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A threat based approach to prejudice was used to assess the differences between threat 

perceptions and emotional and behavioral reactions to various subgroups, as well as the 

superordinate groups, of gay and straight men. Previous research has suggested that subgrouping 

processes of stereotyping can reduce the outgroup homogeneity effect and lead one to recognize 

different characteristics between outgroup members. It was hypothesized that when different 

subgroups of a stereotyped superordinate group (e.g., those perceived to be politically active, 

feminine, masculine, or promiscuous) are made salient, different patterns of tangible threat 

perception will arise, as well as different behavioral and emotional patterns as a result of the 

perceived threats. It was hypothesized that gay male targets in general will be perceived as 

posing greater health and values threats than will straight men, and these threat patterns will 

differ between the various subgroups of gay men, as will emotional and behavioral reactions to 

these threats. Students at a large southeastern university (n = 202) rated threat perceptions and 

behavioral and emotional reactions to the different subgroups in question.  Although sexual 

orientation and subgroups showed main effects on measures of threat perception, overall 

perceptions did not differ as a function of subgroup status in combination with sexual 

orientation. The specific hypotheses were therefore not supported. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

 Can different members of a group bring to mind different ideas about the group to which 

they belong? For example, do different ideas about women come to mind when one sees a 

business woman than when one sees a housewife? Are both of these people still unambiguously 

recognized as belonging to the same superordinate group, women?  

Background 

When Walter Lippman coined the term stereotypes (1922) he described them as “pictures 

in our heads;” meaning, the mental pictures that we have of different groups of people. More 

recently, Hilton and von Hippel (1996) defined stereotypes as beliefs and opinions about the 

characteristics, attributes, and behaviors of members of various groups. There are many facets of 

research on stereotypes and other associated phenomena (e.g., stigma, prejudice), including the 

processes by which stereotyping occurs, the reasons why stereotyping occurs, and when 

stereotyping is likely to occur or not.  Other researchers are interested in the particulars of 

stereotyping – the actual beliefs, opinions, and perceptions that people hold about members of 

other groups. Empirical research focused on discerning the content of stereotypical beliefs about 

various groups has been conducted since the earliest days of work in the field of Social 

Psychology. For example, Gordon Allport (1954) addressed the beliefs attributed to various 

ethnicities and minority groups in his groundbreaking work on prejudice, and Harding and 

colleagues (Harding, Kutner, Proshansky, & Chein, 1954) evaluated the contents, correlates, 

determinants, and change of attitudes of individual “old Americans” toward minority groups in 

the first edition of the Lindzey Handbook of Social Psychology.  

Since the early days of empirical research on stereotypes by Allport and others, it has 

become a social psychological truism that stereotyping is a universal and beneficial aspect of 
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human behavior. A wealth of research has suggested that stereotyping processes are automatic 

(e.g., Devine, 1989; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990) and prove useful by helping make sense of our 

social environment by allowing us to form simple, well-structured impressions (Gilbert & Hixon, 

1991; Macrae & Bodenhausen, 2000). The outgroup homogeneity effect, or tendency for people 

to see members of their own group as different from one another while underestimating the 

differences between members of other groups, is a well documented result of these processes 

(Linvill, Fischer, & Salovey, 1989; Park & Judd, 1990).  Some recent research on the processes 

of stereotyping, however, may suggest that we, as researchers, have over-generalized the extent 

to which people homogenize their perceptions of outgroup members (for a review, see Richards 

& Hewstone, 2001). 

Traditionally, researchers of stereotypes, stigma, and prejudice have generalized their 

findings across members of a particular social group, without taking into consideration the 

intragroup differences that may very well be recognized to exist among group members. A 

review of the literature on culturally held stereotype content (e.g., Devine & Elliot, 1995; 

Gilbert, 1951; Karlins, Coffman, & Walters, 1969; Katz & Braly, 1933; Madon, Guyll, 

Aboufadel, Montiel, Smith, Palumbo, & Jessim, 2001) reveals that people hold very diverse 

stereotypes for a variety of different groups. Each of these studies, however, assessed the 

perceptions of stereotyped groups as a whole, generalizing ideas across all members of the group 

in question, and overlooking perceptions of individuating members within these groups. It is well 

documented, for example, that the stereotypical characteristics of women include qualities such 

as nurturing, submissive, caring, etc. (see Kite, 2001 for a review). However, in studies that have 

assessed the perceptions of various subgroups of woman (i.e., “bunny,” “clubwoman,” “career 

woman,” “housewife,” and “woman athlete”) (Clifton, McGrath, & Wick, 1976; Deaux, Winton, 
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Crowley, & Lewis, 1985; Noseworthy & Lott, 1984; Vonk & Olde-Monnikhof, 1988), the only 

subgroup that has consistently shown a high resemblance to the global gender stereotype of 

women was “housewife” (Eckes, 1994, 1996). This suggests that although people may have a 

global cognitive representation of the qualities of the members of a particular group, they could 

still be able to recognize that different members of the group are not representative of the 

stereotypic characteristics attributed to the group as a whole. 

Subgrouping Hypothesis 

Researchers have recently distinguished between two processes of recognizing 

differences among various group members – subtyping and subgrouping. Richards and Hewstone 

(2001) discerned the differences between these two processes of stereotyping, concluding that 

subtyping “occurs when perceivers respond to members of a target group who disconfirm their 

stereotypes by seeing them as exceptions to the rule and placing them in a separate subcategory 

apart from members who confirm the stereotype” (p. 52). This response to stereotype 

disconfirmers has been well-established (see Hewstone, 1994, for a review) and is akin to what 

Allport (1954) referred to as “re-fencing”—holding the general category intact by excluding the 

“special case” (p. 23). Research conducted using the subtyping model (Weber & Crocker, 1983; 

Maurer, Park, & Rothbart, 1995) has shown that subtyping discourages stereotype change by 

allowing a person to simply exclude disconfirmers from their personal boundaries of the 

superordinate group.  

On the other hand, subgrouping occurs when perceivers organize information into 

multiple clusters of individuals who are similar to one another in some way and are different 

from other group members (Maurer et al., 1995; Richards & Hewstone, 2001). Subgroups, 

therefore, could manifest the stereotype in different ways, and can include both confirmers and 

disconfirmers (Park, Ryan, & Judd, 1992). In their review of the literature, Richards and 
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Hewstone suggest that the process of subgrouping is associated with an increase in perceived 

group variability and can therefore overcome the outgroup homogeneity effect. This idea was 

supported in a study conducted by Maurer, Park, and Rothbart (1995) in which they presented 

participants with a group of people who could be sorted into 5 separate subgroups, four of which 

confirmed one key feature, while one of the subgroups disconfirmed the feature. In the subtyping 

condition, participants were asked to sort members into two groups, confirmers and 

disconfirmers. In the subgrouping condition, participants were instructed to sort the group 

members into as many groups as desired. When making generalizations about the groups after 

completing the sorting exercises, participants in the subgrouping condition rated more variability 

among group members than did participants in the subtyping condition. 

In our study, we are interested in finding potential differences in prejudices and 

behavioral reactions toward the individuating members of a stereotyped group. The group we 

have chosen to consider is gay men. In 2004, the APA Council of Representatives voted to “take 

a leadership role in opposing all discrimination in legal benefits, rights, and privileges against 

same-sex couples,” as well as to “provide scientific and educational resources that inform public 

discussion and public policy development regarding social orientation and marriage” (Paige, 

2005, pp. 498-499). This stance by the APA reflects the cultural significance of the ongoing 

debates regarding the rights of gays and lesbians in the United States. These arguments involve 

topics such as same-sex marriage, adoption, and military policies. Gregory Herek (2006) 

explains that in the U.S. political opposition to government recognition of same-sex couples has 

been intense. For example, by 2006 same-sex couples in most European countries had some 

degree of official recognition, and full marriage rights were granted in some countries (e.g., 

Belgium, the Netherlands, and Spain). However, in 2006 Massachusetts was the only state in the 
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U.S. that allowed same-sex marriages. In order for the institutionalized discrimination of gays 

and lesbians to be understood and addressed, research about prejudices towards these groups 

needs to continue.  Though we will be addressing the potential differences of perceptions of 

subgroups of gay men, the findings of this particular study should not be extended to lesbian 

women, as Herek has also noted (2000) that historically researchers interested in homophobia, or 

sexual prejudice, have designed studies that primarily assess peoples’ attitudes towards gay men; 

they then use these findings to make generalizations regarding homosexual individuals, a broad 

category encompassing both gay men and lesbian women. This general focus on homosexuality 

can mask the potential differences between heterosexual individuals’ attitudes toward lesbian 

women and their attitudes toward gay men (Kite, 1984; Kite & Whitley, 1996, 1998). For these 

reasons we believe that it is important to assess prejudice toward gay men and lesbian women 

independently, and we will thus be focusing the current study on perceptions of gay men. 

In line with the ideas proposed by Richards and Hewstone (2001) and the findings by 

Maurer, Park, and Rothbart (1995), we propose that when people are presented with targets who 

are unambiguously representative of a stereotyped group yet differ from other members of the 

group, the varying subgroups will be perceived differently from one another and could also be 

perceived differently from the global stereotypes of their group. Only one other published study 

thus far has attempted to both determine the subgroups of gay men and measure the stereotypic 

content of those subgroups. In a study by Clausell and Fiske (2005) participants were asked to 

identify the attributes of gay males and then sort the selected attributes into subgroups of gay 

males. A second set of participants were later presented with the ten most common subgroups 

previously identified and asked to rate the extent to which 30 different attributes described each 

subgroup. Thee attributes were selected from the results to describe each of the ten subgroups. 
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The resulting subgroups, along with the attributes chosen to describe them, were then measured 

using the Stereotype Content Model (SCM; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002) to assess the 

dimensions of warmth and competence that people feel toward each subgroup. This study was a 

follow-up to previous research using the SCM (Fiske et al., 2002) in which gay men were rated 

by participants as being neutral on dimensions of warmth and competence, thus contradicting 

well-documented prejudice held towards gay men (e.g., Herek, 1990; 2000). Clausell and Fiske 

(2005) therefore tested for differences between subgroups of gay men. The subgroups tested 

included crossdresser/drag queen gay men, hyper-masculine gay men, straight acting gay men, 

gay male activists, artsy/artistic gay men, leather/biker gay men, flamboyant gay men, feminine 

gay men, and in the closet gay men. The resulting data indicated that the various subgroups were 

indeed perceived differently on dimensions of warmth and competence, with some subgroups 

falling into the low-competence, low-warmth quadrant (leather/biker and cross-dresser 

subgroups), some falling into the low-competence, high-warmth quadrant (flamboyant and 

feminine subgroups), and the rest falling into the high-competence, low-warmth quadrant. 

