UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA

GRADUATE COLLEGE

TOEING THE PARTY LINE: IDENTITY MISCLASSIFICATION

AND BEHAVIORAL INFLEXIBILITY IN POLITICAL DECISION MAK ING

A DISSERTATION
SUBMITTED TO THE GRADUATE FACULTY
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the
degree of

Doctor of Philosophy

By

JENNIFER L. PREWITT-FREILINO
Norman, Oklahoma
2007



UMI Number: 3261113

®

UMI

UMI Microform 3261113

Copyright 2007 by ProQuest Information and Learning Company.

All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against
unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code.

ProQuest Information and Learning Company
300 North Zeeb Road
P.O. Box 1346
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346



TOEING THE PARTY LINE: IDENTITY MISCLASSIFICATION
AND BEHAVIORAL INFLEXIBILITY IN POLITICAL DECISION MAK ING

A DISSERTATION APPROVED FOR THE
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY

BY

OWM Kéw\

fer Bosson, co-chair

(QMPW

U Ryan Brown, co-chair
7 8 4 {]
™ N e Oy

;,"-r " Ann Beutel

= o
Jiha ww\l

Y [
Kfé‘é‘ ”\\7/ /)é\ I\E C:cf" Ly

\»: Joseph Rodgef




© Copyright by JENNIFER L. PREWITT-FREILINO 2007
All Rights Reserved.



Acknowledgements

| owe many people thanks for their help and support throughout the dissertation
process. | would like to begin by thanking my committee members who have supported
and guided me through my graduate career. Thanks to Joe Rodgers for helping me to
truly understand experimental design and data analysis and being an invals@inleere
in both my masters and dissertation research. Thanks to Lara Mayeux fiogoffer
insightful advice and much needed encouragement in both my dissertation and in my
job search. Thanks to Ann Beutel for being a friend and showing me the value of taking
an interdisciplinary approach to answering scholarly questions. Thank you to Ryan
Brown for helping me to develop as a social psychologist and serving as my major
professor during this past year. And most of all, | want to thank my advisor dennife
Bosson (JB) for being the best mentor | could ever have hoped for and a true friend.
Through good times and bad, you always believed in me and encouraged me and | owe
my accomplishments as a scholar to your tutelage and support.

| also extend much thanks to Barbara Cowan, Melissa Davis, Erin DeWitt,
Lindsey Glasco, Robert Graham, Austin Grimes, Lindsay Grimm, Gary Hominick,
Miche Molidor, Alex Nagelschneider, Jessica Plumley, and Alexander Simimons
their help with data collection and data entry on this project. In particular, tevant
extend extra thanks to Lindsey and Alex for their exceptional devotion to this project
over the last year. | really could not have completed this project without their
enthusiasm and hard work.

In the psychology department, | would also like to thank Carolin Showers for

her sage advice, Nicole Judice Campbell for helping me to develop as a teacher, and



Eugenia Cox-Fuenzalida for being a friend and confidant this past yeao. waais to
thank Jorge Mendoza for making sure | had the lab space and equipment necessary to
complete my dissertation.

In addition, | want to thank my undergraduate psychology professors, Tim
Maxwell, Ralph McKenna, and Leslie Templeton for their enthusiasm and wit, which
made me love psychology and helped me realize my dream of being a professor.

Thanks to my friends Hope Amason, Sarita Riley, Terra Erwin, and Anthony
West for being there for me always and keeping me sane. Thanks also ttomy fel
PAVErs and VegOKers for making Oklahoma more enjoyable.

To my family, thank you for showing me what is truly important in life. Your
love and encouragement mean more to me than anything. To my grandmother, Mary
Crick, I want to thank you for instilling in me a life-long love of learning. Your
curiosity is truly inspiring. To my brother Trey, you have an intuitive sense about
people unlike anyone else | have ever known. Thank you for teaching me that school
isn’t everything and I still have a lot to learn. To my parents Rhonda and Richard
Prewitt, thank you for loving me unconditionally and supporting me through
everything. | feel so lucky to have two people who | know would do anything for me,
and whose highest dream is to see me succeed. Without the two of you, | would not be
where | am or who | am today. Finally, to my husband Paul, you have shown me what
is most precious and beautiful in life. Thank you for putting up with my craziness and

being my guiding light. I love you.



Table of Contents

N 1S 1 = T Vi

1] 10 1o U1 o ] o 1 |
The Power of Social Role NOrmS.......cocviiiiiiii i, 4
Role Violations and Identity Misclassification..........................9
Reducing Discomfort with Role Violations............................. 14
Benefits of Role Violations..........ccooii i, 20

Current INVestigation..........vuuii i 25
Overview of Studies.......ccceviiiiiiiiiciiii i e 30

Method.......cooii . 3D
RESURS....cv i e AT
Table L. .o 48
TaADIE 2. e 49
FIgUre L. 51
FIQUIE 2. 52
[ [t U 17 [0 R - 1o

Method.......coovi e e e e e e BD
REeSUIS. ... e e e e ees.....B8

HYPOtNESES. ..o 76
Method.........ooo i e (8
RESUIS...e e 8D

FIgUIE S 84
FIQUIE 4. 85
[ FY o U 1S3 [0 Y < | o
General DISCUSSION......uvi it i et e e iieeenee 2. 89
Summary of FINAINGS......ociei i 89
Reconciling the Current Work with Previous Research......... 95
Directions for Future ResearCh..........cccovvi i e e, 98
L@ ] o (o [ 153 [ o 101
REfEIENCES. ..o e e e 103
F OO N0 S .. it e e 112
APPENAICES ... et e e e e e e 114

Vi



Abstract
Although social role norms serve as helpful guides to appropriate social behavior, they
can also limit people’s behavioral flexibility. When role violators expect to btakan
as a member of a devalued out-group (i.e., identity misclassification), thesience
negative affect. However, if role violators forestall identity misclasgion by
disclaiming stigmatized status, then they should experience less discoimitirhg
group norms. In the current set of studies, | applied the identity misclassiiic
framework to people’s political decision making. In Study 1, Republicans who were
randomly assigned to endorse an out-of-party candidate experienced threats t
belonging and coherence. Wearing a “Proud to be a Republican” shirt reduced
participants’ experience of coherence threat, yet did little to quelllbknging threat.
In Studies 2 and 3, the political affiliation of candidates influenced Republicanséchoic
of political candidate and evaluation of political speeches, respectivelydlesgmof
their ability to disclaim. Discussion focuses on the limited utility of diswdas for

political partisans.
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Toeing the Party Line: Identity Misclassification
and Behavioral Inflexibility in Political Decision Making

“It is easy in the world to live after the world's opinion; it is easy inigdditto

live after our own; but the great man is he who in the midst of the crowd keeps

with perfect sweetness the independence of solitude.”

-Ralph Waldo Emerson (1841)
“Reputation, reputation, reputation! O, | ha' lost my reputation, | ha' lost the
immortal part of myself, and what remains is bestial!”

-William Shakespeare’s Cassio from Othello (1623)

The sentiments expressed in the above quotations can be characterized as
opposite ends of a continuum. On the one side, Emerson praises freedom and flexibility
of action, consequences be damned. On the other side, Shakespeare’s Cassio reminds
us that acting without regard for the possible penalties of our actions can lead to the
most lamentable of consequences—a loss of reputation. In a sense, these two poles can
be seen as two driving forces within the individual—one suggests a desire for self-
determination and autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 1985) and the other connotes a need to
affiliate and be esteemed by others (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Makd®A).

Theorists from many subfields of psychology have long acknowledged the unglerlyin
importance of these two self-motives in guiding people’s personality andibe(eg.,
Bakan, 1966; Wiggins & Broughton, 1985). In addition, possessing both a sense of
autonomy and positive relationships with others enhances psychological well-being
(Ryff, 1989), while overemphasizing one to the detriment of the other may signal a

maladaptive personality (Ghaed & Gallo, 2006).



In line with Emerson’s perspective, research suggests that people benefit from
feeling that their actions are self-guided and freely chosen. Accordief-to s
determination theory, intrinsically motivated behaviors (i.e., those driven by@aha
inclination toward an activity) provide the self with a sense of autonomy andsecre
psychological well-being (Ryan & Deci, 2000). In line with Cassio’s suggestion,
people benefit from forming bonds and building close relationships with others
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Bowlby, 1969). To sustain relationships with others,
individuals must work to maintain group harmony. Therefore, by living up to the
groups’ standards for behavior and adhering to valued group norms, people help to
maintain group cohesion and harmony (Blanton & Christie, 2003; Hogg, 2003).

Whereas adhering to group norms promotes harmony within the group, violating
these norms often leads to social repercussions from both in-group members and
society-at-large (Marques, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1988; Rudman & Fairchild, 2004;
Schmidt & Branscombe, 2001). Thus, when people expect negative social
repercussions for their role violating behavior, they increase their cahfdomole
appropriate behavior (Rudman & Fairchild, 2004), sacrificing their autononwid a
social sanctions. The purpose of the current research is to increase understahding of
mechanisms that promote role adherence, and in doing so, investigate the conditions
under which people can act autonomously without hindering their fundamental
affiliation needs. In previous research my collaborators and | found that whee peopl
are able to forestall belonging threats before engaging in a novel and challetging
violating activity, they experience an increased sense of autonomy (Bossoitt- Prew

Freilino, & Taylor, 2005). Thus, by examining the ways in which people can violate



arbitrarily restrictive role norms, without fear of social sanction, | ailnd¢rease our
understanding of the factors that promote psychological well-being.

In previous research, my collaborators and | investigated peoples’ reacotions t
role violations that could lead to misclassification as a member of a devalugbop}-

a circumstance that we refer toidentity misclassificatiofiBosson et al., 2005).
According to our theorizing, when individuals violate group norms by enacting
behaviors that are considered diagnostic of a devalued out-group, they experience two
self-threats. More specifically, role violators face both a threat to balprg

stemming from the possibility of rejection and punishment from others—and a threat t
psychological coherence—given that they are being seen inconsistently witethe
views (Bosson et al., 2005, Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, in press). In the current
investigation, | continue to explore the ways in which violating valued group norms
affects the role violator both psychologically and behaviorally, and | investgav
reducing the interpersonal and intrapsychic costs of role violations can &creas
people’s willingness to act out of intrinsic motivation.

The following sections outline the theoretical and empirical background of this
research. | summarize work that investigates (1) how role norms becomeytowerf
guides for behavior, (2) the subjective experiences of those who violate role norms, and
(3) ways to reduce the discomfort associated with role violations. Then, using this
groundwork, | outline how reducing some of the threats associated with roleorislati
may decrease people’s discomfort with and increase people’s willingnessate role

norms, thus conferring psychological benefits to the role violator.



The Power of Social Role Norms

Despite the use of the continuum analogy to understand the opening quotations,
it is important to note that self-determination and belonging motives are notlijmutua
exclusive. In most situations, these two major self-motives work in concert with one
another, producing behavior that feels both autonomously-determined and consistent
with others’ expectations. Although research in social psychology demondtedtes t
people often forego their own inclinations to conform to group norms (e.g., Asch,
1955), for various reasons people often underestimate the extent to which their behavior
is externally influenced (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977). For example, cultural ideals of
independence and self-reliance (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), a desire to feel
autonomous (Ryan & Deci, 2000), or the need for predictability and control (Swann,
1990) may make people feel as if their behavior is internally guided, when irhfact, t
behavior stems from external motivations. Thus, despite the fact that people take the
reactions of others into account when deciding how to act, they may still intdgset
decisions as internally motivated.

Ryan and Deci (2000) suggest that although much of our behavior is
extrinsically motivated, the extent to which people “take in” or identify witeghe
external forces has important implications for psychological well-beingcorling to
self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985), as children grow up and agsimtia
society, many external motivators become incorporated into their selfptmmse To
the extent that individuals identify with the external guides of their behakeyr, t

should feel as if their actions reflect their values and beliefs (Ryan and?Dé0).



Social identity and self-categorization theories help to explain how many of
these extrinsic forces become incorporated into the self-concept through the
assimilation of group norms. Social identity theory asserts that peopledorah s
identities based on their membership in social groups, and these identities become an
important source for bolstering and maintaining a positive self-view, via adysnis
social comparisons and in-group biases (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). For example, by
seeing their in-group as superior in a given domain, because of a favorabtgonter-
comparison, individuals can increase their social self-esteem, thus ingreeesi
positivity of that particular social identity. Aside from the self-astéenefits they
confer, these social identities serve many adaptive functions for the individiga)
providing one with a coherent understanding of the self (Swann, 1990), fulfilling an
evolutionary need to affiliate with others (Baumeister & Leary, 1995)—and tioudds
be protected and maintained in order to preserve self-integrity.

Once one identifies as a group member, this self-categorization leads fmeopl
adopt the group prototype as an integral part of their group identity, and thus this self-
stereotyped group identity guides role appropriate behavior (Turner, Hogg, Oake
Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). This cognitive process, termed depersonalizatiars oc
when one’s group identity is made salient, and represents a cognitive shift imtkgic
individual, “assimilates [the] self to the in-group prototype” (Hogg, 2003; p. 468). In
this sense, group role norms motivate behavior because they become incorporated into
group members’ understanding of the self (Hogg & McGarty, 1990).

Moreover, group members who incorporate the group prototype into the self

face affective consequences when they do not live up to the group’s ideal. Agadordin



Higgins’ (1987) self-discrepancy theory, gaps between one’s actualitdsior

behavior and one’s own or others’ ideal attributes or behavior provoke negative
affective reactions within the individual (i.e., either disappointment/depression or
distress based on the source of the standards to which one compares the self). Thus, in
an effort to avoid feelings of disappointment and anxiety, people should strive to meet
the group prototype, as the prototype defines appropriate group behavior.

Given that social norms provide helpful heuristics for understanding how to act
in social situations (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955), thinking of the self in stereotypip-gr
based terms should be beneficial to the individual in several ways. First, relying on
social norms when making decisions requires little cognitive effort. Thus, leecaus
people often use heuristics when making decisions (Tversky & Kahnemann, 1974),
people may adhere to social norms because they are cognitively easy.

Another benefit to using stereotypic self-views when making decisions i$ that
provides a greater sense of predictability in social situations. In §jgresple possess
a need for regularity and coherence (e.g., Guidano & Liotti, 1983; Popper, 1963), and
meeting this need allows people to avoid the psychological threat of uncefBenggr
& Calabrese, 1975). More specifically, self theorists have long postulated ankemizéa
need for a coherent self-view (Lecky, 1945), stemming from the desiresfdictability
and control (Swann, 1990). By identifying with a given social group, an individual
inherits a label and a corresponding set of standards for behavior, which helpd to fulfi
people’s need to establish a coherent view of the self and to have others recognize and
categorize them in a way that confirms their self-views (Swann, 1990). Gitendhg

individuals with whom one interacts will know, understand, and adhere to the same



standards for behavior, buying into this collective identity should make social
interaction more predictable and fulfill one’s need for self-verifyinglheek.

In addition to the intrapsychic reasons that people endorse and follow social role
norms, role adherence fosters connections to others through collective identificati
with the group. Theorists suggest that people have a fundamental need to aftiiate
others, because over our evolutionary history people who formed alliances with others
survived and reproduced at higher rates than individuals who isolated themselves from
others (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Often people based these associationdanitysimi
with others, distrusting people who appeared different as a way to protect thesmsel
(Fox, 1992). Thus, the formation of social norms may have roots in our evolutionary
past, arising from a need to identify allies and avoid foes.

Taken in this light, social norms not only provide individuals with a way to
make decisions about their own behavior, but they also become criteria for judging
others’ behavior. Perhaps the most obvious reason that people conform to group norms
lies in the interpersonal consequences of violating social roles. In thistgageaup
norms serve as standards of conduct, used by other group members to judge individual
group members’ status as “true” members (Schmidt & Branscombe, 2001). oferef
those who do not live up to the group’s standards face derogation for being “black
sheep” (Marques, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1988). For example, Marques and cafleague
(e.g., Marques et al., 1988; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988) found that evaluators derogate
a deviant in-group member more severely than a deviant out-group member, and the
authors suggest that this serves to bolster in-group uniformity, and thus increase

conformity to group norms. Indeed, when highly identified group members exhibit



non-prototypical behavior, they often react by subsequently reaffirmingdhg g

prototype (e.g. overconforming to group norms), even when doing so casts their own
performance in a negative light (Schmidt & Branscombe, 2001). However, this most
likely serves as an attempt to assert one’s allegiance to group stamadatrdeats to

one’s prototypicality often result in attempts to demonstrate both one’s statns as
adequate group member (e.g., Cheryan, Cameron, Katagiri, & Monin, 2007) and one’s
intent to adhere to role norms in the future (e.g., Rudman & Fairchild, 2004). Thus,
group members’ reactions to both their own and others’ role violations suggest a desire
to increase group members’ adherence to the valued norms, and thus promote
uniformity and cohesion among group members.

