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information?

(d.) How anxiety provoking is 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
this information

(e.) How worrisome is this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information?

(f.) How happy does this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information make you?

=
N
w
N
o1
o
~
o]
©

(9.) How threatening is this
information?

(h.) How pleasing is this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information?

(i.) How satisfying is this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
information?
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APPENDIX 40: Study 3 attitudes toward partner scale

Please indicate your CURRENT attitude toward YOUiRger.

Extremely Extremely
unfavourable favourable
0-1¢ | 11-20 | 21-30 | 31-40 | 41-50 | 51-60 | 61-70 | 71-80 | 81-9C¢ | 91-100

O O O O O O O O O O

APPENDIX 4P: Study 3 attitudes toward homosexualscale

Please circle your response, using the scale below

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

(1.) Lesbians just can't fit into our society
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(2.) Male homosexuals shoutdt be allowed to teach school.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(3.) Female homosexuality is a sin.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(4.)  would not be too upset if | learned that son were a homosexual.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(5.) Lesbians are sick.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(6.) I think male homosexuals are disgusting.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(7.) Female homosexuality is detrimental to sociegause it breaks down the natural
divisions between the sexes.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(8.) Just as in other species, male homosexualaynatural expression of sexuality in human
men.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(9.) Female homosexuality is a threat to many oft@asic social institutions.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

(10.) Male homosexuality is merely a different kinfdifestyle that should not be
condemned.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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APPENDIX 4Q: Study 3 supplemental information/ anayses
Appendix 4Q.1: Study 2 suspicious participants

As in Study 2, all Study 3 participants were askeohything about the study
made them suspicious (yes or no). Participantsatihig “yes” were asked to elaborate
in an open-ended space. All participants were assig suspicion code based on these
open-ended responses and/or verbal statementstmtdeexperimenter upon
completion of the study. The suspicion code scabged from O to 4, whereby 0 = not
suspicious, 1 = irrelevant suspicion (e.g., suspiabout elements of the study
unrelated to the manipulation [sample responseisggcious about}This question lol.”]),
2 = slightly suspicious (e.g., suspicious aboutitieraction generally [sample response:
“{suspicious that} We couldn't have a real convéisg but | understand the need for
control in a study.”]), 3 = moderately suspicioagy(, questioning whether the partner
may not be a real person [sample response: “sekmea fake... not entirely sure
though™]), 4 = strongly suspicious (e.g., confidgrstating that the partner was not a real
person [sample response: “| asked my partner quessthat they did not answer, which
any HUMAN would have reciprocated. So | knew | wag&ing to an automated
program. This removed the link between myself aydetiow partner.”]).

After excluding non-heterosexual participants dmase incorrectly identifying
their interaction partner’s sexual orientation, participants were assigned a suspicion
code of 0, 27 participants were assigned a suspomde or 1, 30 participants were
assigned a suspicion code of 2, 10 participantg wssigned a suspicion code of 3, and
21 participants were assigned a suspicion code Bé#icipants assigned a suspicion

code of 3 or 4 (i.e., approximately 13% of the skanwere excluded from the analyses.
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Appendix 4Q.2: Study 3 preliminary analyses (missig data, normality, outliers)
Preliminary analyses were conducted to examinsingdata, normality, and
outliers. Missing data were analyzed by examinneguiency statistics for all variables.
No data were missing from the single-item varialfbemd with partner and attitudes
toward partner) or from any of the final computedltiritem variables. Upon examining
missing data on specific items used to calculath &aal variable, several missing
values were revealed. Two values were missing fositive emotions item 4 (anxiety
provoking), one value was missing from positive &ors item 7 (threatening), and two
values were missing from positive emotions iterpl84sing). Two values were missing
from contact experience item 3 (superficial andniosre), one value was missing from
contact experience item 4 (awkward), and one va® missing from contact experience
item 5 (comfortable). One value each was missiomffpost-manipulation) attitudes
toward homosexuals items 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, andh@ value each was missing from
RWA items 3,5, 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 48dOne value each was missing from
openness items 3, 6, 8, and 9, and two valueswa@hmissing from openness items 7
and 10. For positive emotions, contact experieand,attitudes toward homosexuals, no
single participant was missing more than 1 itemgoate. However, it was revealed that
one participant was missing data for 10 items @enRMVA scale (66% of the scale) and
for 4 items on the openness scale (40% of the sc&atemputing means on these scales
for this individual participant would be unlikelg ticcurately represent the variables, so
this participant was excluded from the analysesliviig these variables (i.e., the
moderation analyses). Results did not differ sigaritly and were almost identical with