Although this study was run primarily to validate the functions of the Stereotype Content Model, 

the resulting data suggest that people perceive subgroups of the superordinate group gay men to 

be different from one another, and also perceive these subgroups differently than the 

superordinate group as a whole. These observed differences, however, were simply measured, 

not predicted. We have chosen to use a different approach that should allow for these differences 

in perception of subgroups to be systematically predicted. 

Threat-Based Approach 

To assess the perceptions of subgroup members, we have chosen to use the 

“sociofunctional” threat-based approach proposed by Cottrell and Neuberg (2005). This 

approach predicts that out-groups are believed to pose qualitatively distinct threats to one’s in-
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group resources and therefore will evoke qualitatively distinct emotional reactions. The 

sociofunctional approach is based on three propositions: (a) Humans evolved as highly 

interdependent social beings; (b) effectively functioning groups tend to possess particular social 

structures and processes; and (c) individuals possess psychological mechanisms developed by 

biological and cultural evolution to take advantage of the opportunities provided by group living 

and to protect themselves from threats to group living. The approach was also used by Cottrell, 

Neuberg, and Li (2007) to predict the traits people most value in members of different social 

groups.  

Cottrell and Neuberg (2005) used the sociofunctional approach to generate specific 

predictions about the threat-driven nature of intergroup affect, focusing on specific negative 

emotions rather than general negative affect. These predictions were based on empirical research 

on the qualitatively distinct emotions elicited by various perceived stimulus events, as well as the 

actions taken to resolve the problems posed by such events (e.g., Ekman & Friesen, 1975; Frijda, 

1986; Izard, 1991; Lazarus, 1991; Nesse, 1990; Plutchik, 1980). Three primary emotions – 

anger, disgust, and fear – are shaped by natural selection to automatically address recurrent 

survival-related problems (Ekman, 1999), and secondary emotions such as pity, envy, and guilt 

also direct the individual toward adaptive outcomes.  According to this evolutionary approach to 

emotions, perceived stimulus events such as obstacles to desired outcomes would lead to discrete 

emotions such as anger, and action such as aggression would be taken to remove the obstacle - 

an adaptive outcome to solve the perceived problem. Particularly relevant to the current research 

are perceived physical and moral contamination (i.e., health threat and value threat), which are 

hypothesized to evoke disgust, and behaviors focused on removing the ostensible contaminant 

from one’s environment. 
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Cottrell and Neuberg’s (2005) sociofunctional threat-based hypotheses regarding 

prejudice were largely supported. They found that different groups, two of which being gay men 

and activist feminists, evoked qualitatively different profiles of specific emotional reactions; the 

variations in reactions that they found had been previously overlooked in more traditional studies 

of prejudice. Cottrell and Neuberg also found that different groups evoked qualitatively different 

profiles of perceived threats and that the specific threats posed by different groups were able to 

predict the emotion profiles evoked by those groups. For example, Cottrell and Neuberg found 

overall prejudice toward gay men to be very high, but not significantly different than overall 

prejudice felt toward activist feminists and fundamentalist Christians. However, the amount of 

disgust felt toward gay men was significantly higher than the amount of disgust felt toward 

activist feminists and fundamentalist Christians; this emotional reaction (disgust) was 

systematically predicted by the participants’ perception of gay men as a threat to others’ physical 

health. As noted, feminist activists were rated highly on feelings of overall prejudice, and were 

seen mainly as a threat to others’ social coordination and personal freedoms. It is also important 

to note that while gay men analyzes the global perceptions that people hold, activist feminists 

could represent a subgroup of lesbian women and might be perceived differently than the 

superordinate group to which they belong. 

Alternate Approaches 

Although we have chosen to use a threat-based approach to assess potential differences in 

perceptions of, and behavioral and emotional reactions to, subgroups of gay men, there are a 

number of other approaches to prejudice that could be taken to address our questions regarding 

the perceptions of subgroups. The advantages of using a threat-based approach rather than other 

theoretical approaches that move beyond the traditional view of prejudice as a general attitude 

were discussed in detail by Cottrell and Neuberg (2005). Other potential approaches include: (1) 
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intergroup emotions theory (Devos, Silver, Mackie, & Smith, 2002; Smith, 1993, 1999; Mackie, 

Devos, & Smith, 2000; Smith 1993, 1999), or IET, which combines social identity and self-

categorization theories with appraisal theories of emotions and posits that people experience a 

diversity of discrete intergroup emotions toward different groups; (2) image theory (Alexander, 

Brewer, & Herrmann, 1999; Brewer & Alexander, 2002), which predicts that specific appraisals 

on the dimensions of intergroup competition, power, and status lead to differentiated emotional 

reactions; and (3) revised integrated threat theory (Stephan & Renfro, 2002) which emphasizes 

the importance of different threats (e.g., realistic and symbolic threats to the ingroup and the 

individual) for understanding prejudice. Although these alternative theories overlap with the 

sociofunctional threat-based approach, they were unable to test the hypothesis proposed by 

Cottrell and Neuberg (2005) that general measures of prejudice and threat may actually mask 

across-group differences in specific emotion and threat profiles (for a review see Cottrell & 

Neuberg, 2005).   

Another potential theoretical approach is the previously mentioned stereotype content 

model (SCM; Fiske et al., 2002; Fiske, Xu, Cuddy, & Glick, 1999), which proposes that people 

experience distinct emotions toward groups perceived to differ on dimensions of warmth and 

competence. Pity is expected to be felt toward high-warmth, low-competence groups; envy 

toward low-warmth, high-competence groups; admiration toward high-warmth, high-competence 

groups; and contempt toward low-warmth, low-competence groups. Clausell and Fiske (2005) 

used the SCM to measure perceptions of ten composite subgroups of gay men in an attempt to 

determine why gay men, a group well documented as a target of prejudice, were rated as neutral 

on measures of warmth and competence according to the SCM (Fiske et al., 2002). In contrast to 

earlier research, Clausell and Fiske found that the various subgroups of gay men were perceived 
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differently from one another on measures of warmth and competence. Although this addresses 

one of the questions posed in our subgroup hypothesis (whether or not subgroups will be seen 

differently from one another as well the superordinate group), the stereotype content model 

aggregates different emotional reactions to create the four emotion clusters, thereby potentially 

masking primary discrete emotional reactions (e.g., anger, disgust, fear, etc.) toward target 

groups and their members. For example, according to the quadrants used in SCM to characterize 

emotional reactions to different groups, the contempt category (low-warmth, low-competence) 

should house both anger and disgust. Data reported by Cottrell and Neuberg (2005) imply that 

these two emotions are qualitatively distinct from one another and differ among perceptions of 

various outgroups as a result of threat perceptions associated with the respective group. 

Of the many theoretical approaches previously outlined, only the threat-based approach 

used by Cottrell and Neuberg (2005) supported the hypothesis that general measures of prejudice 

and threat may actually mask across-group differences in specific emotion and threat profiles. 

This idea is further explicated in our current research, in that general measures of prejudice for a 

superordinate group may actually mask perceptions of various categories, or subgroups, of 

members perceived to exist within the larger group. We believe that perceptions of different 

subgroups should evoke different discriminatory tendencies, and the sociofunctional, threat-

based approach allows us to extend beyond ideas or feelings that people hold toward a group, 

and also allows us to systematically predict emotional and behavioral reactions toward a group as 

a function of the tangible threats the group or subgroup is perceived to pose. 

Current Research and Hypotheses 

Overview. In this study, we tested for differences in threat perceptions of subgroups of 

gay men using target individuals as representatives of each respective subgroup or superordinate 

group. We included identical measures for subgroups of straight men to ensure that the observed 
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patterns of threat perception are a result of the unique combination of the specific subgroup and a 

homosexual sexual orientation, and not simply a result of threats attributed to the subgroup itself. 

The subgroups we tested were theoretically chosen based on previous empirical literature as well 

as pretest data we have collected regarding the various subgroups that are perceived to exist 

within the superordinate group, gay men. The subgroups that we have chosen to measure are 

activist gay men, feminine gay men, masculine gay men, and promiscuous gay men; we have also 

chosen to measure a generic gay male target and a generic straight male target as representatives 

of their respective superordinate groups to use as baseline measures. Although the subgroups we 

are interested in pertain specifically to gay men, we have also chosen to measure these same 

subgroups of straight men to use as a baseline measure to ensure that our impressions are not 

coming solely from the subgroup status of our gay targets. We therefore also measured 

perceptions of activist straight men, feminine straight men, masculine straight men, and 

promiscuous straight men.    

These particular subgroups were selected based on data collected during a pretest in 

which 134 undergraduates (82 female, 51 male, 1 unknown; mean age 19.13) completed a 

questionnaire in which they were given an explanation of how “sub-categories” of larger social 

groups exist and can be recognized, and they were asked to list the sub-categories that come to 

mind for a number of superordinate groups, including the group Gay Men. These data suggested 

that participants are able to easily recall and distinguish subgroups of gay men as well as 

subgroups of other superordinate groups. Many of the sub-categories of gay men listed by 

participants mapped on to known stereotypes of gay men (e.g., artistic, closeted, flamboyant, 

etc.). Two of the most prominent sub-categories listed by participants were feminine gay men and 

masculine gay men.  These two subgroups are therefore important to measure as the data 
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suggests that perceptions of gay men and subgroups of gay men may be influenced by gender 

role expectancies or violations of prescribed gender roles – an idea that has been explored and 

supported by other researchers (e.g., Kerns & Fine, 1994). Of the many subgroups listed by 

participants in the pretest, we also chose to measure activist gay men based on previous empirical 

research by Cottrell and Neuberg (2005) that suggests that feminist activists are perceived to 

threaten values and personal freedoms. There may be an overall perception by majority group 

members that activist members of virtually any minority group, particularly those who are 

fighting for equal rights, are trying to limit the personal freedoms or harm the values of the 

majority. We also chose to measure promiscuous gay men based on pretest feedback as well as 

previously established stereotypes of gay men (e.g., Gilman, 1985). We chose to measure 

perceptions of straight members of each subgroup to ensure that perceptions of the gay subgroup 

members were not due solely to subgroup status, but rather as a result of the recognition of the 

target as being a member of a subgroup of gay men. We also chose both generic gay male and 

generic straight male to use as comparison groups measuring perceptions of superordinate group 

s to ensure that the feedback we receive regarding perceptions of performance is due to the 

subgroup of targets in question.  