Because of the evolutionary importance of social acceptance, people are
theorized to have acquired affective monitors of their social inclusion and exclusion.
Thus, hints of social rejection produce negative affect including low self-egteamy,
Tambor, Terdal, & Downs, 1995), anger, hurt feelings, and physiological arousal (for
review see Williams, 2001). Perhaps because of these negative affeoseguences
of rejection, many people possess an acute awareness of how their behavits impac
others’ perceptions of them (Goffman, 1956; Snyder, 1974) and awareness of others’
expectations should affect people’s self-presentation (Baumeister & 18@&s Jones
& Jones, 1964). Therefore, the awareness that their behavior has interpersonal
consequences sensitizes people to the normative behavior of social groups and leads
them to resist deviating in negative ways from accepted social norms (Blanton &

Christie, 2003).



In sum, role norm adherence confers many benefits to the individual, by
contributing to a positive, coherent sense of self, fortifying bonds with others, and
helping to avoid interpersonal rejection. In the following section, | elaboreatiee
experiences of role violators, and explore how violating social roles carethreat
people’s needs for belonging and coherence.

Role Violations and Identity Misclassification

As described in the previous section, role norms serve several intrapsychic and
interpersonal functions. Consequently, when people violate group norms, they
jeopardize these benefits, which can result in psychological strain on the individual
More specifically, my focus concerns role violations that lead to identity
misclassification, or false categorization into a devalued social grougex&inple,
when others mistake a heterosexual man who expresses affection towardraenthle
as “gay,” or a traditional woman who does not shave her legs as a “feminist,fdleese
violating individuals become misclassified as out-group members. Although previous
research has investigated the psychological threat experienced by ratersi¢.g.,
Cheryan et al., 2007; Rudman & Fairchild, 2004; Swim, Ferguson, & Hyers, 1999), this
work has almost exclusively focused on the threat to belonging that role violators
anticipate. Thus, the identity misclassification framework offers a uniqueladrdn
to understanding the plight of the role violator by proposing a dual threat (i.e.,
threatening both role violators’ need to belong and their need for coherence; Bosson e
al., 2005; Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, in press). In this section, | elaborateedhreats
to belonging and coherence associated with identity misclassificatiorheanestltant

effects these have on the individual.



Just as role adherence contributes to a coherent self-view, role violations can
conversely violate one’s need for coherence. In the case of identity wifsethole
violators, who are misperceived by others as members of a devalued out-group, this
misperception should constitute a challenge to their understanding of self, or what
Swann and his colleagues term an epistemic threat (Swann, Stein-Seroussieg, Gie
1992). According to self-verification theory, people seek information that corresponds
to their firmly held self-views, and non-verifying feedback can threaten onedsfae
predictability and control (Swann, 1990). In addition, because role norms serve as
guides for discerning “true” membership in groups (Marques, Yzerbyt,y&ns 1988;
Schmidt & Branscombe, 2001), role violations may in fact cause people to question
their own status as adequate group members (Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, 2800ut-Pr
Freilino, Bosson, & Burnaford, 2007a). Thus, role violators who face identity
misclassification should experience negative arousal stemming from nbnnggeri
feedback from others and the threat this poses to their need for a coherentself-vie

Beyond these coherence threats, and perhaps more obviously, identity
misclassification poses threats to the role violator’s need for belongircau&zpeople
show bias toward in-group others in even minimal group situations (Tajfel & Turner,
1979), being mistakenly seen as an out-group member on the basis of one’s role
violating behavior implies that one will encounter less favorable evaluationsrfrom
group members. Classic research by Tajfel and Turner (1979) illustrat@edipde
prefer and inequitably distribute advantage to in-group others, even when the basis of
group membership is meaningless (e.g., based on whether one ostensibly over or

underestimates the number of dots shown in a previous task). Thus, when individuals
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jeopardize real, meaningful group memberships by becoming misclassifedas
group member, they should be seen less favorably by in-group others.

In addition, when a role violation leads to misclassification into a socially
stigmatized group, the individual may face especially harsh treatneembfoth in- and
out-group others. According to Becker (1963), such individuals, labeksly accused
deviants can expect the same treatment that is afforded to actual “deviants”. aven t
stigmatized individuals face a range of social sanctions—from socialsstigtt
insensitivity to overt verbal and physical abuse (Crocker, Major, & Steele, 1998;
Goffman, 1963; Jones et al., 1984) —the role violator misclassified as stigmatized
awaits the same fate.

Consistent with this idea, recent research by Rudman and Fairchild (2004) found
that participants sabotaged gender role violators’ performance on aang, by
giving counterstereotypical individuals less helpful clues than gender staoabty
individuals. The authors note the impact that such punishments have on role violators’
behavior. Rudman and Fairchild assume that people’s anticipation of negative social
sanctions for their counterstereotypical behavior, which theyfesanof backlash
plays a major role in people’s adherence to role norms. Thus, they examined people’s
reactions to a gender role violation (in which men and women ostensibly scored poorly
on a gender-consistent task and well on a gender-inconsistent task). The authors found
that gender role violators showed concern about how others would see them and this
fear of backlash led gender role violating individuals to engage in self-pageaat
strategies to appear gender conforming (e.g., hiding their stellarrgandasistent

performance, increasing their interest in gender-consistent caneesparts). Thus,
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the authors argue that anticipation of the social repercussions of role violatimntohe
explain the ubiquity of role adherence.

Although Rudman and Fairchild (2004) asked participants to report their
expectation of punishment from others, they did not ask participants to report the extent
to which they expected identity misclassification. Therefore, with tensiqus
research in mind, my collaborators and | (Bosson et al., 2005) investigated whether rol
violations indeed lead people to expect misclassification, and whether rolengolat
who anticipate misclassification feel psychological discomfort for theares that we
propose. In this prior research, we focused primarily on what is perhaps one ofthe mos
common examples of role violations that can lead to identity misclassifieati
heterosexual men’s performance of feminine activities.

Given that most people incorrectly conflate masculinity and heterosexuality
(Herek, 1986; Kite & Deaux, 1987), most perceivers assume that men or boys who
display gender inconsistent qualities or behavior are gay (e.g., Martin, 19G0e iy,
1994). Thus, to the extent that men anticipate misclassification as gay whaitirexhi
feminine behaviors and attributes, they should feel uncomfortable because ofdtse thre
to belonging and coherence that misclassification poses. Although pasthdseanot
looked explicitly at men’s expectations of identity misclassificatiordifigs confirm
that men feel relatively uncomfortable violating the male gender nol@fien attempt
to avoid such role violations. For example, masculine men avoided beneficial role
violations and displayed high levels of discomfort when posing in gender inconsistent
roles for a photograph (e.g., baking, childcare, etc.; Bem and Lenney, 1976). In

assessing this past research, we presumed that men’s discomfort with gender rol
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violations stemmed primarily from their expectations of misclassidicas gay
(Bosson et al., 2005).

In order to investigate this possibility, we first had men and women report how
they would feel engaging in gender role violating activities (Bosson 08k, Study
1). Specifically, we asked heterosexual men and women to report their affective
reactions to engaging in either masculine (e.g., watching football wittd;@loing a
strength workout) or feminine (e.g., sharing emotions, shopping with female friends)
activities. Participants then reported the extent to which they expected olioesaww
them engaging in the particular activity to mistake them as gay/lesbian. We hatind t
heterosexual men reported greater discomfort imagining themselvesngnigatese
hypothetical gender role violations than did heterosexual women, and this stemmed
from their higher expectations of misclassification as gay.

A conceptual replication of this study demonstrated that even when we allowed
participants to generate their own masculine and feminine behaviors, men exhibited
greater discomfort violating their gender role than women did, due to men’srgreate
expectation of being seen as gay (Bosson, Taylor, & Prewitt-Freilino, 2006). In
addition, this follow-up study confirmed that expectations of misclassificateiqgbr
discomfort during a gender role violation, even when controlling for theorgticall
relevant individual differences (e.g., strength of gender identification, homophobia,
gender ideology). This suggests that the threat of identity misclasisifics
ubiquitous and not limited to a subset of individuals, as both men high and low in
relevant individual difference variables reported that they would feel discbtafthe

extent that they expected misclassification on the basis of their rolangatethavior.
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In an attempt to generalize our identity misclassification findings to other
stigmatized groups, we also examined women'’s reactions to role violating bshavior
diagnostic of hippies (e.g., holding a sign at a peace rally), nerds (e.g., joining a
computer science club), and lesbians (e.g., getting a militaryfstydeut; Bosson et al.,
2005). We found that non-stigmatized women’s expectations of being seen as a nerd,
hippie, and lesbian strongly predicted their discomfort with behaviors diagnostic of
those groups. This confirmed that being seen as a member of both minimally
stigmatized groups (i.e., hippies and nerds) and maximally stigmatizepisgfice.,
lesbians; Frable, 1993) can elicit discomfort among role violators.

In sum, our previous research (Bosson et al., 2005) suggests that people’s
expectations of misclassification explain their discomfort with role warat Given
these findings, we assumed that mechanisms that reduce the likelihood of identity
misclassification should decrease role violators’ discomfort. In the faltpsection, |
elaborate on our previous research, in which we investigated ways to reduce role
violators’ discomfort.

Reducing Discomfort with Role Violations

Based on the assumption that reducing the threat of identity miscldssifica
would reduce the psychological strain of role violations, we investigated thy oftili
disclaimerg(i.e., explicit proclamations that communicate that one is not a member of a
stigmatized group; Stokes & Hewitt, 1976). Below, | discuss past work on thecgffica
of disclaimers, why we think they are effective, and other methods for reducing the

strain of role violations.
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In a study of stereotype threat, Bosson, Haymovitz, and Pinel (2004) had gay
and straight men interact with children after either indicating their sexieatation or
not. Steele and Aronson (1995) propose that the existence of negative stereotypes about
a particular group’s performance in a given domain can negatively impact group
members’ performance when their group membership is made salient, anef¢néy r
this effect astereotype threatin the Bosson et al. (2004) study, the authors expected
gay men’s interaction with children to be impaired when they indicated theialsex
orientation, because being reminded of their homosexuality should make stereotypes
about pedophilic gay men salient. Bosson et al. recruited heterosexual men as a control
group, expecting that the manipulation should have little effect on their interagth
the children. In fact, Bosson et al. found that although gay men showed the predicted
stereotype threat pattern of worse performance after indicatingséheial orientation,
straight men showed the unpredicted opposite pattern—i.e., they performed better
during the childcare task when they indicated their sexual orientation. Thas)irefr
these findings in light of our identity misclassification framework, stitangen in
Bosson et al.’s study who did not report their heterosexuality experienced fiigcom
because they anticipated misclassification on the basis of their rolengdiehavior.
To these men, engaging in a childcare task (i.e., a stereotypically femativey; Kite
& Deaux, 1987) threatened their status as heterosexual men. Thus, by indicating their
heterosexuality, men experienced little threat of misclassificatidriterefore could
engage in the task without fear of being seen as gay.

Based on this finding, we designed a set of studies to investigate if allowing

heterosexual men the opportunity to indicate their sexual orientation before gnigagin
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a gender role violating activity would buffer them against the threats oftilenti
misclassification (Bosson, et al., 2005; Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, in press). We
assumed that by indicating their heterosexual status, role violators coratedric

others their non-stigmatized status, thus making it unlikely that they would be
misclassified as gay. In our initial study, men performed one of two braiding tasks
while being videotaped (see Bosson et al, 2005; Study 3). We designed these tasks to
ensure similarity in their physical requirements, yet one constituged@er role

violation and the other did not. In the one framed as a feminine task, men performed a
“hairstyling” task in which they braided a mannequin’s hair and secured it with a hair
band. In the neutrally-framed “rope reinforcing” task, men braided threespoécope
together and secured them with a rubber band. Before doing the braiding task, men
completed a demographic questionnaire, which the experimenter later filmed;
participants thus believed that their audience would have that information about them.
In order to allow some men to disclaim homosexual status, we manipulated whether t
guestionnaire contained an item asking men to report their sexual orientation. When
role violating men believed that their ostensible audience knew their sexardghtion,

they reported less discomfort relative to role violating men whose filmed ojuesitie

did not contain the sexual orientation question. In contrast, for men who reinforced
rope, the disclaimer had no effect on their discomfort. Thus, this study supported our
claim that disclaimers effectively buffer the self against the negatigetive

consequences of identity misclassification.

In this initial behavioral study, we asserted that the disclaimer redueed rol

violators’ discomfort because it allowed individuals to communicate their non-
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stigmatized status. However, the possibility remained that our disclaienelym

allowed role violators to be buffered against a self-threat by affirmintuadraspect of

the self. In order to investigate this possibility, we conducted a follow-up stud

which we compared the disclaimer’s effectiveness to that of other sedzpvet

strategies (Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, in press). A large body oarelesuggests that
people can protect against self-threats by affirming positive seltiasyperelated to the
threatened domain (e.g., Hart, Shaver, & Goldenberg, 2005; Steele, 1988; Tesser &
Cornell, 1991). For example, Steele (1988) found that merely wearing a white lab coat
reduced cognitive dissonance among science majors. However, the lab coat had no
effect on non-science majors, for whom the coat presumably held little releeahee

self. For our study, participants wrote about an important aspect of the selbuBre
research suggests that reflecting on a personal value can minimizedegfessiin the

face of self-threatening information (Cohen, Aronson, & Steele, 2000; Sherman &
Cohen, 2002) and reduce negative affect among people who undergo self-threats (Steele
& Liu, 1983). Thus, we assumed that our writing task would serve as an adequate self-
affirmation. If so, one could argue that it should protect role violators from the

discomfort of identity misclassification.

Despite the vast literature of support for the self-protective propertgedfof
affirmations (for review see Sherman & Cohen, 2006), we did not expect the self-
affirmation to minimize the discomfort of identity misclassification. tlikawe
expected men who affirmed a valued self-aspect (unrelated to heterdyexuali
masculinity) to experience discomfort during a role violation. Given our assumption

that identity misclassified role violators face a dual threat to both theindpe and
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coherence needs, we proposed that only strategies that effectively coateonie’s
non-stigmatized status could fully reduce discomfort with role violations. dBaséhis
logic, in addition to our previous disclaimer manipulation, we also designed a
masculinity affirmation condition to assess whether subtly communicating non-
stigmatized status—by asserting one’s in-group prototypical attributesrets
audience effectively reduces discomfort with role violations.

To test the efficacy of these various self-protective strategies, weagasehad
men engage in the hairstyling task, but before violating their gender ltotesrafirst
completed a writing task, which served as our independent variable (Presilitid—&
Bosson, in press). Men in the control condition completed a mundane, non-affirming
writing task, in which they gave directions from one location to another. Men in the
disclaimer condition completed this same writing task; however, they alsotedlica
their sexual orientation at the top of the writing task. Based on our previous research
(Bosson et al., 2005), we predicted that men who indicated their sexual orientation
would experience less negative affect during a role violation than men in thel contr
condition.

Next, men in the masculinity affirmation condition wrote about their interest in
one of four categories of masculine activities (e.g., athletics, hurdimgiag,
science/math, and cars/motorcycles). Given that most people mistakerdyeconf
heterosexuality and masculinity (Herek, 1986; Kite & Deaux, 1987), we expected men
who asserted their masculinity to feel that they had communicated theodexteal
status to their ostensible audience, and thus be buffered from the threat of identity

misclassification.
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Finally, we fashioned the self-affirmation condition after previous res¢eargh
Fein & Spencer, 1997) by having participants choose one of six self-affirapiog to
write about (e.g., music/movies, academics, charity work, mental health,
religion/spirituality, and spending time with family). Writing about oneheke topics
allowed participants to reflect on an important self-aspect, unrelated to batealty
or masculinity. Although previous research has demonstrated that affirmaticet prot
the individual from a wide range of self-threats (Sherman & Cohen, 2006), wedeli
the expectation of identity misclassification to be a unique threat spdgiiecause it
threatens not only intrapsychic coherence, but also the need for interpersonal gelongin
Thus, despite self-affirmations’ apparent utility in combating coheremneatth) we
assumed that without communicating their non-stigmatized status to their audience
self-affirmed role violators continue to experience belonging threats. foheerthese
individuals should display levels of negative affect similar to men in the control
condition.

As predicted, men in the disclaimer and masculinity affirmation conditions
displayed less discomfort during and higher implicit self-esteem a#eaote violation
than men in the control and self-affirmation conditions, suggesting that comnmgpicati
non-stigmatized status—either directly or indirectly—minimizes the negatfective
consequences of role violations (Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, in press). Furthermore
although men who self-affirmed displayed less coherence concerns than men in the
control condition, they felt similar levels of belonging threat, and a mediationgkanal

confirmed that belonging and coherence concerns drove men’s discomfort with the role
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violation, supporting our assertions about the nature of the self-threats that identity
misclassification elicits (Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, 2004).