this participant excluded. No additional action weeen with regard to missing data.
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Skewness and kurtosis values were examined fér\ea@ble to investigate
normality. No skewness values were > |2| indicativag all variables were normal with
regard to skewness. All variables were also nommidl regard to kurtosis with one
exception. Attitudes toward homosexuals (post-maaipn) was slightly leptokurtic
with a kurtosis value of 2.22. Visual examinatidrile histogram for attitudes toward
homosexuals revealed a peak in the distributiorrelhyea large proportion of
participants indicated very positive attitudes toivaomosexuals. The inflated kurtosis
value therefore was likely due to a high concerdradf scores between 7 and 9 on the
scale, with markedly fewer scores below 7. Thismadity violation was not considered
problematic. Note that when skewness and kurtosre wxamined within experimental
condition, results were equivalent.

To examine potential outliers, scores on each kbkeriaere converted to z-scores.
Based on the criterion that z-scores > |3| aregtnieloutliers, examination of z-score
frequencies revealed two outliers on pre-manipoiadttitudes toward homosexuals,
three outliers on contact experience, one outlepasitive emotions, three outliers on
attitudes toward partner, and three outliers on-p@mipulation attitudes toward
homosexuals. All analyses were performed with aitdout these outliers, with no
significant changes in results observed. Thusjerstivere not deemed to be

problematic.



Appendix 4Q.3: Table depicting effects of Study 3 anipulation on dependent

variables

Table Q.1.

Effects of manipulation (Study 3)

214

Dependent Variable Earlier Later d
Disclosure Disclosure
Mean Mean
(SD) (SD)

Positive emotions 5.66 5.59 46 .06
(1.03) (1.06)

Positive contact experience 6.06 5.81 2.18* .30
(.72) (.91)

Bond with partner 3.36 2.94 2.05* .28
(1.61) (1.41)

Positive attitudes toward partner 8.26 7.89 2.18* .27
(1.24) (1.52)

Positive attitudes toward 7.53 7.52 -.03 -.01

homosexuals (1.412) (1.64)

Notes.N = 214 (109 early disclosure condition, 105 lateltisure condition). p < .05

Appendix 4Q.4: Study 3 correlation matrix

Table Q.2. Correlations among variables from Study3

Variables 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.

1. Condition dummy code (early vs. --

late)

2. Contact experience A5 -

3. Bond with partner A4* [ 33* --

4. Positive emotions -.03 .24 25% -

5. Attitudes toward partner d4*  46% A6* 29 -

6. Attitudes toward homosexuals -01 .24 -09 .56 .28* --

Notes N =214 (109 early disclosure condition, 105 lateldisure condition). P < .05.
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Appendix 4Q.5: Testing the model in Study 3 using eegression ¥s. SEM) approach

The model in Figure 4.2 was also tested usingyeession-based approach. Using
standardized continuous variables (Aiken & Wes81)9the following regressions were
conducted: (1) Positive contact experience wasssgd on the coded categorical
variable representing the timing of disclosure malation (+1 = early disclosure, 0 =
late disclosure), (2) Bond with partner was regedssn the manipulation variable, (3)
Positive attitudes toward partner was regressati@manipulation variable, (4) Bond
with partner was regressed on positive contactrepee, (5) Positive attitudes toward
partner was regressed on positive contact experj€r Positive attitudes toward the
partner was regressed on bond with partner, (7XBath partner was regressed on the
manipulation Step 1, and positive contact expeaedtep 2, (8) Positive attitudes toward
partner was regressed on positive contact experienStep 1 and bond with partner on
Step 2, (9) Positive attitudes toward partner vegsassed on the manipulation on Step 1,
positive contact experience on Step 2, and bonld pattner on Step 3. Results of these
analyses are displayed in Table Q.3.