Predictions. We predict that there will be differences in threat perceptions of different 

subgroups of a superordinate group, as well as differences in emotional reactions and behavioral 

responses toward the different subgroups as a result of these tangible threat perceptions. We also 

predict that these differences among subgroups will be masked by the overall assessment of the 

superordinate group to which they belong.  

We have derived specific hypotheses from our threat-based approach to the perceptions 

of subgroups. We predict: (1) the generic gay target, representative of the superordinate group of 
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gay men, will be perceived more negatively than the generic straight target, a representative of 

the superordinate group men. This should replicate the findings of more traditional measures of 

prejudice toward gay men. (2) The four subgroups of gay men will be seen differently on 

measures of threat perception and, as a result, will also differ from one another on emotional and 

behavioral reactions in response to threat perception. More specifically, (2a) the activist gay 

male target will cue ideas related to personal freedoms and will be seen as a greater threat to 

values than will the generic gay male target. Behavioral and emotional reactions should differ 

according to these differences in threat perception. For example, the activist gay male should be 

less likely to be recommended to perform activities in domains that cue values, such as political 

positions or work as a local church or youth leader. (2b) The promiscuous gay male target will 

cue ideas related to personal health and contagious disease and will thus be seen as a greater 

threat to health than will the generic gay male target. Behavioral and emotional reactions toward 

the promiscuous gay male target should differ from those of the generic gay male target 

according to the differences in threat perception. For example, the promiscuous gay male should 

be less likely to be recommended to participate in social activities that involve people that are 

seen to be particularly susceptible to health threats – such as activities that involve older people 

or volunteering at a local hospital. (2c)  In line with Richards and Hewstone’s (2001) idea that 

subgrouping can decrease the outgroup homogeneity effect, we predict that the feminine and 

masculine subgroups will share similar, yet slightly attenuated patterns of threat perceptions, as 

well as the corresponding behavioral and emotional reactions, to those of the superordinate 

group. Finally, we believe that (3) all predicted effects of threat perception, and the 

corresponding behavioral and emotional reactions, of gay men will be stronger for male 

participants than for female participants. This prediction follows from previous researcher (e.g., 
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Herek, 2002; Kite & Whitley, 1996, 1998) that has shown that men show more overall prejudice 

toward gay men than do women.  
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CHAPTER 2 
METHOD 

Subgroup Manipulations 

 Participants were presented with a target member of one of five groups (generic/no 

subgroup, activist subgroup, feminine subgroup, masculine subgroup, promiscuous subgroup). 

Demographic information sheets ostensibly completed by the target were used to manipulate 

group membership. Pilot data was collected to ensure that the target profiles conveyed the 

desired impressions. Fifty-three participants (39 female and 14 male) from upper level 

psychology courses agreed to participate for extra credit or for no compensation. Participants 

were told that they were providing information for a future study in which impressions of 

different individuals would be manipulated by supplying information about that individual. 

Participants were only provided with the target’s answer to the question of “What do you do for 

fun?” and were asked to provide feedback about the impressions they formed of an individual 

based on the information provided. Participants were presented information from one of the five 

subgroup types (generic/no subgroup, activist, feminine, masculine, or promiscuous), and were 

asked to rate various impressions on a scale ranging from one (not at all) to seven (extremely). 

Participants were asked to rate how positively they felt toward the target, how politically 

involved the person seemed, how feminine the person seemed, how masculine the person 

seemed, and how promiscuous the person seemed. Participants were also asked to indicate what 

gender they thought the person to be based on the information provided (female, male, or don’t 

know/can’t tell) and were asked to indicate the sexual orientation of the person based on the 

information provided (gay, straight, or don’t know/can’t tell).  

For the generic gay and straight male targets, the answer to the question of what they do 

for fun was simply, “I like to hang out with my friends.” This was meant to avoid conveying 
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impressions of any particular subgroup. The generic profile did not stand out on any of the 

measures of the desired impressions of the specific subgroups.  

For the activist subgroup, the answer to the question, “What do you do for fun?” was: “I 

like to be active in the community. I belong to a couple political groups that organize 

demonstrations on social issues and try to get people to be more concerned about what’s going 

on in the world.” A one-way ANOVA testing between subgroup conditions on perceptions of 

political involvedness was significant, F(4, 48) = 32.21, p < .001, η2 = 0.73.The activist profile 

(M = 6.7, SD = 0.48) was seen as significantly more politically involved than each of the other 

profiles (p < .001 for each). 

 For the feminine subgroup, the answer to the question “What do you do for fun?” was: “I 

like to go dancing and to go shopping. On lazy nights I like to stay at home, cook a good meal, 

and watch tv.” A one-way ANOVA testing between subgroups on perceptions of femininity was 

significant, F(4, 48) = 24.63, p < .001, η2 = 0.67. The feminine profile was rated as being 

significantly more feminine (M = 5.62, SD = 0.65) than each of the other profiles (p < .05 for 

each comparison).  

For the masculine subgroup, the answer to the question “What do you do for fun?” was: 

“I like working out and I really enjoy outdoor activities like hiking and kayaking. I also like to 

play poker with my buddies and like to go out every once in a while for a beer.” A one-way 

ANOVA testing between subgroups on perceptions of masculinity was significant, F(4, 48) = 

25.36, p < .001, η2 = 0.68. The masculine profile was rated as being significantly more masculine 

(M = 6.0, SD = 0.63) than each of the other profiles (p < .05 for each comparison) except the 

promiscuous profile (M = 5.1, SD = 1.37) (p = .18).    
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For the promiscuous subgroup, the answer to the question “What do you do for fun?” 

was: “I like going online to meet people. I also like to hook up with people at the clubs. I’m 

always up for anything fun with lots of people.” A one-way ANOVA testing between subgroups 

on perceptions of promiscuity was significant, F(4, 48) = 11.33, p < .001, η2 = 0.49. The 

promiscuous profile was rated as being significantly more promiscuous (M = 5.60, SD = 0.84) 

than each of the other profiles (p < .001 for each comparison). 

The resulting data suggest that each subgroup profile conveyed the respective desired 

impressions. Post Hoc tests also showed that each subgroup differed significantly on ratings of 

the desired impression. The only exception was on ratings of masculinity of the promiscuous 

profile. Changes were not made to the profile, however, as the desired impression of masculinity 

was observed. The data also suggest that gender and sexual orientation of targets based on the 

information provided were relatively ambiguous. All but one participant guessed the sexual 

orientation of their respective profile to be either straight or undeterminable (don’t know/can’t 

tell). Masculine and feminine profiles were most often guessed to be male and female, 

respectively, while the promiscuous profile was also guessed most often to be male. The activist 

and generic profiles were indicated to be undeterminable. Overall, the pilot data suggest that the 

subgroup profiles convey the necessary conditions for their respective subgroups based solely on 

the information provided in the answer to the question, “What do you do for fun?”   

Participants 

 Participants were 202 (153 female, 49 male) undergraduate students from psychology 

classes at University of Florida who were compensated for participating by receiving partial 

credit toward a course requirement. Participants were between 18 and 24 years of age (M = 

19.33). Ninety-six participants self-identified as exclusively Caucasian/White, 38 as African-
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American, 25 as Hispanic, 16 as Asian-American, and 27 as multi-ethnic or “other.” 

Experimenters ensured that participants were treated according to the standards set by the 

American Psychological Association (Publication Manual of the American Psychological 

Association, 2001). 

Measures and Procedure 

Participants were greeted by an experimenter upon arrival and were escorted to a room in 

which they completed the study requirements. Participants were first asked to complete the 

informed consent form, which explained that they would be rating their impressions of others. 

When finished with the consent form, participants were presented with the cover story by the 

experimenter. Participants were told, 

In this study we are interested in how well your impressions of individuals can predict that 
person’s performance in various situations. We are working with a local community 
outreach group that helps organize charity and volunteer events for local organizations 
such as daycare facilities, retirement homes, and student groups. We’re going to use the 
feedback from this study to help the organizers of the outreach group decide which 
members should participate in various tasks. Data will also be collected further down the 
road to see how accurate participants’ predictions were. Are you ready to begin the study? 

Following the cover story, participants were given a folder that contained two forms: a 

blank questionnaire titled “Demographics Questionnaire” (Appendix A) and a copy of a 

questionnaire ostensibly completed by a member of the community outreach group titled 

“Student Member Information Sheet.” The blank demographics sheet was easily viewed in the 

folder handed to participants, while the student member information sheet was turned over. 

Participants were told that the information they provided on the demographics form would 

remain anonymous and would only be used by the researchers to help understand the sample 

from which they obtained information. The demographics form asked for the participants’ age, 

gender, sexual orientation (straight, gay, bisexual, or questioning), year in school, major, and 

asked for the participant to briefly describe their future plans after graduating, and to briefly 
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describe what they like to do for fun. When participants completed the demographic 

questionnaire they were asked to place it back in the folder, turned over, and to take out the other 

form, the “Student Member Information Sheet.” They were told that this was a copy of a form 

completed by a member of the community outreach group and they were asked to carefully look 

over the information and to form an impression of the group member.   

The student member information sheet contained the same questions as the participants’ 

demographics questionnaire - ostensibly completed by a member of the community outreach 

group. The community members’ answers to the question of sexual orientation and what they do 

for fun were used to manipulate sexual orientation and subgroup membership of the target. All 

other information was held constant across the target profiles. Participants were randomly 

presented with one of ten target individual profiles: a generic gay or straight male (Appendix B), 

an activist gay or straight male (Appendix C), a feminine gay or straight male (Appendix D), a 

masculine gay or straight male (Appendix E), or a promiscuous gay or straight male (Appendix 

F). All participants were presented with an information sheet ostensibly completed by a 22 year 

old male, who is a junior in school and is a psychology major. For the answer to the question 

regarding future plans, all profiles stated, “I plan on going to graduate school.” The answer to 

sexual orientation was either gay or straight, to manipulate sexual orientation of the target. The 

answer to the question asking to briefly describe what the person does for fun was used to 

manipulate impressions regarding the subgroup of the target.  