To summarize, role violators who face identity misclassification experienc
threats to their belonging and coherence, which explains their negative affective
reactions to role violations. By communicating their non-stigmatized statbsit
ostensible audience, either through overtly disclaiming stigmatized statubtly
communicating their status as an adequate member of the in-group, role violators ca
avoid identity misclassification and its accompanying threats. In thevinticsection,
| outline some of the possible benefits of engaging in role violations and how these
apply to the current investigation.

Benefits of Role Violations

As noted above, when role violators can communicate their non-stigmatized
status to onlookers, they may violate social role norms without discomfort. Although
reducing people’s discomfort seems a noble goal, some critics migtdraelts
usefulness. After all, role norms serve as helpful guides for behavior andifaake |
more predictable. Why is it important to investigate the factors that neidhte
people’s reliance on them?

Despite the utility of role norms, many social roles remain arbitrary and
restrictive, limiting peoples’ ability to act in their best interest oma With their
natural inclinations. If the primary motivation for adhering to a particolarnorm
stems from a fear of misclassification and its accompanying threatsatlack of self-
determination may leave people feeling relatively unautonomous (Ryarci&d0€0).

Theories of optimal functioning suggest that engaging in self-directed, icaligs
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interesting pursuits confers psychological benefits to individuals (Csiksibahym

1990; Deci & Ryan, 1985). Conversely, when people are concerned about punishment
and are plagued by self-conscious preoccupation, they may experience impaited socia
and cognitive functioning (Cioffi, 2000; Schlenker & Leary, 1982) and decreased
psychological well-being (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Greenberg, Pyszczynski, & $olom
1995). Thus, from a theoretical standpoint, engaging in novel and intrinsically
interesting role violating activities should increase people’s sense of emypno

provided that they can steer clear of identity misclassification threats.

Focusing more specifically on the male gender role, rigid adherence to
masculine role norms may stifle men’s natural inclinations, and hinder psyaablogi
well-being. In his discussion of the male gender role, Pleck (1981) argues thtd des
the “social condemnation” that accompanies male role norm violations, rigickyiagh
to the male gender role can lead to other types of threats. For example,
overemphasizing one’s career may degrade one’s family life, or supgressmtional
expressions may make psychological coping more difficult. Thus, Pleck (1988%arg
many men trade psychological well-being for the pursuit of an almost unht&ina
masculine ideal. In doing so, men may display less adaptability and thus hinder their
cross-situational competence (Bem & Lewis, 1975).

In an initial investigation of the potential psychological benefits of eéngag
role violations, we had heterosexual men perform the hairstyling task desdrdyed a
and measured their psychological well-being (see Study 4; Bosson et al, 2005). T
measure psychological well-being, we administered items from the sharofdryff's

(1989) Scales of Psychological Well-Being, measuring participants’ autof@ny
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feelings of volition) and personal growth (i.e., openness to new challenges). We
reasoned that using a disclaimer would allow role violating men to benefit
psychologically from the hairstyling task, because it should free themtfr®m
discomfort of identity misclassification. In the absence of discomfort, mmulds
experience the intrinsic motivation associated with a novel, challengingyacThus,

we once again had some participants indicate their sexual orientation to tinesilue
audience on a demographic questionnaire, and others completed the questionnaire
without the sexual orientation question. A third group completed the dependent
measures, without completing the hairstyling task, to provide baseline ratas of
psychological well-being measures.

In assessing the benefits of non-threatening role violations, we found that men
who did not disclaim evidenced decreased personal growth following the Inagrsty
task relative to baseline level. However men who disclaimed before the geleder
violation exhibited similar levels of personal growth to men in the baseline condition.
On a measure of autonomy, an even more impressive pattern emerged. Men who
disclaimed reported increased autonomy following the hairstyling taskyesgiatmen
in the baseline and control conditions. Thus our results suggest that individuals can
benefit psychologically from role violations when unencumbered by identity
misclassification threats. Taken together, our previous research higtimhta fear of
being seen as a devalued other on the basis of a role violating behavior curtails
behavioral flexibility. By forestalling identity misclassiftcan, people feel more
comfortable violating role norms and may benefit from increased feelfregganomy

(Bosson et al., 2005).
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In addition to the fact that rigid role adherence can threaten people’s autonomy,
it may also limit people’s ability to act in their own best interest. For pbegrm our
research on women’s reactions to nerd-like behaviors, women reported that they would
feel uncomfortable studying in the library on weekend nights to the extent that they
expected others to misclassify them as a nerd (Bosson et al., 2005). Argualyingst
confers benefit to the individual, yet people may avoid potentially beneficial loefavi
to steer clear of belonging and coherence threats. A similar situationagay many
African American youth who report shunning academic pursuits, in part, to avoid being
taunted as “white” (Ogbu, 2003). Because of the prevalent stereotypes about Africa
Americans’ poor academic performance, black youth often disidentify with
intellectualism to avoid experiencing stereotype threat (Steele, Sp&ngssnson,

2002). Thus, those African Americans engaged in academic pursuits may feel like
social outcasts.

Thomas Frank (2004) expresses a similar notion in his Wiwt's the Matter
with Kansas: How Conservatives Won the Heart of Amerfigdank argues that many
rural poor, who stand to benefit from the economic policies of Democrats (e.gl, socia
welfare programs and increased educational funding), often vote Republican liécause
party loyalty and demonization of the “liberal left.” Although Frank is not eareh
psychologist, recent psychological research supports the notion that politisedrec
making often relies on party loyalty over rational weighing of evidence (C&093;
Westen, Blagov, Harenski, Kilts, & Hamann, 2006). This suggests that people

sometimes disregard their own best interest to adhere to party norms.
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In each of these examples, people act in line with group roles, perhaps to their
own detriment. The explanation of this detrimental behavior may lie in group
members’ fear of being misclassified as an out-group member. For thedavowe
Republican who agrees with the Democratic candidate’s stance on vasiees isr the
self-identified “sorority girl” who yearns to join the chess club, do these indigidua
worry that others will see them as something they are not? If so, these indivicual
steer clear of these potentially beneficial behaviors to avoid midcdatien. Just as
previous research demonstrated that disclaimers increase role vidieg¢tirgjs of
autonomy (Bosson et al., 2005), can disclaimers also increase people’s wilitgnes
violate social role norms in situations in which a role violation objectively denefi

them?
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Current Investigation

In the current set of studies, | expand on our previous research on role violators
who face identity misclassification in several ways. First, although wel feeifireport
evidence that people other than heterosexual men experience identity nfisatassi
when violating a social role norm (i.e., women who fear being seen as a hippie, nerd, or
lesbian; Bosson et al., 2005), we have yet to explore actual role violations other than
gender role violations. In order to argue that identity misclassificatioegses arise
during many types of role violating behaviors and invite misclassificationvarious
devalued groups, | explored whether identity misclassification affects piopslather
than heterosexual men, namely, people who profess strong political affili&titms
sense, the current set of studies serves as an attempt to fortify our presestisrathat
identity misclassification is a general process that can affety types of role
violators whose behavior is diagnostic of membership in a devalued out-group.

In line with this goal, | also attempt to establish that identity miséleestson
threats arise not only during misclassification into socially stignéhtgreups (i.e.,
groups generally devalued by society as a whole), but also when a person faces
misclassification into an out-group that is devalued in a much more circumscribed
context. Tajfel and Turner (1979) argue that in-group biases arise frometdesir
bolster social self-esteem, and often out-groups acquire devalued statusu#tsoéires
group biased social comparisons. Thus, given that social identity processek compe
people to devalue out-group members (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), role violators whose
behavior might invite misclassification into an out-group should experience threats to

belonging and coherence, despite the out-group’s social acceptability iry societ
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general. For example, imagine the threat experienced by the staundiliéaapwho

may be mistaken for a Democrat for endorsing a Democratic candidabeudth

Democrats are not stigmatized in general, they often are by Republicans. Thus,
Republicans should face threats to belonging and coherence when they endorse an out-
of-party candidate.

An additional goal of the current research involves assessing whethes factor
that minimize the likelihood of identity misclassification increase pespéidency to
act in a manner that benefits them objectively. Because of the threaiatassath
identity misclassification, many people may adhere to social norrogysta avoid the
interpersonal and intrapsychic penalties of misclassification. Does redhesey
threats — by offering people an opportunity to use a disclaimer — increase people’
willingness to engage in role violations that objectively benefit them? Acgptdithe
identity misclassification framework, role violators’ expectations isthassification
should dampen their ability to reap the benefits of their behavior, because #hey fac
coherence and belonging threats. People should also be less willing to violate role
norms when they fear being misclassified. Thus, using disclaimers tafbrest
misclassification should increase people’s willingness to deviate froupgrorms and
allow people to profit from beneficial role violating behavior.

In addition, because the current investigation focuses on people’s willingness to
violate social role norms in the context of political decision-making, the clgtghies
expand the real world applications of identity misclassification relsed?olitical
psychology is a growing field in social psychology. Not only did the 2006 Society for

Personality and Social Psychology conference include an opening address gold multi
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symposia sessions devoted to the topic of political decision making, but this focus
earned the conference extensive media coverage (e.g. Carey, 2006; Vedantam, 2006).

One notable line of research highlights the social identity function of partisan
identification. For example, Greene (2004) found that individuals’ partisan social
identity predicted political attitudes and behaviors over and above traditionalmegeas
of partisan strength, suggesting that the identity component of partisanship affe
people’s political decisions. Recall that a primary function of self-cagmn and
social identity processes involves distinguishing the in-group from the out-group via
biased social comparisons (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1987). Thus
unsurprisingly, theorists assert the crucial role that partisan biages peerpetuating
and reinforcing sharp differences in opinion between Democrats and Republicans”
(Bartels, 2002; p. 117).

Moreover, recent research by Westen and colleagues provides neurological
evidence that people’s reactions to candidates are motivated by stromgnaimot
responses based on party loyalty, rather than a rational weighing of infermat
(Westen et al., 2006). Similarly, previous research by Cohen (2003) suggests yhat part
affiliation almost exclusively determines people’s political decisiagandless of
policy implications and people’s ideological beliefs. However, people remlaiively
unaware of the extent to which party affiliation guides their decision-gakn
addition, although people display little insight into the motivations for their own
political choices, people readily point out the importance of party affiliation in
determining their political rivals’ political decisions (Cohen, 2003). Thus, the current

research not only explores the effect of identity misclassification on people’s
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willingness to violate social roles, but does so in a context with real world dpjityca
and widespread appeal.

In the current set of studies, | focused specifically on Republicans, as opposed to
Democrats. Despite my belief that both Democrats and Republicans undergo identity
misclassification threats, and therefore should benefit from the increaisaddral
flexibility that forestalling misclassification affords, there aeveral practical and
theoretical reasons why | focus on Republicans in particular. First, tieci@nger
strongly identified Democrats than strongly identified Republicans in the Witiwef
Oklahoma psychology department’s participant pool. Prescreening datdn&dastt
several semesters suggests that there are between two to three timey agongly
identified Republicans as there are strongly identified Democrats. Thusafrom
practical perspective, including Democrats would require several sFmettata
collection, in order to obtain a sufficient number of participants.

From a theoretical perspective, Republicans may hold greater expestaiti
misclassification than Democrats. For example, research on the psychblogi
correlates of political conservatism suggests that conservatism pigreiatsr
intolerance of ambiguity and uncertainty, less openness to experience ga igeedtfor
order, structure, and closure, and less integrative complexity (Jost, Glasgariski,

& Sulloway, 2003). Thus, given the strong link between political conservatism and
identification as Republican (Treier & Hillygus, 2006), it is reasonable to a&sthah
Republicans may in general possess these psychological tendencies tor alggease
than Democrats. Additionally, political theorists note the growing link between

religious fundamentalism and Republican identification, compared to less evahgelic
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denominations (Layman, 1997). Thus, given that religious fundamentalists tend to
possess a more rigid cognitive style than their orthodox counterparts (e.g., Brown,
Barnes, & Judice-Campbell, 2007), Republicans may display greater cegigtdity
than Democrats. This cognitive rigidity and intolerance for ambiguity nmeie
Republicans feel more threatened by misclassification than Demosrathherence
threats may be especially salient to Republicans.

Other evidence suggesting that Republicans may fear misclassificabire
than Democrats do comes from unpublished data from our previous research (Prewitt-
Freilino & Bosson, 2005). In this work, we found that Republicans scored higher than
Democrats on Altemeyer and Hunsberger’s (1992) Right Wing Authoritarian 8Saale (
RWA, a measure of authoritarian submission, authoritarian aggression, and
conventionalism). Given that conventionalism involves placing value on social
conventions (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992), Republicans may be less willing than
Democrats to violate valued group norms. In this sense, Republicans may experience
heightened coherence and belonging threats during identity miscktssifiand thus
in general be less likely to violate the role norms associated with theirgfidration.
In support of this idea, in the same research in which we found a link between RWA
and Republicanism, we also found that Democrats were more willing to support an out-
of-party candidate (Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, 2005).

Finally, independent of any dispositional tendencies that strongly identified
Republicans may possess, the cultural context of Oklahoma may allow Democrats to be
more flexible in their political decision-making than Republicans. Actual voting

behavior suggests that Oklahoma Democrats may be likely to violate group norms by
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voting for Republican candidates. For example, although as of November 1, 2004, a
majority of registered voters in Oklahoma identified as Democrat (51.4%, cairtpare
only 38.1% identified as Republican), a large majority of Oklahoma voters supported
the 2004 Republican presidential (65.6%) and senatorial (52.8%) candidates as
compared to their Democratic opponents (34.4% and 41.2%, respectively; Oklahoma
State Election Board, n.d.). In fact, the number of Oklahoma voters supporting George
W. Bush (i.e., the Republican candidate) in the 2004 presidential election surpassed the
total number of Republicans registered within the state of Oklahoma, suggedting tha
many registered Oklahoma Democrats voted against their own politicgkpart
candidate. Thus, because in Oklahoma, there may be little social pressure among
Democrats to vote along party lines, Republicans may feel more pressure than
Democrats to conform to group norms and vote for an in-party candidate. For these
reasons, the identity misclassification framework should apply particwatlyto
strongly identified Republicans.
Overview of Studies

In the current investigation | conducted three studies to explore Republicans’
experience of identity misclassification. The first study servescasmceptual
replication of one of our basic studies, using violations of political party norhrey rat
than gender role violations (Bosson et al., 2005). Strong partisans should feel
uncomfortable endorsing an out-of-party candidate who objectively benefits them, in
part because they anticipate identity misclassification. However yifatteeable to
disclaim their membership in the opposite political party, by indicating theticadl

affiliation to their ostensible audience, they should feel less discomfort. Moyduge
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political disclaimer should allow role violators to benefit psychologicadiynfr
supporting a candidate whose policies benefit them.

Whereas in Study 1, | induced people to endorse either an in-party or out-of-
party candidate, in Study 2, | investigated people’s freely chosen selectiordafata.
I hypothesized that strongly-identified Republicans’ ability to disclairmbegship in
the Democratic Party would increase their willingness to endorse a Daioocr
candidate who benefits them, because disclaiming should buffer participant$ agains
belonging and coherence threats. Finally in Study 3, | expanded the identity
misclassification framework to other types of political behaviors beyond emerd
of an out-of-party candidate. Specifically, | predicted that when people publicly
evaluate political candidates, their expectations of misclassificdfext their
willingness to give an unbiased assessment of a poorly performing paéiwdidate.
If people expect that others will misclassify them based on critical outate)
statements about an in-party candidate or overly generous assessments ofpamayt-of
candidate, then disclaiming should allow them to provide a more honest assessment of
the candidate’s performance. Taken together, these three studies addiessetssc
utility in allowing people more behavioral flexibility, whether that meardoesing an
out-of-party candidate that benefits them or giving a more accuratsmasse®f a
candidate’s performance.
Power Analyses

| ran power analyses to estimate the total number of participants needeld in eac
study. Our previous work on identity misclassification (Bosson et al., 2005; Prewitt

Freilino & Bosson, in press) yielded an average interaction effect size.86. Given
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an alpha of .05 and setting power at .80, | estimated needing 65 to 67 total participants
for each of the proposed 2 X 2 between subjects studies (depending on whether the
analyses were for a 2-way analysis of variance or a chi-squgreadaktErdfelder,

Lang, & Buchner, in press). Thus, | planned to run 16 or 17 participants per cell for
each of the following studies. In the following sections, | describe thisoohaibgy

used to address the theoretical questions outlined above.
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Study 1

In Study 1, | tested the generalizability of the identity misclassifin
formulation by investigating people’s thoughts and feelings when they publicly
endorsed an out-of-party political candidate. Specifically, strongly icktif
Republicans’ endorsed, on videotape, either a Republican or Democratic candidate
whose platform objectively benefited them. Moreover, to determine if redu@ng th
likelihood of identity misclassification minimizes Republican role violatdiscomfort
while endorsing a Democratic candidate, | manipulated participantsydbilit
communicate their political party affiliation to their audience via a disaai This
study served as a conceptual replication of our previous work in which heterosexual
men either informed or did not inform their audience of their heterosexualityebefo
performing either a gender role violating “hairstyling task” or iadge neutral “rope
reinforcing task” (Bosson et al., 2005). The primary goals of this study nesed
establish that people’s expectations of identity misclassification pialg & driving
their negative reactions to out-of-party political candidates, and to demonis¢rate t
usefulness of disclaimers in reducing these negative reactions.