Consistent with the results reported in Chaptéhd early ¥s.late) disclosure
manipulation significantly predicted positive cocttaxperience. Additionally, positive
contact experience predicted both bond with panerpositive attitudes toward partner,
and bond with partner predicted positive attituegard partner. When examining
positive contact experience as a mediator of tfioaship between the manipulation
and bond with partner, the manipulation no longgmificantly predicted bond with
partner in the presence of positive contact expedeA Sobel test revealed that this

change was marginally significant Sokel 1.86,p = .06. When bond with partner was



Table Q.3. Testing Study 3 model using a regredsased approach

Step  Predictor Positive_contact Bond with partner Positive attitudes toward
experience partner
R B SE t R B SE t R B SE t
1 Manipulation .02 .15+ 14 2.18 .02 .14~ 14 2.05 .02 .14* .14 2.00
1 Positive contact experience A1 .33 06 5.12 .21 A6** 06 7.50
1 Bond with partner 21 .46%** 06 7.52
1 Manipulation 02 .14* 14 2.05
2 Manipulation 12 .09 A3 141
Positive contact experience 327 06 4.86
1 Positive contact experience .21 A6x* 06 7.50
2 Positive contact experience .32 34x* 06 5.69
Bond with partner 35 06 5.72
1 Manipulation .02 14* .14 2.00
2 Manipulation .21 .07 12 1.13
Positive contact experience A5 06 7.25
3 Manipulation .32 .04 12 .66
Positive contact experience 34x* 06 5.76
Bond with partner 34x* 06 5.62

Note. N = 214 (109 early disclosure condition, 18® disclosure condition). **p < .001, *p < .05.
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examined as a mediator of the relation betweertigesiontact experience and positive
attitudes toward partner, positive contact expeegoredicted positive attitudes toward
partner less strongly (although still significantly the presence of bond with partner. A
Sobel test revealed that this reduction in mageitwes significant, Sobel= 4.60,p <
.001. Finally, when examining positive contact eigrece (on Step 2) and bond with
partner (on Step 3) as mediators of the relatidwéen the manipulation and positive
attitudes toward partner, the manipulation no lorsygnificantly predicted attitudes in
the presence of the mediators. A Sobel test rege¢bbl the relation between the
manipulation and attitudes toward the partner waggmally reduced in the presence of
the mediators, Sobel= 1.82,p = .06. Thus, the pattern is largely consistenhthe
results reported in Chapter 4, with the exceptiat the Sobel test determined the
relation between the manipulation and positiveéuwatés toward partner to be only
marginally reduced in the presence of the mediators
Appendix 4Q.6: Testing the Study 3 model includingll variables examined

A parsimonious approach was adopted in Study B that only variables
differing as a function of the manipulation wereluded in the tested model. However,
in order to fully test the pattern presented indiierarching model (Figure 1.1) as well as
the generalization pattern described in Chaptérel Study 3 model was also tested
including all variables examined, even those théindt differ as a function of the
manipulation (i.e., also including positive emosand attitudes toward homosexuals).
Specifically, a model was tested whereby the eafi later) disclosure manipulation
predicted positive contact experience, with positentact experience predicting positive

attitudes toward the partner through heightened bvath the partner and positive
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emotions. Positive attitudes toward the partnedipted positive attitudes toward
homosexuals in this model. The model was testatyusMOS 20.0. The manipulation
was represented by a categorical code (+1 = eamtyodure; O = late disclosure).
Continuous variables were standardized (see Aik&Messt, 1991), and bootstrapping (
=1000) was employed to estimate the significarfgadirect effects (Kline, 2011). All
possible paths were initially included (i.df,= 0), with non-significant paths
subsequently dropped (Kline, 2011).

The earlier¢s.later) discovery manipulation predicted positioatact
experience, which in turn predicted heightened beitl partner, positive emotions, and
positive attitudes toward the partner. Heightenaadowith the partner predicted more
positive attitudes toward the partner but, coumertively, less positive attitudes toward
homosexuals. Positive emotions predicted more ipesattitudes toward the partner and
more positive attitudes toward homosexuals. Finatlgre positive attitudes toward the
partner predicted more positive attitudes towanshbwexuals.

Table K.3 displays effects decomposition. The malaifpon had significant
indirect effects on bond with partner, positive ¢ims, and positive attitudes toward the
partner. Positive contact experience had significadirect effects on both positive
attitudes toward the partner and homosexuals. Axuhdilly, whereas bond with partner
directly predictedesspositive attitudes toward homosexuals, bond watner
indirectly predictednorepositive attitudes toward homosexuals. Thus, thaipulation
did not directly or indirectly impact attitudes tamd homosexuals, but a combination of
positive and negative intergroup effects were olebfdownstream”, such that positive

emotions and positive attitudes toward the panpmedicted more positive attitudes
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toward homosexuals, and bond with partner predietesl positive attitudes toward
homosexuals. After dropping non-significant pating, 2011), the trimmed model (see
Figure Q.1) demonstrated good fif(5)= 5.28, p = .383¢%df = 1.06, CFI = .999,

RMSEA = .016, SRMR = .030.