After being presented with the target profile, participants were directed to the computer 

and were asked a series of questions regarding their opinions about the target’s ability to perform 

in various domains, as well as to what extent they would recommend the target for performing in 

each domain (Appendix G). These questions were designed to get a rating of the overall 
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performance of the targets in particular domains as well as a behavioral reaction of the 

participant based on these assessments. The domains in question were designed to address the 

specific threats that were shown by Cottrell & Neuberg (2005), using the sociofunctional threat-

based approach, to be associated with gay men. These data suggested that gay men primarily 

represent threats to health and threats to values. To examine values threats, participants were 

asked to rate the target’s performance in domains in which they can influence children, morals, 

or public policy, such as day care facilities, churches, and politics (e.g., “Based on the 

information provided, how well do you think this person would perform as a volunteer at a local 

day care center?” followed by, “Based on the information provided, to what extent would you 

recommend this person volunteer at a local day care center?”). To examine health threats, 

participants were asked to rate the target’s performance in domains in which they would be 

around people who would be particularly susceptible to health threats, such as elderly people and 

people in hospitals, as well as performance in domains in which there may be concern of spread 

of contagious diseases such as blood banks or through food preparation (e.g., “Based on the 

information provided, how well do you think this person would perform as a volunteer at a local 

retirement home?” and “Based on the information provided, to what extent would you 

recommend this person volunteer at a local retirement home?”). These ratings were measured 

using a seven point scale. 

Following the questions regarding behavior in particular domains, participants were 

asked to complete additional tasks developed to assess threat perceptions (Appendix H) and 

emotional reactions (Appendix I) toward the target. Participants were asked questions developed 

to measure perceptions of specific threats and specific emotions felt in response to those threats. 

Questions of specific threats and emotional reactions were measured on a seven point scale 
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ranging from one (not at all) to seven (very much). These questions were included to assess the 

extent to which a target is perceived to represent general threats to a participant’s ingroup, as 

well as to what extent the target is seen to represent threats to health and values. For example, 

questions of general threat include, “In general, I think that this group members poses a 

challenge to people like me.” Questions of emotional reactions were designed to assess responses 

to these particular threats. For example, questions measuring the predicted response to perceived 

threats to values include; “When I think about my impression of this group member, I feel 

morally sickened by him/her.”  

Participants’ global feelings toward the target were measured using a feeling 

thermometer (Appendix J). Feeling thermometers have been widely used in survey and 

laboratory research (e.g., Sapiro, Rosenstone, & Miller, 1998) and have been successfully used 

in previous research to measure peoples overall prejudice and attitudes toward gay men and 

lesbian women (e.g., Haddock, Zanna, & Esses, 1993; Herek & Capitanio, 1999). The feeling 

thermometer employs a 101 point scale (from 0 to 100 degrees) on which participants are asked 

to rate their overall feelings toward an individual or group. Higher ratings indicate warmer, more 

favorable feelings toward the target, whereas lower ratings indicate colder, more negative 

feelings toward the target. 

Global behavioral reactions toward the target were measured using Crandall’s (1991) 

adopted version of the Bogardus Social Distancing Scale (1925) (Appendix K). This is a seven 

point scale that consists of seven items that assess prejudice as a measure of the extent to which a 

person actively distances themselves from a target. Sample items include, “He/she is a likeable 

person,” and “He/she is the kind of person that I tend to avoid.”  Some items are reversed to 

create a single scale, ranging from 1 to 7, with higher numbers indicating greater amounts of 
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social distancing. The social distancing scale has shown to be reliable in several studies by 

Crandall (1991a, 1991b; Crandall, Glor, & Britt, 1997) with alphas averaging .88.  

A manipulation check was administered following the measures of threat perception and 

emotional and behavioral reactions to the target by asking to what extent the target was seen on a 

variety of dimensions pertaining to the subgroups (e.g., politically active, feminine, masculine, 

promiscuous) (Appendix L). A question regarding the sexual orientation of the target was also 

included to ensure that sexual orientation was manipulated properly. 

Participants were also asked to complete one half of the Attitudes Toward Lesbian and 

Gay Men (ATLG) Scale designed by Herek (1994) (Appendix M). This scale has been reliably 

used by Herek (e.g., 1994; 1998; 2000) to assess affective reactions toward lesbians and gay 

men, and includes questions such as, “Sex between two men is just plain wrong.” Participants 

completed the questions pertaining to attitudes toward gay men to account for potential 

individual differences in reactions toward targets. Responses were measured on a seven point 

scale, with higher values indicating higher levels of sexual prejudice.  

Finally, participants were asked to complete a demographic questionnaire to allow for the 

ability to test for individual differences in responses (Appendix N). Recorded demographics 

included age, ethnicity, gender, religious affiliation, sexual orientation, relationship status, and 

personal contact with gays and lesbians. After completing the study materials, participants were 

presented with a debriefing of the nature and intentions of the study and were asked to notify the 

experimenter that they had finished. Experimenters then asked the participants if they had any 

additional questions regarding the study and thanked for their time and participation. 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESULTS 

 We predicted that there would be differences in threat perceptions of different subgroups 

of a superordinate group, as well as differences in emotional reactions and behavioral responses 

toward the different subgroups as a result of these tangible threat perceptions. We also predicted 

that these differences will be masked by the overall assessment of the superordinate group to 

which they belong.  

 Manipulation checks were first analyzed to ensure that our manipulations of sexual 

orientation and subgroup of targets were appropriately conveyed. On the question asking 

participants to recall the sexual orientation of the target they evaluated, participants 

overwhelmingly correctly encoded sexual orientation - only 3 participants incorrectly identified 

the sexual orientation of the target. The data from these participants were not included in the 

analyses, as it was crucial to our hypotheses that sexual orientation of the target was encoded 

correctly.   

A series of 2 (target sexual orientation: gay, straight) by 5 (subgroup: generic, activist, 

feminine, masculine, promiscuous) ANOVAs were run for the manipulation checks of perceived 

masculinity, promiscuity, femininity, and politically involvedness of targets. Table 1 presents 

means for all manipulation check items. For the manipulation check of perceived political 

involvedness of targets, there was a significant main effect of subgroup, F(4, 189) = 82.17, p < 

.001, η2 = 0.64. The activist profile was seen as more politically involved (M = 6.71, SD = 0.51) 

than each other profile (p < .001 for each) for both gay and straight targets. There was no 

significant interaction and no significant main effect for sexual orientation of target. 

For the manipulation check of perceived femininity of targets, there were significant 

main effects of sexual orientation, F(1, 189) = 16.8, p < .001, η2 = 0.08 and subgroup, F(4, 189) 
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= 23.62, p < .001, η2 = 0.33. Gay targets were seen as significantly more feminine (M = 3.67, SD  

= 1.67) than straight targets (M  = 2.85, SD = 1.57).  For gay targets, the feminine profile was 

seen as significantly more feminine (M = 4.63, SD  = 1.54)  than each other profile (p < .01) 

except the promiscuous profile (M = 4.75, SD  = 1.33; p = 0.79). For straight targets, the 

feminine profile (M = 4.67, SD  = 1.19)  was seen as more feminine than each other profile (p < 

.001 for each).  The interaction in this analysis was not of great interest because the feminine 

subgroup was seen as more promiscuous for both gay and straight targets, with the exception of 

the promiscuous gay target. 

On the manipulation check of perceived masculinity of the target, there were significant 

main effects of sexual orientation, F(1, 189) = 45.23, p < .001, η2 = 0.19 and subgroup, F(4, 189) 

= 22.62, p < .001, η2 = 0.32. Straight targets were seen as significantly more masculine (M = 

4.85, SD  = 1.39) than gay targets (M  = 3.64, SD = 1.61).  The masculine profile (M = 5.75, SD 

= 1.21) was perceived as significantly more masculine than each other profile for both gay 

targets (p < .05 for each comparison) and for straight targets (p < .01 for each comparison). The 

interaction in this analysis was not of great interest because the masculine subgroup was seen as 

more masculine for both gay and straight targets. 

 For the manipulation check of perceived promiscuity of targets, there were significant 

main effects of sexual orientation, F(1, 189) = 15.87, p < .001, η2 = 0.08 and subgroup, F(4, 189) 

= 5.05, p < .01, η2 = 0.10. Straight targets were seen as significantly more promiscuous (M = 

3.82, SD  = 1.8) than gay targets (M  = 3.16, SD = 2.05).  The promiscuous profile (M = 6.18, SD 

= 1.27) was perceived as significantly more promiscuous than each other profile for both gay 

targets (p < .001 for all comparisons) and for straight targets (p < .001 for all comparisons). The 
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interaction in this analysis was not of great interest because the promiscuous subgroup was seen 

as more promiscuous for both gay and straight targets. 

 The reliability of the various measures was also analyzed prior to testing specific 

hypotheses. For measures of performance in various behavioral domains, participants were asked 

to predict how well they think a person would perform as well as to what extent they would 

recommend that person perform in the various domains. Correlations for these two ratings in 

each domain were large (r > 0.80, p < 0.001 for each). Therefore, the two ratings for each 

domain were combined to create a composite variable measuring overall recommendation for the 

particular behaviors. 

 Of the questions measuring specific threat, two were designed to measure perceptions of 

health threat (to what extent the target “increases the risk of physical sickness” and “harms the 

medical health” of people like me), and two were designed to measure perceptions of values 

threat (to what extent the target “promotes values that directly oppose” and “advocates values 

that are morally inferior” to the values of people like me). The two measures of perceptions of 

health threat were strongly correlated, r = 0.72, p < 0.001, and were therefore combined to form 

one measure of overall perception of health threat. The two measures of perceptions of values 

threat were also strongly correlated, r = 0.79, p < 0.001, and were therefore aggregated into one 

measure of overall perception of values threat. 