I induced Republican participants to write and recite a speech endorsing either a
Democratic or Republican candidate, while wearing either a “Proud to be a Reapubli
t-shirt or a blank t-shirt that communicated nothing about their political &fiiia
Next, | assessed participants’ (a) expectations of identity migaetaten, (b)
perceptions of threats to belonging and coherence, (c) feelings of discomdio(d) a
self-esteem. In addition to measuring participants’ self-reported disdataring their

endorsement speech, | had independent raters code participants’ nonverbal discomfor
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during their speech and the quality of participants’ speeches. Additionatigjpzarts

indicated the likelihood that they would appoint each candidate if given a choice.
Hypotheses

Expectations of Identity Misclassification

| expected that participants who violated a group norm by endorsing an out-of-
party candidate would expect misclassification more than participants wheetdoe
in-party candidate. Aside from this main effect of candidate’s partyp lessumed that
disclaiming, by wearing a political t-shirt, would reduce role violatorpeetations of
misclassification and the accompanying threats to belonging and cohdrena®uld
have little effect on participants who endorsed the in-party candidate. In addition,
expected that Republicans who publicly endorsed a Democratic candidate while
wearing a blank shirt would also experience more negative affect than theoapolit
shirt wearing counterparts. This would be evidenced by greater self-reputadra
verbal discomfort, as well as their lower implicit and explicit seléest. However, |
expected the t-shirt to have little influence on the affect of Republicans who @dors
an in-party candidate.

Furthermore, | predicted that any increase in participants’ discoarfdrt
reduction in their self-esteem would stem from role violating Republicarstegre
expectations of misclassification as a Democrat, when they wore the blankofe
disclaiming) t-shirt while giving their speech.

Preference for Endorsed Candidate
As a preliminary investigation of whether disclaiming influenced people’s

preference for a beneficial out-of-party candidate, | assessed jsqoglierence for the
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beneficial candidate, who they just endorsed. Role violating participants, who
disclaimed by wearing the political t-shirt, should indicate more support for the
beneficial out-of-party candidate than people unable to disclaim. (In Stucg2edsed
people’s preferences for candidates more directly by having them pciatise one
of the two candidates to support.)

Finally, in this study, raters coded the quality of the speeches thatpzantgi
gave. Given that in all cases the experimenter asked participants to endordilate
that objectively benefited them, it should have been in the best interest of thpaairti
to write a persuasive speech. However, when the objectively beneficial carcddidee
from the Democratic Party, Republicans may have felt insecure about whdiedhea
endorsing the out-of-party candidate for fear of being misclassified. dhestrategy
Republicans could have used to avoid misclassification as a Democrat involveg writi
and reciting a relatively low-quality, unpersuasive speech when endorsiogttbe
party candidate. By giving a lackluster speech, participants may haveeastanthey
had communicated their less-than-enthusiastic feelings about the candidate. |If
however, Republicans disclaimed Democratic status by wearing the padiual, this
may have enabled them to write more effectively in support of the Democratic
candidate.

Method
Participants

A total of 81 strongly identified Republicans (55 women and 26 men; 95%

Caucasian) completed the procedure described below. Of those who participated, 13

participants refused the experimenter’s request to endorse an out-of-palitiata and
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three participants in the blank t-shirt condition identified as Republican in theahspee
Excluding these individuals left 65 participants (44 women and 21 men; 94%
Caucasian) for my preliminary analyses.

| recruited students from the introductory psychology research participant pool
on the basis of their scores on a measure of political affiliation, collectewydha
Psychology Department’s prescreening at the beginning of the semesteitel®
required respondents to identify their political affiliation as “Democratgpiiblican”,
“Independent”, or “Other/None of the above.” Respondents then completed a modified
version of Luhtanen and Crocker’s (1992) Collective Self-Esteem Scale. vEhgefn
measure assessed the strength of respondents’ identification with thed-godtitieal
party (e.g., “Being a member of that political party is an important pantycfelf-
image,” and “Being a member of that political party is an importantatedle of who |
am”) on a scale from k{rongly disagregto 7 ctrongly agreg To qualify as eligible
to participate, respondents had to identify themselves as Republican and obtain a mean
score higher than the midpoint (i.e., 4.0) on the strength of identification items. |
limited participation on the basis of these criteria to ensure that partgipadtstrong
identification with the Republican Party, and thus would likely consider Demdorats
be a devalued out-group. | contacted respondents by email and phone to encourage
their participation. In return for their participation, participants reckore credit
toward their research requirement for their psychology class.
Design

In Study 1, | utilized a 2 (Candidate’s Party: in-party vs. out-of-party) X 2

(Disclaimer: disclaimer vs. no disclaimer) between subjects fattbgsign, in which
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subjects were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions. The dependent
measures included: participants’ expectations of misclassificatiorgptients of
belonging and coherence threats, self-reported discomfort, implicit anditesgliic
esteem, judges’ ratings of participants’ discomfort and speech quality, dictppats’
ratings of their likelihood of selecting each candidate.

Materials and Procedure

Upon arriving at the lab and giving their consent to participate, participants
learned that they would participate in a political decision making task, and be
videotaped reciting an endorsement speech for a candidate. To bolster the cpver stor
that the primary focus of the research was political decision making, thenegpter
explained that the researchers’ interest lay in understanding how people tsaméhe
information and come to different conclusions. Specifically, what issues adidlate
gualities are important in making political decisions? To investigateltlais, t
experimenter explained that a position had opened up on the University of Oklahoma’s
Board of Regents and that participants would read about the two candidates who were
being considered and then write and recite an endorsement speech for one of the
candidates.

To make participants think that their decision could actually impact their lives,
the experimenter explained that the Board of Regents serves as the governifay body
the university and therefore, the decisions the Board makes impact the lives ofsstude
for years to come. To make patrticipants think that members of their in-group weuld se
them making their endorsement speech, the experimenter noted that in addition to the

graduate research assistants who would watch the participant’s video, Dierveoata
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Republican student groups had also expressed interest in seeing the tapes to know
where students stand on this issue.

Disclaimer manipulation.Next, the experimenter explained that in order to
reduce bias among the people coding the videos, the researchers had to standardize
people’s appearance so that nothing about the individuals’ appearance would affect the
coders’ ratings. To do this, the experimenter explained that the reseaecjusnsd
everyone to wear the same thing. Depending on the participant’s condition, the
experimenter showed the participant either a blaokdfsclaimer conditionor a
“Proud to be Republicand(sclaimer conditioht-shirt. In the disclaimer condition, the
experimenter asked if indeed the participant identified as Republican, asaddicthe
experimenter’s records. All participants in this condition indicated thaididey
identify as Republican. The experimenter then explained to participants in both
conditions that when it was time to give their speech, they would pick an appropriately
sized t-shirt from the box and wear it over their clothes. Although participants would
not wear the shirts until later in the session, the experimenter introducedppattdio
their condition at this point so that they would know which t-shirt they were going to
wear before writing their endorsement speech. | deemed this importansbece
aspect of the quality of the speech—one of the dependent measures—consists of how
participants construct their speech. Thus, | wanted participants to be cognizant of
whether or not they would be allowed to disclaim before they wrote their endorsement
speech.

Candidate information sheeAs mentioned before, one of the primary goals of

this investigation centers on whether forestalling identity miséieason allows
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people to pursue beneficial role violations. In order to make one candidate appear mor
beneficial to the participant, the candidate information sheet stated that:
One of the major issues during this selection process concerns a hotly-debated
policy change that would mandate comprehensive exams for graduating seniors
at the University. This mandate would require graduating seniors to complete a
cumulative exam in their major before graduating from the University. Student
who failed the exam would not be allowed to graduate. To implement this
procedure and offset the cost of creating and grading the exams, OU will have to
raise tuition by an amount that is yet to be determined. This amount will most
likely appear as an increase in student fees for all students at the upiversit
Participants then read two full paragraphs describing the background and histawy of t
fictitious candidates, Richard Blanton and Tony James (see Appendix A), who appeared
basically equal in terms of qualifications, experience, and proposed ingjatixeept
for two details. First, Richard Blanton always opposed the implementation of the
comprehensive exams, while Tony James supported the exams. Thus, objectively
students should want to select Richard Blanton over Tony James.
| chose to use the implementation of comprehensive exams to ensure
participants’ desire to support one candidate over the other, because past rgsearch b
Petty and Cacioppo (1986) suggests that most students strongly oppose such measures.
Moreover, when all information about the candidates’ political party affiliatias w
removed, 93.6% of pilot participants (44 out of 47) selected Richard Blanton over Tony

James on the basis of his stance on the comprehensive Q?(Qmsl:M) =35.77p<
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.001 (Prewitt-Freilino, Bosson, & Burnaford, 2007b). This preference was unrelated to
respondents’ political party affiliatiorx,z< 1.

The second difference among the candidates was their political affiliation. The
candidate information sheet always indicated that one candidate allied with the
Democratic Party and the other with the Republican Party. Participants mphgy
condition read that Richard Blanton (i.e., the beneficial candidate) identified as
Republican and Tony James as Democrat, and participants in the out-of-party condition
read that Richard Blanton identified as Democrat and Tony James as Repubtiaan. T
for participants in the in-party condition, the candidate that objectively bahefite
them—Dbecause of his stance on the comprehensive exam debate—identified with their
political party, and for participants in the out-of-party condition, the out-of-party
candidate benefited them.

Endorsement of candidat®ecause in many ways Study 1 served as an attempt
to replicate our previous research, in which we required men to either viokteer g
role norm or not (Bosson et al, 2005; Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, in press), | needed
some participants to endorse the in-party candidate and others to endorse the out-of-
party candidate. Thus, as the participant read over the candidate informatiorhsheet, t
experimenter shuffled through the experiment log. When patrticipants indicated tha
they had finished reading about the candidates, the experimenter made an appeal to all
participants. The experimenter explained that:

In this experiment, we need equal numbers of people to write and recite

speeches endorsing each candidate. Looking over my log, | see that it would

really help us out if you would write a speech endorsing Richard Blanton,
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because we need more people in that condition. So, it would be great if you

would write about Richard Blanton. However, if you really want to write a

speech endorsing Tony James, you can do that.

In consistently asking participants to endorse Richard Blanton, the expen@larags
requested that participants endorse the candidate who benefited them, i.e., tegecandi
who opposed the comprehensive exams. However, | manipulated whether the in-party
candidate or the out-of-party candidate opposed the exams. Richard Blanton’alpolitic
affiliation therefore served as the second independent variable. The experiasked
participants in thén-party conditionto endorse a person who both benefited them and
identified with their political party, whereas the experimenter requestadipants in

the out-of-party conditiorto endorse a person who benefited them, but who identified
with a different political party. Previous research indicates that, whed ¥atethis

type of request, people often comply, yet take responsibility for their dedisicause

they have the opportunity to decline the request (e.g., Harmon-Jones, Brehm,
Greenberg, Simon, & Nelson, 1996). Thus, | expected that most people would comply
with the experimenter’s request to endorse the objectively beneficial candidate
regardless of whether he was in their political party or not.

After making the request to endorse Richard Blanton, the experimenter gave
participants a sheet on which to write their endorsement speech (see AppentheB)
sheet asked participants to write a few paragraphs, summarizing the mhEstes
and qualities of the chosen candidate that would make him a good Regent. In addition
to these written instructions, the experimenter asked all participants to reoaslyar

personal information about themselves in their speech, so that “the people who code
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your speech will not be biased.” As participants composed their speech, the
experimenter left the room and returned when they finished.

After returning, the experimenter instructed participants to pick a shirt that
would fit them and put it on over their clothing. Recall that in the disclaimer condition,
participants wore a “Proud to be Republican” t-shirt, while participants in the no
disclaimer condition wore a plain white t-shirt with no writing. After prepaineg t
camera, the experimenter filmed the participants reciting their speetbnae
participants finished, they deposited the t-shirt back in the box and received a
guestionnaire with the final dependent measures.

Self-reported discomfortThe first measure on the final questionnaire assessed
participants’ discomfort while giving their endorsement speech. The neeamsisted
of ten items drawn from our previous research on men’s discomfort with a gender role
violation (Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, in press), in which participants regdheir
agreement with each statement on a scale that ranged froohdt @l) to 9 (ery
much. | modified the items to represent participants’ discomfort with the spasth, a
thus the measure included six items tapping into general feelings of nejédsteand
four items that assessed self-consciousness (see Appendix C). Becaleseitbm
measure displayed a high level of internal consistemey.91), | averaged across the
ten items to compute a single indicator of participants’ self-reported distonifile
giving their speech.

Candidate preferenceAfter reporting their discomfort, participants then
reported the extent to which “...you would seles@rjdidate’s namef you had the

authority to appoint the next Regent to the OU Board of Regents,” for each of the
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candidates from Inpt at all likely to 9 {very likely. In order to obtain a measure of
participants’ preference for their chosen candidate over the other candtatget a
single indicator of candidate preference by subtracting participatitgjsaf their
likelihood of selecting Tony James (i.e., the non-beneficial candidate) from thei
likelihood of selecting Richard Blanton (i.e., the beneficial candidate, whicipartts
were asked to endorse). Because | only included participants who compliedewith t
experimenter’s request to endorse the beneficial candidate, this indigaesemted
participants’ preference for the candidate they endorsed in their speech. Thug posit
scores indicate a preference for the endorsed, beneficial candidatdl@egaf party
affiliation), and negative scores represented a preference for the non-4énefic
candidate. As previously mentioned, this item served as a preliminary investigéd
participants’ willingness to support the objectively beneficial out-of-paahdidate on
the basis of their disclaimer status. | investigated this question moreydineStudy 2.
Expectations of misclassification and identity misclassification thredéxt,
participants indicated the extent to which the “people who watch the videotape of your
speech will assume that you are a Democrat” on a scale fraot at(all likely to 9
(very likely, as a measure of their expectations of being misclassified as@ciém |
also included four items to assess identity misclassification threats, tmuabf
addressed belonging threats (“During my speech, | felt like | was nog lup to other
Republicans’ standards for how a ‘good’ Republican should act,” and “I suspect that
other Republicans (who do not know me) might evaluate me negatively if they saw my
speech”) and two of which assessed coherence threats (e.g., “Giving ttie spssd a

challenge to my personal sense of who | am,” and “During my speech, kéeltlias
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not living up to my own personal standards for how a “good” Republican should act”).
Each of these four items required participants to indicate their agreemestale a
from 1 (ot at al) to 9 {sery much. To acquire composite measures of both belonging
and coherence threats, we averaged the two items for each measure, glplusgpf
.84 and .89 respectively. Although ultimately | expected expectations of
misclassification and the accompanying threats to mediate peoetons to their
endorsement speech, | placed these items after the primary dependent ofeasure
discomfort to reduce participants’ suspicions about the true purpose of the study.
Measures of self-relevant affecthen, participants rated their liking for the
letters of the alphabet from Ldislike this letter very mugho 9 ( like this letter very
much). People’s ratings for their initials, relative to the average ratitigosk letters,
served as an indirect measure of self-relevant affect. According to peesrarch,
people’s preference for their initials serves as an indicator of the spredfdrefesant
affect to stimuli associated with the self (Nuttin, 1985). Given that the purpose of the
letter rating task is not immediately obvious to participants, name lettierg@nces
provide a relatively unbiased measure of self-relevant affect. Namepletterences
display adequate test-retest reliability (see Bosson, Swann, & Penn&f#k&; and
have been used in previous research to effectively measure people’s readlfn to s
threats (e.g., Jones, Pelham, Mirenberg, & Hetts, 2002; Koole, Dijksterhuis, & van
Knippenberg, 2001; Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, in press). | computed people’s
preference for their first and last initials by calculating the diéffee of participants’
own ratings of their first and last initial from the average ratinghfat particular letter.

Because people’s preference for their first and last initials werelatad,r (64) = .40,
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p < .01, | summed the two ratings to obtain a single indicator of implicit selraste
= .55), with higher scores indicating greater preference for one’s sratial thus a more
positive self-assessment.