Table Q.4

Decomposing Study 3 model including all variabbeareined (fully saturated model, df = 0)

Sample Overall

Effects Total Direct Indirect
1. Manipulation> Positive contact experience .15% .15* --
2. Manipulation> Bond with partner 14* .09 .05*
3. Manipulation> Positive emotions .03 -.01 .04*
4. Manipulation> Positive attitudes toward partner 14* .04 .10*
5. Manipulation-> Positive attitudes toward homosexuals .00 -.03 .03

6. Positive contact experienee Bond with partner .32%xx 32%xx --

7. Positive contact experienee Positive emotions 24 247 --

8. Positive contact experiene® Positive attitudes toward partner AGFrx 32%x 3%
9. Positive contact experiene® Positive attitudes toward partner .25%* .10 .15*
10. Bond with partnet> Positive attitudes toward partner .32%x* .32%xx --
11. Bond with partnet> Positive attitudes toward homosexuals -.09 -.14*  05*.
12. Positive emotion® Positive attitudes toward partner A3 A3 --
13. Positive emotion® Positive attitudes toward homosexuals Sh¥* 53 .02
14. Positive attitudes toward partr@rpositive attitudes toward 14* 14* --
homosexuals

Notes.N = 214 (109 early disclosure condition, 105 latltisure condition). **p < .001, *p < .01, *p
<.05. The manipulation was coded such #atlier discovery = +1; later discovery = 0.

Examining a generalization pattern.Testing the Study 3 model including all
variables examined allowed for testing the geneatibn pattern first described in

Chapter 1. As displayed in both Table Q.4 and FEdgprl, model results follow a



Manipulation Contact Affective Evaluations

Experience Reactions
-.13*
.32***
v
. . 15* Positive 3gxkk Bqnd 3 kkk Positive 18%* Positive
Manipulation contact with attitudes toward attitudes toward
experience Partner (10S) partner homosexuals
24%** A13*
Positive
Emotions Gkkk

Figure Q.1. Study 2 model including all variableamined (trimmed)N = 214 (109 early disclosure condition, 105 lateltisure
condition). Paths represent standardized valugsp® .001, *p = .029. I0S = inclusion of other in self. Maniptid& coded such
that 1 = earlier discovery, O = later discovery.
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generalization pattern, such that positive attitutdevard the individual (partner) predict
positive attitudes toward the group (homosexudllsp consistent with the overarching
model (see Figure 1.1a & Figure 1.1c¢) and Studssilts (see Figure 2.1d), emotions
positively predicted evaluations of the partnerakhin turn positively predicted attitudes
toward homosexuals (although emotions did not &aamtly indirectly predict group
attitudes). Inconsistent with the overarching mdawtlever, heightened feelings of
closeness with partner were associated with lessiy®attitudes toward homosexuals.
The association between bond with partner andidé# toward homosexuals was also
negative at the zero-order level, though non-sigait. Future research is necessary to
explain this unexpected finding. Overall, the ma@elealed evidence of a generalization
pattern, but group evaluations were not impactethbymanipulation.

Another means by which to examine the generatimgtattern is to test whether
the path between individual and group evaluatiargesg as a function of the
manipulation. | examined whether any of the paththé model depicted in Figure Q.1
(starting with positive contact experience as tkegenous variable) differed between the
two conditions (earlievs. later discovery). The potential moderation ofpaths was
tested, but examining whether condition moderattigobetween individual and group
evaluations was of primary interest. For each pathe model, the criterion was
regressed on predictor variable and the moderetmdftion) on Step 1, and on the
interaction between the predictor and conditiorbtep 2. Only one of these interactions
was significant: the path between positive congéxperience and bond with the partner
(B = .45,p = .045) was of stronger magnitude in the earlisrlter) conditior®. All

other paths were equivalent across conditions. ttapty, the key path between

16 Of course, given multiple moderation tests, thsult should be interpreted with caution.
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attitudes toward the partner and attitudes towarddsexuals did not differ as a function
of condition. This suggests that in this contektituales toward the partner are

generalized to attitudes toward homosexuals regssdif timing of disclosure.
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