 Of the questions measuring specific emotions felt in response to perceptions of specific 

threat, two were designed to measure physical disgust – the predicted response to perceived 

threats to health, and two were designed to measure moral disgust – the predicted response to 

perceived threats to values. The two measures of physical disgust felt toward a target were 

strongly correlated, r = 0.80, p < 0.001, and were combined to form one measure of overall 
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feelings of physical disgust. The two measures of moral disgust were also strongly correlated, r 

= 0.81, p < 0.001, and were therefore also aggregated into one measure of overall feelings of 

moral disgust toward the target. 

 Finally, reliability of Crandall’s Social Distancing Scale (1991) was measured using 

Cronbach’s alpha. The result, α = 0.86, indicated that scale is a reliable measure of social 

distancing toward a target. Analyses of specific predictions were run following determination of 

reliability of our measures, and are outlined below. Table 2 presents means for threat, emotion, 

and overall prejudice measures. Table 3 presents means for recommendations for performance in 

each domain. 

• Hypothesis 1: The generic gay target should be perceived more negatively than the 
generic straight target, thus replicating more traditional measures of prejudice. 

 To test this hypothesis we performed a planned contrast on the dependent variables that 

measured more general forms of prejudice (e.g., the feeling thermometer and the social 

distancing scale). We predicted that the generic gay target would evoke more negative responses 

than the generic straight target. We found a significant difference between the generic gay target 

(M = 3.75, SD = 0.82) and the generic straight target (M = 3.26, SD = 0.70) on the measure of 

social distancing, t(41) = 2.09, p < .05, d = 0.64, demonstrating more negative behavioral 

reactions toward the generic gay target. Although the generic gay target was rated more 

negatively (M = 64.82, SD = 21.84) than the generic straight target (M = 73.52, SD = 14.56) on 

the measure of overall feeling, using the global feeling thermometer, the difference was not 

significant, t(41) = -1.53, p = 0.13, d = -0.47. These results supported our hypothesis, replicating 

more traditional measures of prejudice. 

• Hypothesis 2:  The four subgroups of gay men will be seen differently on measures of 
threat perception and will also differ from one another on emotional reactions in response 
to threat perception. 
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 We conducted a 4 (subgroup: activist gay male, feminine gay male, masculine gay male, 

promiscuous gay male) x 2 (threat: health, values) mixed model ANOVA to test for differences 

of threat perception toward the subgroups. We did not find a significant interaction, F(3, 73) = 

0.33, p > .05, η2 = 0.01, or a significant main effect of subgroup, F(3, 73) = 0.62, p > .05, η2 = 

0.03. We did, however, find a significant main effect of threat, F(1, 73) = 41.99, p < .001, η2 = 

0.37. Perceptions of values threats (M = 3.01, SD = 1.88) were significantly greater than 

perceptions of health threats (M = 1.9, SD = 1.21) for these gay targets. 

 This same pattern was observed for the 4 (subgroup: activist gay male, feminine gay 

male, masculine gay male, promiscuous gay male) x 2 (emotion: physical disgust, moral disgust) 

mixed model ANOVA testing for differences of emotional reactions toward the subgroups. We 

did not find a significant interaction, F(3, 73) = 2.1, p > .05, η2 = 0.08, or a significant main 

effect of subgroup, F(3, 73) = 0.64, p > .05, η2 = 0.03. We did, however, find a significant main 

effect of emotion, F(1, 73) = 13.94, p < .001, η2 = 0.16. Participants’ ratings of moral disgust felt 

toward targets (M = 2.10, SD = 1.45) were greater than their ratings of physical disgust felt 

toward targets (M = 1.74, SD = 1.09). This pattern follows our prediction that moral disgust 

would be felt in response to perceptions of values threat. Our overall hypothesis that the 

subgroups of gay men will differ from one another on perceptions of threat and emotional 

reactions of participants, however, was not supported. 

• Hypothesis 2a: The activist gay male target will be seen as a greater threat to values than 
will the generic gay male target; behavioral and emotional reactions should also differ 
according to these differences in threat perception. 

 We performed planned contrasts to compare perceptions of values threat of the 

activist target to those of the generic target for both gay and straight targets. We also performed 

contrasts on the specific emotions and behaviors related to these threats. We expected the activist 
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gay target to evoke more of these negative reactions than the generic gay target. Comparisons of 

perceptions of values threat posed by the activist gay target (M = 2.76, SD = 1.79) to those of the 

generic gay target (M = 2.52, SD = 1.56) showed no significant difference, F(1, 189) = 0.64, p > 

.05, η2 = 00. An interaction contrast testing this difference for gay versus straight targets suggests 

that this pattern is similar for both straight and gay targets, F(1, 189) = 0.44, p > .05, η2 = 0.00.  

Comparisons of moral disgust in response to the perceptions of values threat posed by the 

activist gay target (M = 1.69, SD = 1.02) to those of the generic gay target (M = 1.87, SD = 1.33) 

showed no significant difference, F(1, 189) = 0.01, p > .05, η2 = 0.00. This differences is similar 

for both straight and gay targets, as indicated by an interaction contrast, F(1, 189) = 0.06, p > 

.05, η2 = 0.00.   

Comparisons of behavioral recommendations in domains meant to cue values threat were 

also performed. Participant recommendations for volunteering at a local day care center for the 

activist gay target (M = 4.76, SD = 1.48), compared to those of the generic gay target (M = 4.64, 

SD = 0.82), showed no significant difference, F(1, 189) = 0.89, p > .05, η2 = 0.00. This pattern 

holds for straight male targets when compared to gay male targets, F(1, 189) = 1.3, p > .05, η2 = 

0.01.  

Behavioral recommendations for being a youth group leader at a local church for the 

activist gay target (M = 4.26, SD = 1.53), compared to those of the generic gay target (M = 4.5, 

SD = 0.96), showed no significant difference, F(1, 189) = 2.63, p > .05, η2 = 0.01. This pattern 

holds for straight male targets when compared to gay male targets, F(1, 189) = 2.67, p > .05, η2 = 

0.01.  

Behavioral recommendations for performing as a member of a public policy think tank 

for the activist gay target (M = 6.32, SD = 0.92), compared to those of the generic gay target (M 
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= 5.05, SD = 1.23), showed a significant difference in the opposite direction than predicted, F(1, 

189) = 32.80, p < .001, η2 = 0.15. The interaction contrast suggests that this pattern differs for 

straight targets versus gay targets, F(1, 189) = 25.86, p < .001, η2 = 0.12. In particular, the 

activist targets were more likely to be recommended to perform as members of public policy 

think tanks than were the generic targets, though this difference was larger for straight targets 

than for gay targets. 

Behavioral recommendations for coaching a little league baseball team for the activist 

gay target (M = 4.13, SD = 1.33), compared to those of the generic gay target (M = 3.82, SD = 

0.95), showed no significant difference, F(1, 189) = 0.01, p > .05, η2 = 0.00. This pattern did not 

differ for straight male targets versus gay male targets, F(1, 189) = 1.06, p > .05, η2 = 0.00.  

Our hypothesis that the activist gay target will be seen as a greater threat to values than will the 

generic gay target was therefore not supported. 

• Hypothesis 2b: The promiscuous gay male target will be seen as a greater threat to health 
than will the generic gay male target, and behavioral and emotional reactions should differ 
according to these differences in threat perception. 

As for the previous hypothesis, we performed planned contrasts to compare perceptions 

of health threat posed by the promiscuous target to those of the generic target for both gay and 

straight targets. We also performed contrasts on the specific emotions and behaviors related to 

these threats. We expected the promiscuous gay target to evoke more of these negative reactions 

than the generic gay target. Comparisons of perceptions of health threat posed by the 

promiscuous gay target (M = 2.53, SD = 1.29) to those of the generic gay target (M = 1.66, SD = 

1.32) showed a significant difference, F(1, 189) = 4.6, p < .05, η2 = 0.02. The interaction contrast 

suggests that this pattern differs for straight targets versus gay targets, F(1, 189) = 4.44, p < .05, 
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η2 = 0.02. These results suggest that the promiscuous targets were seen as greater health threats 

than were generic targets, and the difference was larger for straight targets than for gay targets. 

Comparisons of physical disgust in response to the perceptions of health threats posed by 

the promiscuous gay target (M = 1.9, SD = 1.33) to those of the generic gay target (M = 1.77, SD 

= 1.44) showed no significant difference, F(1, 189) = 1.59, p > .05, η2 = 0.01. This pattern holds 

for straight male targets when compared to gay male targets, F(1, 189) = 2.08, p > .05, η2 = 0.01.   

Comparisons of behavioral recommendations in domains meant to cue threats to health 

were also performed. Participants were significantly less likely to recommend the promiscuous 

gay target for volunteering at a local retirement home (M = 3.95, SD = 1.17) than they were to 

recommend the generic gay target (M = 4.5, SD = 0.96), F(1, 189) = 7.39, p < .01, η2 = 0.04. The 

interaction contrast suggests that this pattern differs for straight male targets versus gay male 

targets, F(1, 189) = 5.19, p < .05, d = η2 = 0.03. These data suggest that the promiscuous targets 

are less likely to be recommended to volunteer at a local retirement home, although this 

difference is greater for straight targets than for gay targets. 

Participants were also significantly less likely to recommend the promiscuous gay target 

for volunteering at a local hospital (M = 4.4, SD = 1.28) than they were to recommend the 

generic gay target (M = 4.59, SD = 0.80), F(1, 189) = 6.63, p < .05, η2 = 0.03. The interaction 

contrast suggests that this pattern differs for straight male targets versus gay male targets, F(1, 

189) = 9.04, p < .01, η2 = 0.05. These data suggest that the promiscuous targets are less likely to 

be recommended to volunteer at a local hospital, although this difference is greater for straight 

targets than for gay targets. 

Behavioral recommendations for volunteering at a local blood bank did not differ for the 

promiscuous gay target (M = 4.13, SD = 1.65), compared to those of the generic gay target (M = 
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4.39, SD = 1.29), F(1, 189) = 1.1, p > .05, η2 = 0.01. This pattern holds for straight male targets 

when compared to gay male targets, F(1, 189) = 0.72, p > .05, η2 = 0.00.  