To obtain ratings of people’s explicit self-esteem, | had participassnd to
the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES; 1965). The RSES requires patioipant
report their agreement with ten statements (e.g., “I am able to do thingd as meist
other people,” and “I take a positive attitude toward myself”) on a scalelfrom
(strongly disagrepto 9 trongly agreg > Because the ten items demonstrated
sufficient internal consistency € .82), | averaged them to yield a single indicator of
explicit self-esteem.

Demographic information and debriefingfter completing the indicators of
self-relevant affect, participants indicated their gender, age, andttatgeity and let
the experimenter know they finished the questionnaire. The experimenter asked
participants if, during the experiment, they “had any ideas about the spepifithbges
or what we expected to find” and if at any point they felt suspicious or that #rey w
being lied to, and none of the participants reported a high level of suspicion. The
experimenter then explained the purpose of the study and asked participants in the no
disclaimer—i.e., blank t-shirt—condition if they identified as Republican, to ensure that
our prescreening measures effectively screened patrticipants. Indgadtiapants
indicated their affiliation as Republican.

Independent ratings of discomfort and quality of speetiter data collection
was complete, | transferred the video recordings of participants’ speedD¥®.

Despite the fact that participants could spend as much or as little time agtitey
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creating and giving their speech, participants’ speeches genasiiyl lbetween 45
seconds and one minute. Two independent raters, naive to all hypotheses, assessed
participants’ discomfort and the quality of the participants’ speeches. a@@meoded
all of the videos and the second coded 25 (or 38%) of the speeches to allow for the
calculation of inter-rater reliabilities of each of the measuresorBafansferring the
videos to DVD, | obscured the raters’ view of participants’ shirts by superingasi
plain white box over the shirt, so that the coders were blind to the participants’
condition.

Past research suggests that people’s self-reports of their affegiggaences do
not always coincide with their non-verbal display of anxiety (Bosson et al., 2004).
Thus, in their ratings of discomfort, coders rated the extent to which a ppantici
displayed seven individual indicators of discomfort (fidgeting, a shaky voice,rsyvayi
or rocking back and forth, stumbling over words, rushed speech, a nervous or
embarrassed facial expression, and stiff posture) on a scale fromél tp 5 @ lot; did
this for most of the coding peripdas previous research suggests these types of
behaviors capture people’s affective reactions (Bosson et al, 2004). In addition the
coders also made a global assessment of the participants’ discomfort anfeoscdl
(no discomfoitto 5 @ lot of discomfodt To create a single indicator of non-verbal
discomfort, | analyzed the internal consistency of the eight discondarsiand found
that two of the items (swaying or rocking back and forth and rushed speech) reduced the
scale’s internal consistency for both the primary and secondary coder. Taus, af
excluding those two items, | computed the mean of the remaining six itgmetdta

single indicator of discomfortu(= .77 for both the primary and secondary coder). The
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inter-rater reliability of the discomfort measure was acceptalp®s) = .68, and thus |
used the primary coder’s scores as an indicator of participants’ non-dextx@infort.

To assess the quality of the speech, the coders rated the extent to which the
speech was well-written, well-spoken, presented with enthusiasm, presetited wit
sincerity, presented in a persuasive manner, and persuasive on a scalenibat &lf
to 5 (very much. Given that the quality ratings yielded a high level of internal
consistencyd = .94 and .89 for the primary and secondary coder, respectively), |
collapsed across all six items to create a single measure of speegh dua inter-
rater reliability exceeded the acceptable lew€25) = .86, and thus | used only the
primary coder’s ratings on these six items as an indicator of the qualigytifipants’
speeches.

Results

Table 1 displays the intercorrelations of all the dependent measures from Study
1, and Table 2 presents the means and standard deviations of all dependent measures by
condition.

Expectations of Misclassification and Associated Threats

Because Republicans who endorsed the Republican candidate did not violate
any group norms, they should have relatively low expectations of misclassifiaa
Democrat compared to Republicans who endorsed an out-of-party candidate. In
addition, role-violating Republicans who wore the political t-shirt should anticgpate
lower likelihood of misclassification compared to role violators who wore the blank t-
shirt, because they have communicated their non-stigmatized status to trexcaudi

Furthermore, because threats to belonging and coherence accompanyierpeitat
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misclassification, non-disclaiming role violators should experience thessghmore

than disclaiming role violators.

Table 1. Intercorrelations of Dependent Measures from Study 1

2. Coherence  .29* ---

3. Belonging 30%x  73Fx

4, Discomfort .28* .27* .28* ---

5. Implicit SE -.16 .16 -04 .13

6. Explict SE -.10 -23 .18 -20 -02 --

7. Preference  -.43** -.48* 39** -24* -07 .17

8. Non-verbal -.19 .02 .20 36 -06 -20 -.07 ---

[(e]

. Quality A2 14 .03 -39 -04 .14 .05 -53%* -

Note IM = identity misclassification; Coherence = coherence threatenBielg =
belonging threats; Discomfort = self-reported discomfort; ImplicieESplicit self-esteem
measured using people’s preferences for their initials; Explicit 8pkcit self-esteem, as
measured by the Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale; Preference = pasiligpeference the
beneficial candidate over the non-beneficial candidate; Non-verbal = coaterts of
participants’ non-verbal discomfort during the speech; Quality = codéirg raf the
quality of participants’ speech;p< .05; ** p<.01.

To test these predictions, | conducted a series of 2 (candidate’s pgoéytyn

vs. out-of-party) X 2 (disclaimer: disclaimer vs. no disclaimer) fadtanalyses of
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variance (ANOVAS) on participants’ expectation of misclassificatammes. In this
model, the significant main effects for both candidates’ p&rty, 61) = 39.07p <
.001, and disclaimer conditioR, (1, 61) = 5.52p = .02, were qualified by a significant

interactionF (1, 61) = 5.48p = .02.

Table 2 Descriptive Statistics of the Dependent Measures from Study 1 by Condition

In-party Out-of-party
Disclaimer Control Disclaimer Control Total
IM 2.06 (1.60) 2.06 (.93) 3.94 (2.54) 6.20(2.27) 3.51 (2.53)

Coherence 2.47 (1.44) 2.03 (1.50) 2.88(2.17) 4.86(2.71)  2.99 (2.20)
Belonging 2.88 (1.43) 2.84(2.13)  4.65(2.23), 5.43(2.07) 3.92 (2.24)
Discomfort 4.62 (1.70)  3.50 (1.79) 4.63(1.26) 4.51 (2.07) 4.32 (1.74)
Implicit SE 2.97 (3.64)  3.23 (3.38) 3.02(3.37) 2.41(3.71) 2.93 (3.45)
Explicit SE 7.95(.76)  8.06 (.99) 8.05(1.09) 7.71(1.32) 7.95 (1.03)
Preference 6.18 (1.70) 6.06 (2.05) 2.18 (4.11y 1.93 (5.09) 4.12 (3.97)
Non-verbal 2.83(.81)  2.54 (.95) 2.43(63)  2.28 (.67) 2.53 (.78)

Quality — 2.38(.74)  2.82(1.22)  2.48(80)  3.23(.99) 2.71 (.98)

Note Values represent mean (standard deviation); IM = identity midotasisin;
Coherence = coherence threats; Belonging = belonging threats; Distenself-
reported discomfort; Implicit SE = implicit self-esteem measuretyyseople’s
preferences for their initials; Explicit SE = explicit self-este as measured by the
Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale; Preference = participants’ picdahe beneficial
candidate over the non-beneficial candidate; Non-verbal = coder’s rating of
participants’ non-verbal discomfort during the speech; Quality = coddirig 1af the
quality of participants’ speech. Means within a row whose subscripts differ mdicat
significant difference at = .05.
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To investigate the nature of the significant interaction for participants’
expectation of misclassification scores, | used contrast coding (Cohen & Cohen, 1983)
to test my specific predictions. First, | tested the main effectrfidate’s party by
assigning participants in the in-party conditions a code of +1 and participantout-the
of-party conditions -1, and submitting this contrast to a series of regressigsesnal
predicting expectations of misclassification. Then, to investigate myaprim
theoretical question of whether the disclaimer affected expectations ddssification
among participants who endorsed the out-of-party candidate, | tested thenddfere
between participants who wore the blank and political t-shirts by assigodesg of +1
and -1, respectively, and assigning in-party endorsers a code of 0. Fiealigrdd the
last orthogonal contrast, comparing disclaiming and non-disclaiming parttsiwho
endorsed an in-party candidate by assigning them codes of +1 and -1 regpexsti/el
assigning participants who endorsed an out-of-party candidate a code of O.

In this model predicting expectations of misclassification, the first csintra
proved highly significant = .60,t (61) = 6.25p < .001, revealing that Republicans
who endorsed a Democratic candidate felt much more likely to be seen as ademoc
than candidates who endorsed the Republican candidate (see Figure 1). dn,atiditi
contrast between role violating Republicans who either disclaimed or did nle¢deac
significancef = -.32,t (61) = -3.29p = .002, suggesting that among people who
endorsed the out-of-party candidate, participants who wore a blank t-shirt felt more
likely to be mistaken as a Democrat than participants who wore the poliiciat. t-
Finally, this disclaimer manipulation appeared to have no effect on expectations of

misclassification for individuals who endorsed a fellow Republitarl.
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Figure 1 Mean level of expectations of misclassification as a function of candidate

party and disclaimer condition in Study 1.
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To determine if coherence and belonging threats fit this same pattern, |
submitted participants’ coherence and belonging scores to the same twactoalf
ANOVA described above. In the analyses on people’s experience of cohéneats,
both the main effect of candidate’s paify/(1, 61) = 10.51p = .002, and the interaction
term reached significancg,(1, 61) = 5.84p = .02. However, the main effect of
disclaimer condition was non-significakt,(1, 61) = 2.36p = .13. To assess the nature
of the significant interaction, | entered the same set of contrasts inteeasiegrmodel
predicting participants’ coherence threat scores. In this model, thedinsast
assessing the main effect of candidate’s party reached signifigancd7,t (61) =

3.24,p = .002, indicating that when Republicans endorsed a Democratic candidate they

51



were more likely to experience an intrapsychic challenge to their idastiy
Republican than participants who endorsed an in-party candidate. Moreover, the
second and third contrasts revealed that disclaiming during their endorsemenht spee
buffered role violators from coherence threfits,-.31,t (61) = -2.74p = .008, yet had

no effect on those who endorsed an in-party canditaté,(see Figure 2).

Figure 2. Mean level of coherence threat as a function of participants’ candidhte a

disclaimer condition in Study 1.
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In the ANOVA model assessing participants’ experience of belongingthreat
neither the interaction terrf, (1, 61) = .70p = .41, nor the main effect of disclaimer
condition,F (1, 61) = .58p = .45, reached significance. Only the main effect of
candidate’s party emerged (1, 61) = 19.49p < .001, suggesting that regardless of

whether participants were able to disclaim or not, people who endorsed an out-of-party
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candidate M = 5.00,SD = 2.64) anticipated more interpersonal penalties from in-group
members than people who endorsed an in-party candMate2(06,SD = 1.30).

Given the current findings, it appears that participants who disclaim while
endorsing an out-of-party candidate have lower expectations of miscldssifizad
experience less coherence threats than their non-disclaiming countekpantsver,
disclaiming does not buffer role violators from belonging threats.

Self-reported Discomfort and Self-Esteem Measures

Because Republicans who endorse an out-of-party candidate expect
misclassification more than individuals who endorse an in-party candidate,dleese r
violators should also experience more negative affect during their endaotsgaech.
In addition, because disclaiming Democratic status, by wearing the “Rrdnedat
Republican” t-shirt, reduces the likelihood of misclassification, it should alsceehe
negative affective consequences of role violations.

To test these predictions, | submitted participants’ discomfort and imghidit
explicit self-esteem scores to a series of 2 (candidate’s party: \nygaxut-of-party)
X 2 (disclaimer: disclaimer vs. no disclaimer) factorial ANOVAs. Cawgtta
predictions, none of the main effects or interactions for these analysesdreache
significance, alFs< 2.09 ands > .15°
Candidate Preference

To test my prediction that disclaiming increases people’s willingnessltdei
group norms, | assessed participants’ preferences for the benefdalaia by
submitting their preference scores to a two-way factorial ANOVA. Botimtia

effect of disclaimer and the interaction failed to reach significdfee, 1, and only the

53



main effect of candidate’s party proved significan(l, 61) = 21.99p < .001. As
expected, participants showed a stronger preference for the beneficiaata when
he was a member of their own political affiliatidvi € 6.12,SD = 1.85) than when he
was affiliated with the other political partil(= 2.06,SD = 4.52).
Judges’ Ratings of Discomfort and Speech Quality

To test my prediction that disclaiming could reduce role violators’ discomfort
during their endorsement speech and allow people to give a better prepared, more
passionate endorsement of a beneficial out-of-party candidate, | submittedities of
participants’ non-verbal discomfort and speech quality to the two-way ANOVAs
described above. For the coder’s ratings of participants’ non-verbal discomeitiner
the main effect of disclaimer condition nor the interaction proved signifiear{t,, 61)
<1.34,ps>.25. However, the main effect of candidate’s party approached
significanceF (1, 61) = 3.00p = .09. Contrary to my hypothesis, participants appeared
somewhat more uncomfortable when endorsing a fellow Republtan2(69,SD =
.88), than when endorsing a Democit< 2.36,SD = .64).

In the model assessing ratings of speech quality, the main effect of casdidate
party and the interaction term were non-significast(1, 61)< 1.17,ps> .28. Only
the main effect of disclaimer reached significarkce,6.43,p = .01, surprisingly
suggesting that wearing the “Proud to be a Republican” t-shirt 2.43,SD=.76) led
to a decrease in speech quality compared to those wearing a blankMshBt(3,SD
=1.11).
Mediational Model

Given that none of the measures of negative affect (i.e., self-reported
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discomfort, implicit self-esteem, explicit self-esteem, and non-verbabmifort)
reached significance for the predicted interaction pattern, my pripnappsed
mediational model that expectations of misclassification explain peopletiad
reactions to role violations could not be tested. However, | used Baron and Kenny's
(1986) steps for testing mediation to investigate whether people’s expestati
misclassification mediated the link between their experimental conditiorhaind t
experience of coherence threat. | first entered contrast 2 (comgeidistlaimer and
control conditions among people who endorsed the out-of-party candidate) into a
regression model predicting people’s experience of coherence threat, and four it t
significant,p = -.28,t (62) = -2.37p = .02. Next, | examined whether this contrast also
predicted the proposed mediator (i.e., expectations of misclassificationgand a
found disclaimer use among role violators to significantly predict peoplpectations
of misclassificationp = -.29,t (63) = -2.39p = .02. Finally, when | entered both the
predictor (contrast 2) and the proposed mediator (expectations of miscédssili
simultaneously into the model predicting coherence threats, both the cghtrast3,t
(61) = -1.83p = .07, and expectations of misclassificatifr, .22,t (61) = -1.80p =
.08, fell to marginal significance. Thus, it does not appear that a reduction in
expectations of misclassification fully explain how wearing a “Proud to be a
Republican” shirt assuaged role violator's experience of coherence threat.
Discussion

The findings from Study 1 provide only partial support for my hypotheses.

First, as expected, endorsing a beneficial out-of-party candidate irtpasge’s

expectation of being mistaken as a Democrat by others and the extent to which they
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experienced threats to belonging and coherence. Among those out-of-partgendors
disclaiming reduced Republicans’ anticipation of being seen as a Demacr#tjsa
was accompanied by a corresponding drop in their experience of coherentse threa
Despite the promising pattern of results for expectations of misctas®f and
coherence threats, role violators found little protection from belonging threats b
wearing the political t-shirt. Perhaps wearing a “Proud to be a Republicawnhced
participants of their own adequacy as Republicans, but left them wondering whether
others would questions their status as “true” Republicans. Because the measure of
expectations of misclassification asked specifically if participbeligved others would
mistake them as a Democrat, it is unclear whether participants wondetieers would
see them as a member of some other devalued group (e.g., an Independent-or a “flip
flopping” Republican). Another possible reason that disclaiming participantsesma
concerned about how other Republicans would judge them is that the t-shirt was a not a
strong enough disclaimer. Perhaps if participants had given an additional dpagtch a
their Republican identity or an endorsement of a prominent Republican politician, they
would experience less concern about how other Republicans would judge them.

With regard to the measures of affect (self-reported discomfort, imgdigit
esteem, and explicit self-esteem), the manipulations appeared to haesféttte
Despite the fact that Republicans who endorsed a Democratic candidatedrgpeater
experience of belonging and coherence threats, those role violating individuals did not
report more discomfort or decrements in their self-esteem compared tauadsvi
giving an endorsement speech for a fellow Republican. Because the procedues requir

participants to violate a group role norm in the context of giving a speech, patstipa
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affective reactions to the task may have been affected by their priorezqeewith and
attitudes about public speaking. Given that | did not collect any information about
participants’ concerns about public speaking in general, | cannot asséissrwhe
individual differences in their affective responses may have dwarfed desedides
between the experimental groups. However, our previous research with hetdrosexua
men (Bosson et al., 2005; Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, in press) suggests that people’s
past experience with a specific activity can affect their discomfdintawole violating

task. Thus, rather than drawing firm conclusions that endorsing an out-of-party
candidate entails no more distress than endorsing an in-party candidate, 1 sugges
further investigation will be necessary to determine how violating the norms &f one’
political party affectively impacts individuals.

As a supplement to these self-reported measures, | collected and analyzed a
independent judge’s ratings of participants’ non-verbal discomfort and theyafalie
speech. Although | anticipated that endorsing an out-of-party candidate woitld el
more non-verbal discomfort and diminished speech quality unless individuals had the
ability to disclaim, | instead found a trend for Republicans to display more distomf
when endorsing a fellow Republican, and wearing a “Proud to be a Republican” t-shirt
decreased the apparent quality of participants’ endorsement speech. Given that
participants reported a greater preference for the benefiodidzde when he was a
member of their own political party, perhaps those who endorsed the beneficialyin-part
candidate appeared nervous and uncomfortable because they wanted to do a good job
persuading their audience.

As for the finding that wearing a “Proud to be a Republican” t-shirt led to
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decreased speech quality, one possible explanation is stereotype asesimidatgh,

Chen, and Burrows (1996) found that priming participants with a particular social
category could lead them unknowingly to adopt behavior prototypical of a group’s
stereotype. For many college-aged Republicans, George W. Bush likely seaves as
prototypical exemplar of a Republican, and he is widely known to have a less formal
speech style (Weisberg, 2004). Participants who were primed with their Reypubli
identity may have assimilated their behavior to this stereotype, and tlemsspigeches

of a lower quality. Alternatively, participants may have merelysidit or awkward
wearing the “Proud to be a Republican” t-shirt and therefore were lesdasdrdnd
enthusiastic in their speeches. Then again, Republican participants who wefieddent
as such on the basis of their t-shirt may have been concerned that they would be unfairl
scrutinized by others. Given that data collection for Study 1 coincided with several
Republican scandals (e.g., the Mark Foley page scandal, political bribes o$tdalak
Abramoff, Scooter Libby’s perjury trial), participants may have beeragdigd from

the task, as they worried that others would judge them negatively on the basis of their
Republican identity. Because | did not predict that wearing the “Proud to be a
Republican” t-shirt would lower ratings of participants’ speeches, | cgrspaculate
about this finding.

Finally, as a preliminary look at whether disclaiming could increase people’s
willingness to select a beneficial out-of-party candidate, | investigageple’s
preference for the beneficial candidate over the non-beneficial candidabap$e
unsurprisingly, people showed a marked preference for a beneficial in-partgtatandi

over a beneficial out-of-party candidate and, contrary to predictions, disudpiha not
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increase their preference for the beneficial out-of-party candidatehevaoh-
beneficial in-party candidate. In Study 2, | expand on this work by measuring people’s

actual choice of candidate to endorse.
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Study 2

In Study 2, my primary goal was to determine people’s willingness to violate
social role norms when the likelihood of misclassification is low—i.e., when they have
used a disclaimer to forestall identity misclassification. Although ourqusviesearch
on heterosexual men’s reactions to gender role violations explored the nature of the
self-threat experienced by role violators and some of the psychologicéitbeheole
violations (Bosson et al., 2005; Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, in press), we did not explore
people’s willingness to violate role norms. If strategies for reducingiigent
misclassification not only reduce people’s discomfort with role violations, bait al
increase their willingness to engage in role violating behavior, then theainge
practical applications of this research increases dramatically.

As in Study 1, participants once again read about two candidates for the OU
Board of Regents who varied on two issues, their position on implementing mandatory
comprehensive exams and their political affiliation. However, in this study, the
experimenter did not ask participants to endorse a particular candidatad Ihste
manipulated the candidates’ political affiliation such that, inrkgarty condition
participants read about a beneficial in-party candidate, and outhaf-party condition
the out-of-party candidate benefited the participant. The primary dependabtesar
was participants’ choice of candidate, but | also collected their ratirtge dkelihood
of selecting each candidate and measured their implicit self-esteem.

As an initial study of people’s willingness to violate group role norms, we
conducted a pilot study of Democrats’ and Republicans’ willingness to endorse a

beneficial out-of-party candidate when compared to a non-beneficial in-padidate
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(Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, 2005). In our pilot study neither Democrats nor
Republicans displayed a greater willingness to endorse the out-of-party tandieéa
they disclaimed out-party status. Democrats were likely to endorse theclat oeit-
of-party candidate whether or not they disclaimed, while Republicans seenesul llyi
consistency concerns. Specifically, Republicans displayed a greatend¢grid

endorse the in-party candidate in the disclaimer condition than in the control condition,
suggesting that being reminded of their Republican identity via indicatirgptbigical
affiliation on a demographic questionnaire compelled them to behave in line with this
identity (e.g., Festinger, 1957). On a more subtle measure of likelihood dirgelec
each candidate (described in Study 1), Democrats did display the predicted, patt
reporting a greater tendency to select the out-of-party candidate whetigtleymed

than when they did not. However, Republicans once again seemed driven by
consistency concerns, becoming more likely to endorse the in-party candidate when
they disclaimed than when they did not disclaim.

Despite these findings, several design issues of the pilot study may have
hindered our ability to find the predicted results and limited the study’s ecallogic
validity. First, neither Democrats nor Republicans showed reluctance to endorse the
out-of-party candidate. Only Republicans who disclaimed endorsed the in-party
candidate as much as the out-of-party candidate. Pilot participants’ geitiarghess
to violate group norms and endorse an out-of-party candidate may stem from our
method of selecting participants. To select strongly identified Democrats a
Republicans, we asked respondents in the psychology department’s prescreening pool

to report their political affiliation, and then report the strength of their palliti
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affiliation on a single item from In{y party affiliation is very weako 7 (nmy party
affiliation is very stronyy We required that respondents score at least a four or higher
on this strength item to be eligible.

In the current set of studies, | tightened the criteria for inclusion by ingudin
guestions that assess the extent to which one’s political affiliation remesent
meaningful part of one’s self-concept. Recall, as described in the Method section of
Study 1, that eligible participants rated the strength of their identittiicas Republican
using a five item modified version of Luhtanen and Crocker’s (1992) Collectif«e Sel
Esteem Scale, and | only selected respondents who scored above the median on this
composite measure. Thus, whereas the pilot participants may not have considered the
endorsement of an out-of-party candidate to be a role violation, these new criteria
should limit participation to only strongly identified Republicans. Thus, thetesiari
should make it much more difficult for participants to endorse the out-of-party
candidate, given that their political affiliation serves as a meaningfubptueir self-
concept.

As mentioned above, another concern about the pilot study involves the fact that
Republicans showed a greater likelihood of endorsing the in-party, rather than the out-
of-party, candidate when they disclaimed. Reflecting on our methodology, the
candidate information and endorsement procedure may have produced this unexpected
effect. For example, all the participants learned that they were in aflosniation
condition and received only information pertaining to the candidate’s political
affiliation and stance on the comprehensive exam issue, rather than the full two

paragraph descriptions described in Study 1. In addition, rather than being videotaped
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while giving an endorsement speech about the candidate they chose, participalyts me
read aloud the name of their chosen participant on camera. Thus, becausegarticipa
possessed little information on which to make their choice and we gave them no
opportunity to justify their choice, they may have reacted differently thanxtbelg

when making real world political decisions.

In actual political decision making, people have access to ample information on
which to base their political decisions. Despite evidence that people’s palémsaion
making stems from emotional, rather than rational reactions (Westen,2&04),
people believe they utilize the full extent of information available to them (Cohen,
2003), and thus may react differently from the way they normally would when they
realize they must make a decision based on only two pieces of information. éwthis |
information situation, we suspect that participants become aware that theghoose
between political party loyalty versus personal gain. In this sense, Repultitans
were reminded of their political identification, via the disclaimer, ma liel
compelled to act in line with social role norms, putting group harmony above personal
gain, because they had no additional information with which to justify their choice to
other in-group members.

In addition to the above concerns, the disclaimer manipulation from the pilot
study may have insufficiently buffered Republicans against identity nesatasion
threats. We fashioned our pilot study’s disclaimer manipulation after ourstide
heterosexual men (Bosson et al., 2005). Specifically, participants eitheteddicair
political affiliation (disclaimer) or their hometown (no disclaimer) on aaignaphic

guestionnaire, which the experimenter filmed before participants inditeedhoice
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of candidate. This particular manipulation may have merely made participaliti€al
affiliation salient, without sufficiently communicating non-stigmatizedus to their
audience. |If the disclaimer failed to communicate non-stigmatized,sgatusade
participants’ political affiliation salient, we should find exactly the pattd results we
found with Republicans. Therefore, in Study 2, | once again had people wear either the
blank or political t-shirt as a more salient manipulation of disclaimer.
Hypotheses

As noted above, some participants encountered a beneficial in-party candidate
and others a beneficial out-of-party candidate. When the in-party candidatedoenefi
the person, | expected all participants, regardless of disclaimer conditioppiaristhat
particular candidate. However, when the out-of-party candidate benéfted t
participant, the disclaimer should influence people’s likelihood of selecting the
candidate. More specifically, people who disclaimed by wearing a polHsteltt
should feel little threat of identity misclassification, and therefore, dre ikely to act
in their best interest (by supporting the candidate who opposes the mandatory
comprehensive exams) than people who wore a blank t-shirt. Thus, | predicted a
significant effect of disclaimer on choice of candidate within the out-of-gartgition,
yet | expected the effect of disclaimer to be non-significant in the ig-pardition, as
all participants should endorse a beneficial in-party candidate. In addiéepetted a
significant effect of candidate’s party, stemming from participatgsteased
willingness to support an out-of-party candidate when they are unable to disclaim.

Furthermore, | expected that when confronted with a choice of a beneficial out-

of-party candidate versus a non-beneficial in-group candidate, Republicans would
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experience negative affect, as they should feel torn between wanting to actamthe
best interest and simultaneously wanting to avoid misclassification as Bmoc
However, because Republicans in the disclaimer condition knew they would wear a
“Proud to be a Republican” t-shirt when giving their endorsement speech, they should
feel less threat of misclassification and therefore less negatia. dftetest for this
threat, | measured participants’ immediate reactions to their pbtiflemama, by
having them complete a measure of implicit self-esteem before thegtedlitheir
choice of candidate. | expected that participants’ self-relevant aftedtd mediate the
link between the effects of their experimental condition—tested using planned
contrasts—and their choice of candidate.
Method

Participants

| recruited a total of 69 participants from the psychology department’s
introductory psychology research participant pool who reported a strength of
identification as Republican above the median on the identification scale. Onseof the
69 participants identified as Democrat during the study procedure, and was thus
removed from analyses, leaving 68 (38 female and 30 male, 93% Caucasian) strongly
identified Republicans.
Design

| utilized a 2 (beneficial candidate’s affiliation: in-party vs. out-aftp) X 2
(disclaimer: disclaimer vs. no disclaimer) factorial design, and gaatts were
randomly assigned to one of the four experimental conditions. Although participants’

choice of candidate served as the primary dependent measure, | also assessed
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participants’ rating of their likelihood of selecting each candidate b#feseindicated
their choice of candidate, as a more subtle measure of preferences for candidate
Finally, I also collected participants’ implicit self-esteem, prooptiblicly indicating
their choice of candidate, to test my assumption that threat mediateskthetiieen
participants’ condition and their choice of candidate.
Procedure

Just as in Study 1, upon arriving at the lab, participants learned that thely woul
choose between two candidates for a position on the OU Board of Regents and give an
endorsement speech supporting one of the two candidates. They once again saw the t-
shirt that they would wear during the speech and received the same candidate
information sheet as in Study* 1When handing the participant the sheet, the
experimenter explained that the participant should “read over this form and ketaw
when you are finished.” When patrticipants finished reading over the sheet, the
experimenter did not ask them to endorse either candidate, as in Study 1. Instead, the
experimenter explained to participants that before they could writestigarsement
speech for either of the candidates, they needed to fill out a quick questionnaire.

On this questionnaire, participants completed the letter-rating taskixkesori
Study 1, as a measure of implicit self-esteem. | included the imgi¢iesteem
measure at this particular point in the procedure to assess people’s imrafidcitee
reactions to the political decision task. | assumed that when faced witlseci
between a beneficial out-of-party candidate and a non-beneficial in-padiglate,
participants should experience this conflict of interest as threateningudgettes

particular implicit self-esteem measure assesses self-nelaffact, without tapping
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into participants’ consciously held beliefs or attitudes (Bosson et al., 2000),

participants’ were unlikely to know the purpose of the task. Thus, | used implicit sel
esteem as an indirect measure of self-threat (see Prewitt-FreiBosgon, in press)

and assumed that the measure would arouse few suspicions about the true purposes of
the experiment before participants completed the primary dependent measure (

choice of candidate).

After rating the letters, participants completed ratings of the likelihodadreg
would select each candidate, using the measure described in Study 1. | used these two
items to compute a single indicator of participants’ preference for the tiahefi
candidate by subtracting the ratings of Tony James (the non-benefraaaiz) from
the ratings of Richard Blanton (the beneficial candidate). Thus, positive suticzge
a greater preference for the beneficial candidate, and negative scores mdiatde
preference for the non-beneficial candidate.

After participants completed their ratings of the candidates, the expégime
instructed them to write their endorsement speech for their chosen candidadweand g
them the same instruction sheet from Study 1 (see Appendix B), except | included the
statement “We ask that you not include any personal information about yourself in t
speech, to reduce any bias by the people who will be coding your speech” on the essay
sheet to reduce the likelihood of people indicating their political affiliation dtinieig
speech (as several participants in Study 1 ignored the verbal request by the
experimenter, see Footnote 1). The experimenter then once again explained that
participants should not share personal information in their speech. After composing

their speech, participants read their speech on camera, wearinghadtbé&ank or
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“Proud to be a Republican” t-shirt and then completed a demographic questionnaire that

asked about their age, gender, and political affiliation (to ensure that thigoselec

criteria had correctly identified Republicans). Finally, the experiengmwbbed

participants for suspicion and debriefed them on the true purpose of the experiment.
Results

Primary Analyses

Candidate choice.To assess the distribution of candidate choice across the
levels of beneficial candidate and disclaimer conditions, | conducted a seres of ¢
square analyses. Mimicking my contrasts in Study 1, | first investigateeffiect of
the candidate’s party affiliation on choice. | assumed that participantsvaitea
beneficial in-party candidate would be more likely to select the benefanalidate
than participants presented with a beneficial out-of-party candidate. In timéwsi
prediction, a trend emerged, such that participants chose the beneficialyin-part
candidate more often than the beneficial out-of-party candiﬁ&E,N =68) = 3.24p
=.07. Whereas 30 of the 34 patrticipants faced with a beneficial in-party candidate
chose the beneficial candidate, only 24 out of 34 faced with a beneficial outyf-part
candidate chose the beneficial candidate (see Table 3).

As for my primary prediction that disclaiming would increase the likelihood of
participants selecting a beneficial out-of-party candidate, thesealidinot confirm my
expec:tation;(2 (1,N=34) =.57p = .35, as participants who disclaimed and those who
did not were similar in their likelihood of supporting the beneficial candidate at 13 and
11, respectively. Thus, disclaiming did not, in fact, make participants more wdling t

choose a beneficial out-of-party candidate. However, wearing a “Proud to be a
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Republican t-shirt” appeared to make participants less likely to endorse a ndioiblene
out-of-party candidate(,2 (1,N=34) =4.53p = .05, as no participants who wore the
political t-shirt broke with party lines, but four out of 17 participants wearing trekbl
t-shirt endorsed the non-beneficial out-of-party candidate. Although it is undigar w
participants would select a non-beneficial out-of-party candidate, perhapsgvine
“Proud to be a Republican” t-shirt made participants faced with a beneficiattyn-pa

candidate feel less willing to stray from the party line.

Table 3.Choice of Candidate by Candidate’s Affiliation and Disclaimer Condition

Chose Beneficial Candidate?