Differences in behavioral recommendations for preparing food for a charity event for the 

promiscuous gay male target (M = 4.33, SD = 1.09) and the generic gay male target (M = 4.8, SD 

= 0.65) approached significance, F(1, 189) = 3.28, p = .07, η2 = 0.02.  This pattern holds for 

straight male targets when compared to gay male targets, F(1, 189) = 1.41, p > .05, η2 = 0.01. 

This suggests that the promiscuous male target is somewhat less likely to be recommended to 

prepare food for a charity event than is the generic male target, regardless of sexual orientation, 

but not to a significant degree.  

Our hypothesis that the promiscuous gay male target will be seen as a greater threat to 

health than will the generic gay male target therefore was not supported. Although there were 

significant differences in recommendations for performance in some of the behavioral domains, 

these seemed to be based on subgroup of the target in question, regardless of sexual orientation. 

• Hypothesis 2c: The feminine and masculine subgroups of gay men will share similar, yet 
slightly attenuated patterns of threat perceptions to those of the superordinate group. 

 No specific hypotheses were given regarding perception of the feminine and masculine 

subgroups of gay men, therefore we performed a 3 (target: feminine, masculine, generic) x 2 

(target sexual orientation: gay, straight) ANOVA to probe for significant effects among our 

dependent measures. 

 We found no significant interactions or main effects for perceptions of health threat 

among subgroups, p > 0.10 for each test. These results suggest that feminine and masculine 

subgroups were not perceived as posing more of a health threat than the generic target for gay or 

straight targets. We also did not find an interaction for perceptions of values threat, F(2, 114) = 

0.55, p > .05, η2 = 0.01. We did however, find a significant main effect of target sexual 



 

38 

orientation on perceptions of health threat, F(1, 114) = 10.42, p < .01, η2 = 0.08. Gay targets 

were perceived as posing greater health threat (M = 2.84, SD  = 1.77) than straight targets (M  = 

1.97, SD  = 1.09).  

 We found no significant interactions or main effects for ratings of physical disgust felt 

toward targets, F(2, 114) = 0.01, p > .05, for the interaction. These results suggest that feminine 

and masculine subgroups did not elicit more physical disgust than did the generic target for 

either gay or straight targets. We also did not find an interaction for feelings of moral disgust, 

F(2, 114) = 0.61, p > .05, η2 = 0.03. We did however, find a significant main effect of target 

sexual orientation on feelings of moral disgust, F(1, 114) = 6.06, p < .05, η2 = 0.05. Gay targets 

elicited more feelings of moral disgust (M = 2.16, SD = 1.49) than straight targets (M = 1.58, SD 

= 1.00). 

 Among the behavioral recommendations for different domains, a significant main effect 

of sexual orientation was found on recommendations for volunteering at a local retirement home, 

F(1, 114) = 4.21, p < .05, η2 = 0.04, with gay targets receiving higher recommendations (M = 

4.61, SD = 1.05) than straight targets (M = 4.29, SD = 1.12). Target sexual orientation also had a 

significant main effect on participants’ recommendations of targets volunteering as a youth 

group leader for a local church, F(1, 114) = 9.56, p < .05, η2 = 0.08, with gay targets receiving 

lower recommendations (M = 3.4, SD  = 1.57) than straight targets (M  = 4.2, SD  = 1.35). A 

main effect of target sexual orientation was also found on recommendations for volunteering at a 

local hospital, F(1, 114) = 6.23, p < .05, η2 = 0.05. For this activity, gay targets received higher 

recommendations (M  = 4.75, SD = 0.96) than did straight targets (M = 4.31, SD  = 0.96). A 

significant main effect of sexual orientation was also observed on recommendations for targets 

working as members of a public policy think tank, F(1, 114) = 10.02, p < .05, η2 = 0.08. Gay 



 

39 

targets again received higher recommendations (M = 5.06, SD = 1.36) than straight targets (M = 

4.33, SD  = 1.14).  

Significant main effects of subgroup, F(1, 114) = 17.89, p < .001, η2 = 0.24 and sexual 

orientation, F(1, 114) = 5.94, p < .05, η2 = 0.05 were found on recommendations for preparing 

food for a charity event. Recommendations for the feminine subgroup were significantly greater 

than those for the generic and masculine subgroups (M differences of 1.15 and 1.19, respectively, 

p < .001 for both). Recommendations were also higher for gay targets (M = 5.13, SD = 0.93) than 

for straight targets (M = 4.69, SD = 1.00).  

 Significant main effects of subgroup, F(1, 114) = 26.26, p < .001, η2 = 0.32 and sexual 

orientation, F(1, 114) = 13.61, p < .05, η2 = 0.11 were also found on recommendations for 

volunteering to coach a little league baseball. Recommendations for the masculine subgroup 

were significantly greater than those for the generic and feminine subgroups (M differences of 

1.51 and 1.84, respectively, p < .001 for both). Recommendations were also higher for straight 

targets (M = 4.92, SD = 1.17) than for gay targets (M = 4.12, SD = 1.16).   

Although perceptions of gay and straight targets differed on a number of measures, our 

hypothesis that threat patterns would be slightly attenuated for feminine and masculine 

subgroups when compared to the generic, or superordinate, group were not supported.  

• Hypothesis 3: All predicted effects of threat perception, and the corresponding behavioral 
and emotional reactions, of gay men will be stronger for male participants than for female 
participants. 

 Participant gender was included in all analyses with the prediction that all predicted 

effects would be stronger for male participants than for female participants. These results showed 

no significant interactions involving gender (p > .20 for all interactions). Therefore, our 
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hypothesis regarding effects of participant gender was not supported. This was likely due to the 

very small number of male participants (49) in our sample. 
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Table 3-1.  Means for all manipulation check items 
 
  Generic  Activist Feminine Masculine Promiscuous 
       
  M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Perceived 
Political 
Involvedness 

Gay 3.50 1.34 6.63 0.50 3.16 1.07 2.68 1.67 2.45 1.23 

Straight 3.29 1.52 6.77 0.53 3.11 0.53 2.48 1.21 2.72 1.32 

Perceived 
Femininity 

Gay 3.50 1.30 3.37 1.26 4.63 1.54 2.05 1.51 4.75 1.33 

Straight 2.62 1.12 3.00 1.41 4.67 1.19 1.57 0.87 2.61 1.54 

Perceived 
Masculinity 

Gay 3.50 1.26 4.11 1.24 2.63 1.38 5.21 1.40 2.80 1.40 

Straight 4.33 1.32 4.68 0.95 3.72 1.07 6.24 0.77 5.17 1.40 

Perceived 
Promiscuity 

Gay 3.27 1.45 2.58 1.64 2.37 1.38 1.47 0.77 5.95 1.54 

Straight 2.86 1.20 3.05 1.53 3.50 1.43 3.62 1.36 6.44 0.86 

            
  



 

42 

Table 3-2.  Mean measures for each target 
  Generic Activist Feminine Masculine Promiscuous 
  M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
            
Total SDS Gay 3.75 0.82 3.70 1.08 3.81 1.04 3.52 1.19 3.64 1.17 

Straight 3.26 0.70 3.10 0.80 3.04 0.95 3.52 1.19 3.64 1.17 
Feeling 
Thermometer 

Gay 64.82 21.84 76.63 17.95 64.66 20.63 70.05 19.69 58.75 23.33 
Straight 73.52 14.56 78.73 16.28 72.06 12.93 70.90 16.69 51.78 24.98 

Health Threat Gay 1.66 1.32 1.50 0.76 2.24 1.40 1.87 1.21 1.98 1.46 
Straight 1.71 0.80 1.64 0.74 1.83 0.95 1.79 1.26 2.53 1.29 

Values Threat Gay  2.52 1.56 2.76 1.79 3.13 1.89 2.87 1.85 3.28 2.01 
Straight 2.00 1.05 2.34 1.37 1.89 0.99 2.02 1.24 3.39 1.79 

Physical 
Disgust 

Gay  1.77 1.44 1.50 0.90 1.76 0.93 1.79 1.19 1.90 1.33 
Straight 1.45 0.96 1.45 0.96 1.47 0.67 1.50 1.02 1.97 1.37 

Moral 
Disgust 

Gay 1.86 1.33 1.68 1.02 2.50 1.70 1.79 1.43 2.05 1.65 
Straight 1.50 0.95 1.61 1.03 1.56 0.84 1.69 1.21 2.83 1.57 
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Table 3-3.  Behavioral recommendations for each domain 
  Generic Activist Feminine Masculine Promiscuous 
  M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Domain 2 Gay 4.64 0.82 4.76 1.48 4.63 1.16 4.55 1.40 3.73 1.30 

Straight 4.31 1.07 4.73 1.32 4.58 1.03 4.33 1.18 3.22 1.36 
Domain 3 Gay 4.50 0.96 4.74 0.95 4.79 1.08 4.55 1.10 3.95 1.17 

Straight 4.31 0.98 4.68 1.06 4.28 1.19 4.00 1.33 3.42 1.39 
Domain 4 Gay 3.91 1.59 4.26 1.53 2.95 1.52 3.34 1.60 2.73 1.54 

Straight 4.10 0.94 4.77 1.38 4.11 1.30 4.40 1.47 2.28 1.27 
Domain 5 Gay 4.59 0.80 5.05 1.18 4.76 1.03 4.89 1.05 4.40 1.28 

Straight 4.40 0.90 4.52 1.10 4.33 1.00 4.19 0.98 3.28 1.36 
Domain 6 Gay 5.05 1.23 6.32 0.92 5.05 1.35 5.08 1.51 4.65 1.51 

Straight 4.67 1.27 6.55 0.67 4.06 1.12 4.26 1.04 3.86 1.47 
Domain 7 Gay 4.39 1.29 4.50 1.56 4.47 1.18 4.84 1.51 4.13 1.64 

Straight 4.19 0.95 4.34 1.13 4.78 1.06 4.62 1.11 3.78 1.19 
Domain 8 Gay 4.80 0.65 4.95 1.20 5.63 1.08 4.97 1.06 4.33 1.09 

Straight 4.26 1.20 4.18 1.37 5.75 0.75 4.07 1.10 3.75 1.20 
Domain 9 Gay 3.82 0.95 4.13 1.33 3.29 1.42 5.26 1.10 3.45 1.53 
 Straight 4.45 1.51 4.05 1.45 4.33 0.97 5.98 1.02 3.69 1.52 
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CHAPTER 4 
DISCUSSION 

It has been reliably demonstrated that stereotyping is a universal aspect of human 

behavior and social perception. Research on the processes of stereotyping and its correlates has 

been of utmost interest to social psychologists since the early days of work in the field. More 

recent research on the processes of subtyping - when perceivers respond to members of a target 

group who disconfirm their stereotypes by seeing them as exceptions to the rule and placing 

them in a separate subcategory apart from members who confirm the stereotype (Richards & 

Hewstone, 2001) - and subgrouping - when perceivers organize information into multiple 

clusters of individuals who are similar to one another in some way and are different from other 

group members (Maurer et al., 1995; Richards & Hewstone, 2001) - may suggest that researchers 

have traditionally over-generalized the extent to which people homogenize their perceptions of 

outgroup members. For example, in a study by Maurer, Park, and Rothbart (1995) people rated 

more variability among outgroup members when instructions led them to use the process of 

subgrouping, rather than subtyping.   