Beneficial Candidate is: Yes No Total
In-party
Political t-shirt 17 0 17
Blank t-shirt 13 4 17
Total 30 4 34
Out-of-party
Political t-shirt 13 4 17
Blank t-shirt 11 6 17
Total 24 10 34
Overall Total 54 14 68

Note Table 3 displays the number of participants who selected each candidate by
experimental condition.
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Table 4.Descriptive Statistics for Preference and Affect Scores by Condition

Beneficial candidate is:

Candidate Preference

Self-relevatt Aff

In-party

Political t-shirt

Blank t-shirt

Total

Out-of-party

Total

Political t-shirt

Blank t-shirt

Total

Political t-shirt

Blank t-shirt

Overall

5.88 (2.23)
3.29 (4.30)

4.59 (3.62)

1.24 (4.55)
1.41 (5.24)

1.32 (4.83)

3.56 (4.24)
2.35 (4.82)

2.96 (4.55)

2.22 (3.14)
2.98 (3.19)

2.60 (3.14)

2.24 (2.84)
3.70 (3.03)

2.97 (2.99)

2.23 (2.95)
3.34 (3.09)

2.79 (3.05)

Note Table 4 displays the means and standard deviations for the measure of

participants’ preference for the beneficial candidate (over the non-bahefici

candidate) and their self-relevant affect.

Candidate preferenceTo test whether participants’ experimental condition

affected their preferences for the beneficial candidate, | submitted gents’

preference score to a 2 (beneficial candidate’s affiliation) X 2 (dmseRifactorial

ANOVA. Only the main effect of the beneficial candidate’s affiliatieaahed
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significanceF (1, 64) = 10.12p = .002, suggesting that Republicans showed a greater
preference for the beneficial candidate when he was a fellow Repulcad .69,SD

= 3.62) than when he was a Democht<1.32,SD = 4.83), all otheps > .18. Thus,

the current findings suggest that disclaimers have little effect on parttsi preference
for or choice of candidate (see Table 4).

Self-relevant affectln order to assess patrticipants’ experience of threat when
faced with a beneficial out-of-party candidate, | conducted a 2 (benefirididate’s
affiliation) X 2 (disclaimer) factorial ANOVA on the combined indicator of
participants’ ratings of their first and last initials. Neither of thennefiects nor the
interaction reached significance, pdl > .13, suggesting that the manipulations did not
affect participants’ self-relevant affect as expected.

Mediational Analyses

Given my initial hypothesis that people’s experience of identity
misclassification threats drives their preference for and choice of céadigéanned to
test a mediational model with people’s self-relevant affect scoresigawian indicator
of threat using Baron and Kenny’s (1986) steps for establishing mediation. | proposed
that people’s experience of threat should mediate the link between their exatim
condition (using the contrasts described in Study 1) and their choice of candidate and
preference for the beneficial candidate, using a linear and logistesssgn
respectively. However, given the findings reported above that participaetsvidt a
beneficial out-of-party candidate did not evidence greater threat on threlsetint

affect measure, | did not conduct the proposed mediational analyses, knowing that
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people’s experience of threat could not explain their greater preferencelfonaice of
a beneficial in-party candidate over a beneficial out-of-party candidate
Discussion

The results from Study 2 suggest that although the political affiliation of a
beneficial candidate does influence people’s preference for and choice afatandi
does not elicit negative self-relevant affect during political decision-makirayedver,
among Republicans’ faced with a beneficial Democratic candidate, disufpdha not
increase their preference for or choice of the Democratic candidate. Howbee
faced with a non-beneficial Democratic candidate, participants seldat Democrat
more when they wore the blank t-shirt than the “Proud to be a Republican” shirt,
suggesting the political t-shirt may limit people’s willingness to endasen-
beneficial out-of-party candidate.

Taken together with Study 1, the current findings suggest that although people
may anticipate a greater likelihood of misclassification when endorsiogtaof-party
candidate, wearing a t-shirt that communicates one’s political affili@oes not appear
to increase their preference for or likelihood of choosing a beneficial quartf-
candidate. Once again, one possible explanation for these findings concerns the
political t-shirt not serving as a strong enough disclaimer to reduce thbdixelof
misclassification. Given that we told participants that the experimentedogreryone
to “wear something similar” to reduce bias in our coders, the participants inaige
been concerned that the “Proud to be a Republican” t-shirt did not convey unique
information about them, since everyone would be wearing something similar. If on the

other hand, participants had been allowed to convey something about their personal
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identity as a Republican by either giving a speech about their Republicatyidenti
choosing to wear the Republican shirt (knowing that others may have chosen
differently), then perhaps they would have felt they had communicated theityident
adequately.

It is important to note that although the disclaimer did not make participants
more likely to endorse the beneficial candidate, participants overwhejntingse to
endorse the beneficial candidate over the non-beneficial candidate. Thus, even when
faced with a beneficial out-of-party candidate and a non-beneficial ip-gantidate,
more participants chose the beneficial out-of-party candidate. This sudgests t
perhaps the participants in Study 2 felt relatively free from mistitzggn concerns in
general, despite their endorsement of an out-of-party candidate. Given thatréms
situation involved a relatively non-partisan position (i.e., a Regent at a uniyersity
many participants may have reasoned that the candidate’s politiGatiaffiwas not
relevant to the job. It is unclear whether this would be the case with paliicizion
making in general. Thus, in Study 3, | aimed to assess participants’ negcti@ more
directly political situation.

As for the unexpected finding that Republicans were more likely to choose a
non-beneficial, out-of-party candidate when wearing the blank t-shirt as oppoked to t
“Proud to be a Republican” t-shirt, it is possible that wearing the politi¢alfttesoused
consistency concerns that limited people’s ability to stray from the paetydspecially
when faced with a beneficial in-party candidate). According to cognitigerthsice
theory (Festinger, 1957), people often attempt to avoid the distress associated with

inconsistency between their attitudes and behavior by changing thedexttit
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Knowing that they would wear a “Proud to be a Republican” t-shirt, participarts fac
with a beneficial in-party candidate may have felt pressure to demonstratteurs
between their behavior (wearing the political shirt) and their attitude®(gement of
an in-party candidate). Given that participants wearing the blank t-shirt had not
publicly identified their Republicanism, perhaps they were less burdened hstenog
concerns and thus felt freer to flaunt their uniqueness.

This pressure to be consistent may also help to explain the lack of an effect of
the disclaimer when faced with a beneficial out-of-party candidate. Perhaps
Republicans choosing between a beneficial Democratic and a non-beneficial
Republican candidate faced a dual threat. On the one hand, participants who knew they
would wear the political t-shirt faced little threat of misclassifwg but endorsing the
out-of-party candidate should pose consistency concerns. On the other hand,
participants who wore the blank t-shirt should experience relatively littlerdisse
compared to those wearing the “Proud to be a Republican” shirt, but may anticipate
others mistaking them as a Democrat if they endorse the beneficial Reimocr
candidate. Thus, the presence of these two different types of concerns may have made
it difficult to detect either, in that they cancelled each other out.

In Study 2, |1 did not find that disclaiming—at least the method of disclaiming
used in the current work—increased Republicans’ willingness to endorse a beneficial
out-of-party candidate. Instead, | found that participants were quite willingltorse
an out-of-party candidate, despite the possibility of misclassificationtutty S, |
expanded my exploration of political decision-making to examine how identity

misclassification might impact how people evaluate political candidates.
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Study 3

In an attempt to extend the current research beyond candidate endorsement,
Study 3 examined whether the threat of identity misclassification intsgpeople’s
reactions to a political speech. In Study 1, | found that participants who endorsed a
out-of-party candidate expected misclassification and experiencedrgiaagats to
their belonging and coherence than participants who endorsed an in-party candidate. |
the current study, | explored whether identity misclassification thsgatkarly arise
when merely evaluating, rather than endorsing, political candidates.srsl@sing
an out-of-party candidate may invite misclassification as a member afittgeaup, so
might publicly giving a poor evaluation of an in-group candidate. For example,
imagine a Republican making critical public remarks about a fellow Republican in a
politically relevant context. Unless the individual asserts his partytioydhers may
mistakenly assume the critical Republican to be a Democrat.

In Study 3, | had people rate a poorly-written political speech attributed to eithe
an in-group (i.e.in-party condition or out-group (i.e.out-of-party conditiohpolitical
candidate. All participants made public ratings of the speech, however some
participants disclaimed by communicating their political affiliatioe. (disclaimer
condition) and others were unable to disclaim (icentrol conditiorn). Because
publicly criticizing an in-group other could invite misclassification, grougmbers
may soften their criticism to reduce the likelihood of misclassificationcdsyrast,
public assessments of an out-group other may become even more negative when
participants are unable to indicate their group affiliation, as overly dfeparatings

of an out-group member may similarly lead to misclassification. Thus, ibdigolg
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reduces the discrepancy between participants’ public evaluations of in- agiopt
political candidates, these findings could help to explain how identity misatasisin
processes contribute to in-group biases.

In addition to expanding the scope of the possible influence of identity
misclassification on political decision-making, Study 3 assessed the sitemjth of
identification in political decision making. In Studies 1 and 2, | recruited only highly
identified Republicans to participate. In the current study, | recruited lotigkt and
weakly identified Republicans as a preliminary investigation of whethergttr of
participants’ identification as Republican influences the extent to which adededi
political affiliation and their ability to disclaim affects their evdiaas of political
candidates.

Hypotheses

In Study 3, | expected that Republicans who indicated their political affitiati
before publicly rating a poorly written speech by either a fellow Repubtican
Democrat would display less in-group bias or out-group derogation, respectiagly, t
participants who were unable to communicate their political affiliation. Ghaen t
publicly derogating a member of one’s in-group, without first identifying ragber
of that in-group, could invite misclassification, group members may avoid dempgatin
in-group members to avoid misclassification. However, if Republicans make their
political affiliation public when publicly rating a candidate, they should expegidttle
threat of misclassification as Democrat, and can therefore give sacmrate
assessment of the candidate’s speech than their non-disclaiming counterpart$. Thus

expected participants in the control condition to give more positive ratings to an in-
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party candidate (in the in-party condition) and more negative ratings to gnoont-
member (in the out-of-party condition), than their disclaiming counterpartaiminls
expected a significant interaction of disclaimer and candidate, such thantha c
condition would increase the favorability of ratings of the speech and candidate in the
in-party condition relative to the disclaimer condition, but decrease the fayrabil
ratings in the out-of-party condition.

In predicting the absolute difference in ratings of in-party and out-of-part
candidates in the disclaimer condition, two theoretical perspectives poekemtal
possibilities. First, the social identity literature suggests thatypamts should display
a tendency to prefer and confer advantage to in-group others (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).
Thus, even when unbothered by identity misclassification concerns (as participants
the control condition should be), individuals may still display a tendency to rate a
poorly performing in-group member more positively than a poorly performing out-
group member. Alternatively, research on the “black-sheep” effect sugiggstsoup
members derogate deviant in-group others more harshly than deviant out-group
members (Marques, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1988). Thus, if Republicans view the
Republican candidate’s poor performance as deviant (because of its poor quality),
participants in the control condition who rate an in-party candidate may assidpehim/
ratings that are as harsh or harsher than control group participantss iatisng out-of-
party candidate. Thus, my investigation of the discrepancy between the in- and out-of-
party conditions within the control condition speaks to the circumstances under which
people choose to punish or reward poorly performing in-group members.

Finally, this study allowed me to explore whether the strength of a candidate’s
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political affiliation affects how identity misclassification threattect people’s
judgments of and attitudes about political candidates.
Method

Participants and Design

In Study 3, | recruited 117 individuals (83 women and 34 men, 85% Caucasian)
who identified as Republican in the departmental prescreening. Of those 117, a total of
16 participants indicated their affiliation as Democrat or Independent/Gthbe
demographic sheet at the end of the experiment, and thus were excluded fronsanalyse
This left 101 Republicans (73 women and 28 men, 88% Caucasian) for analyses. |
randomly assigned participants to one of four conditions. In this study, |di@#i2e
(candidate: in-party vs. out-of-party) X 2 (disclaimer: disclaimer vsrabriaictorial
design. The dependent measures assessed the quality of the candidate’argpeec
perceptions of the candidate.
Procedure

After participants arrived at the lab in groups of up to six at a time, and signed
an informed consent form agreeing to be photographed, the experimenter explained that
the current research investigates people’s political opinions. The expernmente
continued asserting that similar to a focus group or market testing, the ctuadnt
assesses people’s reactions to a political speech given recently by wodaufal
political candidates. The researcher then explained that some participartseaolh
speech from one candidate and others would read a speech by his opponent. In fact, all
participants read the same fictional speech, merely attributed to eitleen@cEat or

Republican candidate. The researcher continued, saying that, “Just as imgarket
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research, in which the market researchers will not tell people the brand of phegjuct t
are evaluating to prevent people’s biases from affecting people’s tingsrdtcannot
reveal the identity of these candidates until you complete your evaluatitmséver,

to make the scenario more realistic, the experimenter told participantstdesthey

had finished filling out the packet, they would learn the identity of the candidate. |
order to make patrticipants feel as if their rating would be seen by othexip-gr
members, the experimenter then told participants that in addition to seveaatihese
assistants, several Democrat and Republican student groups would look over the
packets.

Next, participants received a response packet. For all participants, the packet
had a cover page requiring participants to write their name and OUID number| as wel
as a box in the center of the page indicating that participants’ photographs would be
attached. The experimenter explained that participants would have their ppbtogra
taken and that the pictures would later be printed out and attached to the front page of
their response packet. The experimenter then went around the room and took pictures
of everyone. Again, this was done to make all participants feel like theigsaif the
speech would be “public,” in that a picture of their face would ostensibly be attexhe
their rating form. In fact, the camera had no film, and after they com@litibeir
responses, participants removed the coversheet to assure them that theirgesponse
would remain anonymous. Finally, the experimenter instructed participantsko w
through the items in the packet in the order presented, and remain seated untileeveryon
finished.

Disclaimer manipulation.As mentioned above, all participants received packets
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with a cover page. In the disclaimer condition, the cover page contained an open-ended
item requesting participants to report their political affiliation. Eigaints in the
control condition did not have this political affiliation item on the cover page.

Questionnaire packetThe first page of the packet (after the cover page)
included a one-page speech attributed to either a Democratic (out-otpadition) or
Republican (in-party condition) candidate. In constructing the speech, Iatnise t
generic political language, and thus make it conceivable that either a 2¢moc
Republican could have made the speech. In addition, | constructed the speech to
contain informal language, improper grammar, and logical inconsistendikats
participants could recognize the poor quality of the speech (see Appendix D).

After reading the speech, participants completed ratings of the candidate’s
speech and the candidate’s personal qualities. Participants rated the quiéty of
speech by reporting the extent to which they agreed with fifteen state(seats
Appendix E), on a scale from $tfongly Disagregto 9 Strongly Agreg After
reverse coding negatively worded items, | computed the internal consisfethey
measure. Given that the items displayed a high internal consistenc92), | used the
mean of these fifteen items as a single indicator of participants’gience of the
speech’s quality. After rating the quality of the speech, participantsatexithe
extent to which the candidate possessed eight positive and eight negative aquaéties
scale from 1rfot at al) to 9 very much. | borrowed fourteen of the items from a card
sorting measure used by Showers (1992), as that work deemed these attribeites t
unambiguously positive and negative qualities of individuals. | added two additional

positive items (i.e., “enthusiastic” and “likable”) to create the 16-item unegsee
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Appendix F). After reverse coding negative attributes, | computed the mead ®f al
items to yield an indicator of positive perceptions of the candidate§9). After
completing their rating participants received a separate sheet dmtvbicreported

their gender, age, and race, as well as their political affiliation to ersimnmay

selection procedures accurately identified eligible candidates. Incadthg sheet

asked patrticipants to report their ideas about the purpose of the study and ingicate an
suspicions they felt during the study. None of these responses warranted papddici
exclusion from the study.

Debriefing. After all participants completed the questionnaire, the experimenter
explained the true purpose of the experiment, including all the deceptions necassary f
conducting the experiment, and had participants remove the first page of the
guestionnaire and dispose of it in any manner they wanted. This should have assured
participants that neither their name nor photograph would be connected to their
guestionnaire packet.

Results
Strength of Political Affiliation

Of the 101 Republicans who participated, roughly Wi @8) met the criteria
used in Studies 1 and 2 to qualify as a strongly identified Republican—namely,
possessing a score higher than the midpoint of the political identification meakere. T
other half \l = 53) were classified as weakly identified, given that their strength of
identification score fell at or below the scale’s midpoint. To determinetitjpants’
level of identification as Republican moderated the impact of the manipulationsron thei

ratings of the speech and candidate, | entered participants’ continuous strength of
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identification scores along with my two primary independent variables and ablposs
interactions into two regressions, predicting participants’ ratings opterh and
evaluations of the candidate. | used the continuous measure of strength of political
identification, rather than merely comparing weakly versus stronghtifced
participants, because of the problems associated with dichotomizing continuous
variables (MacCallum, Zhang, Preacher, & Rucker, 2002).