The outgroup homogeneity effect – the tendency for people to see members of their own 

group as different from one another while underestimating the differences between members of 

other groups -  has been one of the most well documented results of the processes of stereotyping 

(e.g., Linvill, Fischer, & Salovey, 1989; Park & Judd, 1990). Some of the more recent studies on 

the processes of stereotyping, however, suggest that the process of subgrouping is associated 

with an increase in perceived group variability and can therefore overcome the outgroup 

homogeneity effect (see Richards & Hewstone, 2001 for a review). The subgrouping hypothesis 

led us to question when outgroup members will be distinguished from, rather than homogenized 
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to, the superordinate group to which they belong. What implications does this have on 

perceptions and behavioral reactions to these distinguishing members? 

Using a threat-based approach to prejudice we measured the behavioral and emotional 

reactions of participants to various subgroup members of a superordinate group. We predicted 

that differences in behavioral and emotional reactions toward these targets would emerge in 

response to different patterns of threat perception. More specifically, we predicted that threat 

perceptions of gay men – who have been shown in previous research (Cottrell and Neuberg, 

2005) to represent perceived threats to health and values – would differ as a function of subgroup 

status. That is, we predicted that although these people unambiguously represent their 

superordinate group, gay men, they will be perceived to represent different threats than the group 

as a whole, and people will demonstrate different behavioral and emotional reactions toward 

them as a response. 

In addition to our overall hypothesis that subgroups of the superordinate group, gay men, 

would be seen differently from one another and differently from the group as a whole, we 

developed and tested specific hypotheses regarding the subgroups in question. We predicted that 

the generic gay target (a measure of the superordinate group) would be perceived more 

negatively on global measures than the generic straight target. This would replicate more 

traditional measures of prejudice. We also predicted that the activist gay target would be 

perceived as a greater threat to values than would the generic gay target. Subsequently, we 

predicted that behavioral and emotional reactions toward the target would correspond to values 

threat perception – the activist gay target should receive lower recommendations for behaving in 

domains related to values and should elicit greater feelings of moral disgust than the generic gay 

target. We predicted that the promiscuous gay target would be perceived as more of a health 
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threat than the generic gay target and would thus evoke greater feelings of physical disgust and 

less behavioral recommendations in domains designed to cue health threats. It was predicted that 

feminine and masculine gay targets would show similar, but attenuated threat perceptions and 

behavioral and emotional reactions than the generic gay target. Last, we predicted that female 

participants would report less perceptions of threat and less negative behavioral and emotional 

reactions toward gay targets than would male participants – replicating previous findings in 

overall assessments of homosexuality (e.g., Herek, 2002; Kite & Whitley, 1996, 1998). 

Generic gay targets were seen more negatively overall than were generic straight targets, 

supporting our first hypothesis (Hypothesis 1). Manipulation checks on subgroup status showed 

that subgroup impressions were adequately conveyed; however, our hypothesis that subgroups of 

gay men would be seen differently from one another and differently from the superordinate 

group (Hypothesis 2) was not supported. For the most part, there were no observed differences in 

threat perceptions of subgroups of gay men or for subgroups of straight men. Subsequently, our 

specific hypotheses regarding threat perceptions of the activist gay target and the promiscuous 

gay target in comparison with the generic gay target (Hypotheses 2a, 2b) were not supported. 

Our hypothesis that feminine and masculine subgroups would show attenuated patterns of threat 

perception compared to the generic target (Hypothesis 2c) was also not supported. Finally, our 

hypothesis that male participants would view gay targets more negatively overall than would 

female participants (Hypothesis 3) was not supported. This result could be due the under-

representation of male participants in our sample. 

Some interesting results were found in the analysis, despite the lack of support for the 

specific hypotheses. For example, gay targets as a whole were perceived as posing greater threats 

to values than threats to health (see results for Hypothesis 2). Participants’ ratings of moral 
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disgust felt toward gay targets were greater than their ratings of physical disgust felt toward 

targets (see results for Hypothesis 2). This pattern supports our prediction that moral disgust 

would be felt in response to perceptions of values threat. Other main effects found in our 

analyses are worth interpreting. For example, promiscuous targets, both gay and straight, were 

perceived as greater health threats than the generic target (see results for Hypothesis 2b). 

Subsequently, participants were less likely to recommend the promiscuous targets to volunteer at 

a local retirement home or to volunteer at a local hospital, both domains designed to cue ideas of 

perceptibility to health threats. For the interaction test of feminine, masculine, and generic 

targets, gay targets were perceived as posing greater threats to health (see results for Hypothesis 

2c). Gay targets also elicited greater feelings of moral disgust and received lower 

recommendations for performing as a youth group leader for a local church. Although these 

findings do not support our specific hypotheses, they are interesting in regards to their 

implications to prejudice in general. 

Although the findings of our study do not support the subgrouping hypothesis – that 

subgroups will be perceived differently than the superordinate group and thus override the 

outgroup homogeneity effect – there are some limitations worth noting. One major limitation of 

our data is the underrepresentation of male participants in our sample (n = 202; 153 female, 49 

male). With the number of between subject conditions in our study, there is an inadequate 

number of male participants to draw conclusions regarding men’s assessments of the subgroups 

in question. Previous research (e.g., Herek, 2002; Kite & Whitley, 1996, 1998) has shown that 

men show more overall prejudice toward gay men than do women. The overrepresentation of 

women in our sample may very well have an effect on our overall patterns of threat perception 

among the measured subgroups.  
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Another limitation worth noting is the question of whether or not each of our subgroup 

targets were indeed recognized as representing a subgroup of the superordinate group. Pilot data 

and manipulation checks indicated that participants recognized and rated subgroup targets as 

conveying the proper impressions (e.g., the activist profile was rated as significantly more 

politically active than each other subgroup, etc.) and that sexual orientation of each target was 

appropriately interpreted. However, we did not develop a way to test whether or not participants 

viewed each target as a subgroup or a subtype of the superordinate group in question. This may 

have important implications to overall perceptions of targets. According to the subgroup 

hypothesis (Richards & Hewstone, 2001) if the target were seen as a subtype of the superordinate 

group in question, rather than a subgroup, perceivers can simply pass the target off as an 

exception to the rule and would have no reason to change overall impressions of the group as a 

whole or to make special accommodations for the deviating target. It could simply be that being 

presented with one target member of a subgroup is not enough to bring to mind perceptions of 

the subgroup itself. 

Our hypotheses regarding perceptions of subgroups in contrast to the superordinate group 

were not supported. This does not, however, invalidate the subgroup hypothesis as a whole – nor 

does it make the question of when group members are seen differently than the superordinate 

group any less important. Although stereotypes play a large role in our everyday perceptions of 

others, it seems highly unlikely that our perceptions of outgroup members do not deviate when 

presented with important pieces of information. For example, if the global stereotype of an 

outgroup is that they are passive or non-threatening in a physical sense (e.g., the stereotypes of 

Asian-Americans), it would be detrimental for a perceiver to fail to recognize aggressive cues 

displayed by a deviating member of that group. Research on subgrouping (e.g., Maurer, Park, & 
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Rothbart, 1995) has also shown that recognizing differentiating features of group members may 

also reduce the outgroup homogeneity effect, which in turn could result in reductions of ingroup 

bias. In order to understand the functions of stereotyping more thoroughly, as well as better 

understand how we can reduce prejudice, further research is still required to learn more about 

when and why we might perceive members of an outgroup differently than our global 

stereotypes of the superordinate group as a whole. 
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APPENDIX A 
DEMOGRAPHICS QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please answer the following questions.  As mentioned before, your responses are confidential. These 
demographic questions only serve to help us explore the sample helping us with our study. 
 
 
 
What is your gender?  ______ Male  ______ Female 
 
 
 
Which of the following best describes you? 
 
______ Gay/lesbian 
 
______ Straight 
 
______ Bisexual 
 
______ Questioning 
 
 
 
How old are you?  ______ years 
 
 
 
Year in school:  _______________ 
 
 
 
Major:   _______________ 
 
 
 
What are your plans for the future? (Please answer briefly.) 
 
 
 
 
What do you do for fun? (Please answer briefly.) 
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APPENDIX B 
GENERIC SUBGROUP MANIPULATION 

Student Member Information Sheet 
 

Please answer the following questions.  These questions will help the community group organizers know 
more about the members of the group and will help in making decisions regarding group activities. 
 
 
 
What is your gender?  X     Male  ______ Female 
 
 
 
Which of the following best describes you? 
 
    X      Gay/lesbian 
 
______ Straight 
 
______ Bisexual 
 
______ Questioning 
 
 
 
How old are you?  22     years 
 
 
 
Year in school:  Junior 
 
 
 
Major:   Psychology 
 
 
 
What are your plans for the future? (Please answer briefly.) 
 
I plan to go to graduate school. 
 
 
What do you do for fun? (Please answer briefly.) 
 
I like to hang out with my friends.  
 

 



 

52 

APPENDIX C 
ACTIVIST SUBGROUP MANIPULATION 

Student Member Information Sheet 
 

Please answer the following questions.  These questions will help the community group organizers know 
more about the members of the group and will help in making decisions regarding group activities. 
 
 
 
What is your gender?  X     Male  ______ Female 
 
 
 
Which of the following best describes you? 
 
    X      Gay/lesbian 
 
______ Straight 
 
______ Bisexual 
 
______ Questioning 
 
 
 
How old are you?  22     years 
 
 
 
Year in school:  Junior 
 
 
 
Major:   Psychology 
 
 
 
What are your plans for the future? (Please answer briefly.) 
 
I plan to go to graduate school. 
 
 
What do you do for fun? (Please answer briefly.) 
 
I like to be active in the community. I belong to a couple political groups that organize 
demonstrations on social issues and try to get people to be more concerned about what’s going 
on in the world.  
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APPENDIX D 
FEMININE SUBGROUP MANIPULATION 

Student Member Information Sheet 
 

Please answer the following questions.  These questions will help the community group organizers know 
more about the members of the group and will help in making decisions regarding group activities. 
 
 
 
What is your gender?  X     Male  ______ Female 
 
 
 
Which of the following best describes you? 
 
    X      Gay/lesbian 
 
______ Straight 
 
______ Bisexual 
 
______ Questioning 
 
 
 
How old are you?  22     years 
 
 
 
Year in school:  Junior 
 
 
 
Major:   Psychology 
 
 
 
What are your plans for the future? (Please answer briefly.) 
 
I plan to go to graduate school. 
 
 
What do you do for fun? (Please answer briefly.) 
 
I like to go dancing and to go shopping. On lazy nights I like to stay at home, cook a good meal, 
and watch tv.  
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APPENDIX E 
MASUCULINE SUBGROUP MANIPULATION 

Student Member Information Sheet 
 
Please answer the following questions.  These questions will help the community group organizers know 
more about the members of the group and will help in making decisions regarding group activities. 
 
 
 
What is your gender?  X     Male  ______ Female 
 
 
 
Which of the following best describes you? 
 
    X      Gay/lesbian 
 
______ Straight 
 
______ Bisexual 
 
______ Questioning 
 
 
 
How old are you?  22     years 
 
 
 
Year in school:  Junior 
 
 
 
Major:   Psychology 
 
 
 
What are your plans for the future? (Please answer briefly.) 
 
I plan to go to graduate school. 
 
 
What do you do for fun? (Please answer briefly.) 
 
I like working out and I really enjoy outdoor activities like hiking and kayaking. I also like to 
play poker with my buddies and like to go out every once in a while for a beer. 



 

55 

APPENDIX F 
PROMISCUOUS SUBGROUP MANIPULATION 

Student Member Information Sheet 
 
Please answer the following questions.  These questions will help the community group organizers know 
more about the members of the group and will help in making decisions regarding group activities. 
 
 
 
What is your gender?  X     Male  ______ Female 
 
 
 
Which of the following best describes you? 
 
    X      Gay/lesbian 
 
______ Straight 
 
______ Bisexual 
 
______ Questioning 
 
 
 
How old are you?  22     years 
 
 
 
Year in school:  Junior 
 
 
 
Major:   Psychology 
 
 
 
What are your plans for the future? (Please answer briefly.) 
 
I plan to go to graduate school. 
 
 
What do you do for fun? (Please answer briefly.) 
 
I like going online to meet people. I also like to hook up with people at the clubs. I’m always up 
for anything fun with lots of people. 
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APPENDIX G 
THREAT PERCEPTION AND BEHAVIORAL REACTION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Based on the information provided, how well do you think this person would perform at 
organizing an on-campus charity event? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all               Extremely 
 
 
Based on the information provided, to what extent would you recommend this person organize 
an on-campus charity event? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
Based on the information provided, how well do you think this person would perform as a 
volunteer at a local day care center? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all               Extremely 
 
 
Based on the information provided, to what extent would you recommend this person volunteer 
at a local day care center? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
Based on the information provided, how well do you think this person would perform as a 
volunteer at a local retirement home? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all              Extremely 
 
 
Based on the information provided, to what extent would you recommend this person volunteer 
at a local retirement home? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
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Based on the information provided, how well do you think this person would perform as a youth 
group leader for a local church? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all              Extremely 
 
 
Based on the information provided, to what extent would you recommend this person be a youth 
group leader at a local church? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
Based on the information provided, how well do you think this person would perform as a 
volunteer at a local hospital? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all              Extremely 
 
 
Based on the information provided, to what extent would you recommend this person volunteer 
at a local hospital? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
Based on the information provided, how well do you think this person would perform as a 
member of a public policy think tank? (Note: Think tanks are groups that engage in advocacy 
in areas such as social policy, political strategy, economy, etc.) 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all              Extremely 
 
 
Based on the information provided, to what extent would you recommend this person perform as 
a member of a public policy think tank? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
Based on the information provided, how well do you think this person would perform as a 
volunteer at a local blood bank? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all              Extremely 
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Based on the information provided, to what extent would you recommend this person volunteer 
at a local blood bank? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
Based on the information provided, how well do you think this person would perform at 
preparing food at a charity event? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all              Extremely 
 
 
Based on the information provided, to what extent would you recommend this person prepare 
food at a charity event? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
Based on the information provided, how well do you think this person would perform as a 
volunteer coach for a little league baseball team? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all              Extremely 
 
 
Based on the information provided, to what extent would you recommend this person volunteer 
to coach a little league baseball team? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
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APPENDIX H 
QUESTIONS OF SPECIFIC THREAT 

In general, I think that this group member poses a challenge to people like me. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
In general, I think that this group member increases the risk of physical sickness for people 
like me. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
In general, I think that this group member poses problems for people like me. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
In general, I think that this group member promotes values that directly oppose the values of 
people like me. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
In general, I think that this group member harms the medical health of people like me. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
In general, I think that this group member advocates values that are morally inferior to the 
values of people like me. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
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APPENDIX I 
QUESTIONS OF SPECIFIC EMOTIONS IN RESPONSE TO THREATS 

When I think about my impressions of this group member, I feel respect for him/her. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
When I think about my impressions of this group member, I feel positive toward him/her. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
When I think about my impressions of this group member, I feel morally sickened by him/her. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
When I think about my impressions of this group member, I feel dislike for him/her. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
When I think about my impressions of this group member, I feel admiration for him/her. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
When I think about my impressions of this group member, I feel physically disgusted by 
him/her. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
When I think about my impressions of this group member, I feel negative towards him/her. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
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When I think about my impressions of this group member, I feel morally disgusted by him/her. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
When I think about my impressions of this group member, I feel a liking for him/her. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
 
 
When I think about my impressions of this group member, I feel physically sickened by 
him/her. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all             Very much 
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APPENDIX J  
FEELING THERMOMETER 

From what you know right now, use the following scale to indicate how you feel toward the group 
member you have evaluated. In the space below, you may write any degree between 0 and 100. Marking 
100 degrees indicates very “warm” (or positive) feelings toward him/her, with zero degrees indicating 
very “cold” (or negative) feelings toward him/her. 
 
 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
 Very Coolly        Very Warmly 
 
 
Your feeling thermometer rating for this group member: ________ 



 

63 

APPENDIX K 
SOCIAL DISTANCING SCALE 

Indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statements by circling a number on 
each scale below: 
 
He/she appears to be a likeable person. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
I would like him/her to be a close personal friend. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 

I wouldn't mind it at all for him/her to move into my neighborhood. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 

I would like him/her to come and work at the same place I do. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
He/she is a person who is similar to me. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
I would like to have him/her marry into my family. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
He/she is the kind of person that I tend to avoid. 
Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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APPENDIX L 
MANIPULATION CHECK FOR SUBGROUP PERCEPTIONS 

Please read the following information and answer the questions regarding your impressions of 
this person. 
 
How masculine did this person seem? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all masculine         Very masculine  
 
 
 
How promiscuous did this person seem? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all promiscuous        Very promiscuous  
 
 
 
How feminine did this person seem? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all feminine         Very feminine  
 
 
  
How politically involved did this person seem? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Not at all politically involved      Very politically involved  
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APPENDIX M 
ATTITUDES TOWARD LESBIAN AND GAY MEN SCALE 

The following items inquire about your perceptions and opinions. Read each statement and indicate the 
strength of your agreement using the scale below. Please respond honestly—there are no right or wrong 
answers. 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
Strongly                  Strongly 
Disagree                   Agree 
 
 
_____ Sex between two men is just plain wrong. 
 
_____ Male homosexuality is merely a different kind of lifestyle that should not be condemned. 
 
_____ I think that male homosexuals are disgusting. 
 
_____ Male homosexuality is a perversion. 
 
_____ Male homosexuality is a natural expression of sexuality in men. 
 
_____ Sex between two women is just plain wrong. 
 
_____ Female homosexuality is merely a different kind of lifestyle that should not be condemned. 
 
_____ I think that lesbians are disgusting. 
 
_____ Female homosexuality is a perversion. 
 
_____ Female homosexuality is a natural expression of sexuality in women. 
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APPENDIX N 
DEMOGRAPHICS QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please answer the following questions.  As mentioned before, your responses are confidential. These 
demographic questions only serve to help us explore the sample helping us with our study. 
 
 
What is your gender?  ______ Male  ______ Female 
 
How old are you? ______ years 
 
 
Which of the following ethnic group(s) do you consider yourself a member of?  You can check multiple 
groups. 
 
______ African American 
 
______ Asian American 
 
______ Hispanic 
 
______ Native American 
 
______ Caucasian/White 
 
______ Other: _________________________________________ 
 
 
Which of the following religions best describes you? 
 
______ Protestant (Methodist, Lutheran, Episcopalian, etc.) 
 
______ Catholic 
 
______ Fundamentalist/Evangelical Christian 
 
______ Jewish 
 
______ Muslim 
 
______ Hindu 
 
______ Buddhist 
 
______ Other: _________________________________________ 
 
______ No religious affiliation 
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Which of the following best describes you? 
 
______ Gay/lesbian 
 
______ Straight 
 
______ Bisexual 
 
______ Questioning 
 
 
Which of the following best describes your current dating status? 
 
______ Not dating anyone 
 
______ Dating multiple people 
 
______ Dating one person exclusively 
 
______ Living in a committed domestic partnership 
 
______ Engaged 
 
______ Married 
 
 
In general, how much personal contact have you had with lesbian women? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
None at all              A lot 
 
 
Are any of your close friends lesbian women? Yes   No 
 
 
In general, how much personal contact have you had with gay men? 
 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
None at all              A lot 
 
 
Are any of your close friends gay men?   Yes   No 
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