In order to test for moderation, | first centered participants’ strengibliical
identification scores by subtracting the mean from their score (Aikere&t \V¥991). |
then entered this centered score along with two dichotomous indicators of paricipant
experimental condition (O versus 1 representing disclaimer versus controt@eutlyin
versus out-of-party, respectively) in the first block of the models. In orderdtecre
two-way interaction terms, | multiplied participants’ strength of ideatifon scores by
the two other dichotomous variables, and | created a three-way interactioryterm b
multiplying all three variables together. Next, | entered all of theseastien terms
into the second block of the models. In neither model did participants’ level of
identification or its interaction with the independent variables reach sigriggs < 1.
Given that participants’ strength of identification did not moderate the efféce
manipulation condition on their evaluations, | collapsed across level of identifidati
my primary analyses.

Speech Quality and Perceptions of Candidate

In order to assess the effectiveness of the disclaimer at reducing in-greegh bia

responding, | conducted separate 2 (candidate: in-party vs. out-of-party) X 2

(disclaimer: disclaimer vs. control) factorial ANOVAS on participarasings of the
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candidate’s speech and their perceptions of the candidate. | anticipatedieasigni
interaction, such that the control condition would produce the highest ratings of any
condition when participants rated an in-party candidate and his speech, and the lowest
ratings when participants assessed the out-of party candidate and his sjadselh T
presents the means and standard deviations of participants’ ratings of the e&ndidat

speech quality and evaluations of the candidate by condition.

Table 5.Descriptive Statistics for Speech Quality and Candidate Evaluation by

Condition
Speech Quality Candidate Evaluation
In-party Disclaimer 4.63 (1.43) 6.14 (1.24)
Control 4.03 (1.33) 5.75(1.17)
Total 4.32 (1.40) 5.94 (1.21)
Out-of-party  Disclaimer 4.15 (1.15) 5.86 (1.07)
Control 3.49 (1.13) 5.52 (1.07)
Total 3.82 (1.18) 5.69 (1.07)
Total Disclaimer 4.39 (1.31) 6.00 (1.15)
Control 3.76 (1.25) 5.64 (1.12)
Overall 4.07 (1.31) 5.82 (1.14)

Note Table 5 displays the means and standard deviations for the measure of
participants’ ratings of the quality of the speech given by the candidatbeand
positivity of participants’ evaluations of the candidate.
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In the case of ratings of the quality of the speech, both the main effect of
candidate’s affiliationf (1, 97) = 6.23p = .01, and the main effect of disclaimer(1,
97) = 3.99p = .05, reached significance. However, the interaction effect did not
emergeF (1, 97) =.02p = .90. As can be seen in Figure 3, participants consistently
rated in-party candidateM (= 4.39,SD = .18) higher than out-of-party candidatbt=£
3.76,SD=.18), and participants who publicly indicated their Republican identification
(M = 4.33,SD = .18) rated the quality of the candidate’s speech higher than participants

who did not identify as RepublicaM(= 3.82,SD=.18).

Figure 3. Mean ratings of speech quality as a function of candidate affiliation and

disclaimer condition in Study 3.
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Although | accurately predicted that participants would rate an in-party

candidate’s speech higher than an out-of-party candidate’s, | did not anttbigtate
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indicating Republican status in general would increase ratings of the qudhty of
speech. Thus, despite the fact that disclaiming did not make participants mncak cr
of an in-party candidate as | predicted, a one-taitedt revealed a trend for
participants rating an out-of-party candidate’s speech to give more gepgeabuations
if they were able to disclaim than if they were n@49) = 1.55p = .06, lending partial

support to my hypothesis that disclaiming would reduce in-group biased responding.

Figure 4. Mean ratings of the positivity of participants’ evaluation of the candidate as

function of candidate affiliation and disclaimer condition in Study 3.
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In the model investigating the effects of the manipulations on participants
evaluations of the candidate, the interaction term was not significéht97) = .01p
=.92, and although both of the main effects failed to reach significeaee?.50,ps >

.11, the pattern of participants’ evaluations of the candidate closely mirroned the
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assessment of speech quality (see Figure 4). In fact, participaimgsrat the quality
of the speech correlated quite highly with their assessment of the canddai® (p <
.001), suggesting that their appraisals of the quality of the speech closeld aligimne
their attribution of positive qualities to the candidate.
Discussion

In Study 3, | investigated whether the identity misclassification fnarie
applies to a wider array of social behaviors than previously explored—nanogl’ise
public evaluations of political candidates. | had hoped to demonstrate that disglaim
could reduce in-group biased evaluations of candidates, in that participants who were
able to disclaim would rate an in-party candidate less generously and an outtof-par
candidate less harshly than participants who had not publicly identified as Republi
Although disclaiming did not allow Republicans to give harsher evaluations tow fel
Republican, it did allow them to be slightly more generous in their assessrhants
out-of-party candidate. In addition, | found that people consistently rated théepeec
of in-party candidates as being of higher quality than those of out-of-party dasdida
This finding supports the assertions of social identity theory (Tajfel & Tui9&9)
that individuals display in-group biased responding as a way to bolster their own self-
evaluations, rather than the black sheep effect (Marques et al., 1988) which would
predict that participants would judge the poorly performing in-group member more
harshly than the poorly performing out-group member.

Unexpectedly, reporting their Republican identity to their ostensible aalien
also increased participants’ ratings of the quality of the speech. Thisextbath

when participants rated a Republican and a Democratic candidate, suggessogthat
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aspect of publicly indicating affiliation with the Republican party led paditis to
assess the candidate’s speech more positively in general. Recall thatyir? St
participants who wore a “Proud to be a Republican” t-shirt gave lower quality speeches
than participants wearing a blank t-shirt. Combining this previous finding with the
findings from Study 3, perhaps reminding participants of their Republican identity
increased their attraction to an informal, off-the-cuff sounding speech. Gathdid
not predict either of these findings, any explanation for the current patteramse
speculative.

Finally, the current study suggests that participants behaved similgalylless
of the strength of their political affiliation. In my introduction of Study 2 stdssed a
pilot study that found that in general, Democrats and Republicans appearediygenera
willing to endorse a beneficial out-of-party candidate. | reasoned thatgserh
participants’ willingness to endorse the out-of-party candidate stemoradte rather
lax eligibility criteria for inclusion in the study. Thus, in Studies 1 and Zdted
stricter criteria to ensure that only strongly identified Republicangipatied,
reasoning that these individuals should be averse to endorsing an out-of-party eandidat
However, Study 2 demonstrated that even these strongly identified partisamsttende
endorse a beneficial candidate (even when he affiliated as an out-of-gantyem),
suggesting little difference in strongly and weakly identified Republic®eshaps the
similarity among weakly and strongly identified Republicans in Study 3 is not
surprising given our previous research finding that the strength of men’s gexenley
did not moderate the effect of expectations of misclassification on their dstanth

a gender role violation (Bosson et al., 2006). Thus, the current findings suggest that
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mere identification as Republican, rather than the strength of that iderdificaffects

people’s evaluation of political candidates.

88



General Discussion

Taken together, the three studies presented here address how people’s
experience of identity misclassification influences their experiehodeviolations
and their willingness to violate group norms. Although in many situations, adhering to
group norms contributes to a coherent sense of self (Turner et al., 1987) and makes
people feel a stronger connection to their in-group (Hogg & McGarty, 1990), group
norms can also hinder people’s intrinsic motivations (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Thus,
strategies that allow people to violate social roles, without experiendimggioegy and
coherence threats, should increase people’s sense of autonomy (Bosson et al., 2005) and
ultimately allow them to act in their best interest.

In the current work, | attempted to build on our previous work with
heterosexual men who feared misclassification as gay (Bosson et al., 208&) Bos
al., 2006; Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, in press) by examining Republicanst&atjpas
of misclassification as Democrat. Specifically, Study 1 assessed thexjuenses of
violating the norms of one’s political party by publicly endorsing a benebcitabf-
party candidate. In Study 2, | expanded the scope of the identity misclassifica
framework to assess whether disclaiming could increase politicagastiwillingness
to endorse an out-of-party candidate. Finally, in Study 3, | investigated hovapsirtis
may use in-group biased evaluations of a political candidate’s speechatsgysb
combat identity misclassification.

Summary of Findings
The findings from Study 1 suggest that Republicans who publicly endorse a

Democratic candidate expect other Republicans who do not know them to misclassify
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them on the basis of their role violating behavior. Moreover, accompanying this
expectation of misclassification, people experience increased threat thdioth

belonging and coherence when endorsing the out-of-party candidate. Although wearing
a t-shirt that communicated their Republican identity reduced Republicanstaiqoec

of misclassification and concern about living up to their own standards for how a
Republican should act, this disclaimer did little to assuage participantgrcoover

what other Republicans might think of them.

As mentioned above, one possible reason for participants’ lingering
belongingness threats concerns participants’ worrying, even afternmiscjathat they
might be misclassified into some devalued group other than Democrat (e.g.,
Independent, “bad” Republican). Given that participants could assume that wiaring t
t-shirt communicated nothing about their unique identity as Republican, knowing that
we had all the participants wear similar shirts, Republicans may havedeeerned
that others would not know their genuine Republican identity. Therefore, in future
research | would change the nature of the disclaimer to allow partictpants
communicate their political identity more fully and with obvious sincerity.s Ty
increase the effectiveness of the disclaimer in communicating non-stigohatatus to
others.

Although participants reported a greater expectation of misclasisifiGand
experienced greater threats to both their belonging and coherence when endorsing an
out-of-party candidate, they did not experience or display more self-conscious
discomfort when endorsing the out-of-party candidate. Similarly, participahtth

Study 1 and 2 did not experience decreases in the positivity of their self-mraduat
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following endorsement of an out-of-party candidate. One major limitation of the
current study was that | did not collect any information about participantstale
discomfort with public speaking. Thus, | cannot determine if the failure to detect
significant effects of the manipulations on participants’ discomfort anggalfiations
stems from excessive variability in participants’ pre-existing eepee with and
attitudes concerning public speaking. Had | asked participants to report tihailleat
toward public speaking, | could have controlled for this, just as we controlled for
heterosexual men’s experience with and exposure to our hairstyling taskr{boss.,
2005; Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, in press). As it stands, | can only speculate that
controlling for people’s fear of public speaking would have allowed the effette of
disclaimer on participants’ negative affect to emerge.

In both Study 1 and Study 2, Republican participants displayed a greater
preference for the beneficial candidate when he affiliated with the RepuBlacty as
opposed to the Democratic Party. Not surprisingly then, Study 2 participantsiohose t
beneficial in-party candidate more often than the beneficial out-of-pantjidate.
However, for both the preference and choice measures, wearing a t-shirt thisediver
their political affiliation (as opposed to a blank t-shirt) dat increase participants’
preference for or choice of a beneficial out-of-party candidate. Instead, ticgopats
in Study 2 seemed willing to choose the beneficial candidate, even when he was an out-
of-party candidate, suggesting that their concerns of identity misatasisifi may have
been relatively low, even when they were unable to communicate their Republican
identity.

Why did Republican participants feel free to endorse a beneficial Democratic
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candidate, even when they were unable to communicate their Republican identity?
Perhaps the particular circumstances of choosing between two similasatesdor a
non-partisan position did not arouse the same identity concerns as might arise when
choosing between candidates for an elected political office in which plodiffdetion
should be more relevant. Another possibility is that the reliance on freshmegecolle
students¥ld age=19) as patrticipants produced a sample of people who had yet to fully
establish their own independent political affiliation free of their paremts’friends’
influence. Thus, older, more established partisans may experience athreateo

their Republican identity when breaking with party lines.

Despite people’s willingness to endorse a beneficial candidate (Study 2),
Republicans still displayed a tendency to evaluate a speech given by a fellow
Republican more positively than the exact same speech given by a DerStawlgt3).
Thus, when a Democratic candidate objectively benefited them more than the
Republican candidate, Republicans were able to put aside their politicaliaffibaid
endorse the beneficial Democratic candidate. However, with all things equal
participants consistently evaluated the performance of an in-party centidamore
positive light, despite an identical performance.

With regard to the primary prediction that a disclaimer would reduce
participants’ in-group biased evaluations, | found that disclaiming did not consistently
reduce in-group biased responding. For example, in Study 3, political partisans who
disclaimed did not display a tendency to evaluate a fellow in-group membesthspe
more harshly, but disclaiming did increase partisans’ ratings of the quadity ait-

group member’s speech. Given that | did not directly assess participgrasieace of
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identity misclassification in Study 3, these findings leave open several jgossibl
interpretations.

First, perhaps participants did expect misclassification, yet theidheclased
in the current study did not provide strong enough protection against identity
misclassification threats to allow participants to negatively evaluégow in-group
member. Thus, participants’ tendency to rate an in-party candidate higher than an out-
of-party candidate, even after disclaiming, may have resulted from afailtine
disclaimer to adequately communicate non-stigmatized status. Aletgati
participants may have been relatively free of misclassification cosnieed merely
displayed an in-group bias as a way to bolster their own self-evaluation, as social
identity theory would predict (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Because | did not asseg#yde
misclassification concerns directly, it remains unclear whether Republibias toward
a fellow Republican’s speech emerged as a tactic to stave off miicksn or an
attempt to reinforce a positive self-image.

Another possible reason for the relative ineffectiveness of the disclaimer
concerns Study 3's methodology for making participants feel as if their odé&ion
was public. In previous research (Bosson et al., 2005; Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, in
press), we videotaped people engaging in role violations to make them feefhessf
would see their role violating behavior. In Study 3, participants merely beliesied t
name and picture would be attached to their response packet, and thus, they may not
have perceived their ratings to be highly public, as our videotaped participants likely
did. If participants felt relatively anonymous while making their ragtjnigey should

feel little concern about how others might judge them on the basis of their evadyati
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and thus experience little threat of identity misclassification.

Despite Republicans’ ability to endorse an overtly beneficial Democratic
candidate, Republicans preferred and chose a beneficial candidate modeiitHed
as Republican than if he identified as Democrat and disclaiming did not reduce this
tendency (Studies 1 and 2). Similarly, Republicans in Study 3 rated the same speech of
lower quality when given by a Democrat, regardless of whether they disdaiThus,
partisan identification clearly plays a role in reactions to political catels, regardless
of situational factors that might reduce the chances of misclassificaBiven the
limited utility of disclaimers in reducing Republicans’ in-party biasedipalidecision-
making, the extent to which identity misclassification plays a part in edberto in-
party norms remains unclear.

Although | only recruited strongly identified Republicans in Studies 1 and 2,
Study 3 allowed me to compare the reactions of strongly and weakly identified
Republicans. In the current work, the strength and importance of Republicansapolitic
affiliation mattered little, in that both strongly and weakly identified Répaibs gave
overly generous evaluations to a fellow Republican’s poorly written speech. This
suggests that a Democratic candidate may have a difficult time pergeain
moderate or weakly identified Republican voters, given partisans’ tendencgtu ol
an out-group member’s performance.

In addition to the findings relevant to my primary predictions, the current work
yielded some unexpected results. Results from Studies 2 and 3 demonstrated that
partisans gave lower quality speeches and rated a candidate’s poorly spéezh

higher after having publicly identified as a member of their politicalypaktthough
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any explanation of these findings remain speculative, participants maydsavdated
to the behavioral characteristics of a readily accessible exemplapobkanism—
namely George W. Bush'’s relatively informal style of public speaking (Wgjsbe
2004). Alternatively, having been identified as proud Republicans, these patrticipants
may have attempted to distance themselves from “liberal elitists'Higak, 2004;
Ross, 2006; Yoon, 2004) by trying not to appear too “proper” in their speeches.
Reconciling the Current Work with Previous Research

So, why did research on Republicans’ concerns of being misclassified as a
Democrat for the most part fail to replicate our past work on heterosexual meaawho f
being seen as gay? One response to this question could be that partisans simply do not
experience identity misclassification threats as heterosexual men deavétoB8tudy 1
demonstrated that strongly-identified Republicdogxpect identity misclassification,
as well as feelings of belonging and coherence threats, when they endorsefan out
party candidate. Yet despite these threats, Study 2 participants sedimgdrwi
general to endorse a beneficial out-of-party candidate over a non-banefjgarty
candidate (although less willing than participants who could endorse a beneficial
party candidate). So, perhaps the differences in current and previous findings lie in
discrepancies in how people negotiate their group membership as heterosesual or
political partisans respectively.

In the case of sexual orientation, most people view sexual orientation as a more
static and perhaps even innate characteristic. In contrast, because tiaefarite
determining what makes someone a Democrat or a Republican may be lesd defi

agreed upon, people can readily choose and change their political affiliatiom tk&ve

95



prevalence and rigidity of the male gender role (Pleck, 1981), men who viotatelé
should expect misclassification as gay (Bosson et al., 2005). However, when people
endorse an out-of-party candidate, are they engaging in a role violating behavi®r tha
diagnostic of a devalued out-group, or merely being an educated and independent
thinking citizen?

Depending on the situational circumstances, endorsing a particular candidate
may or may not threaten peoples’ partisan identity, given that even staundaboliti
partisans view their own political decisions as free from bias (Cohen, 2003), and likely
believe such decisions should be made on the basis of issues rather than party
affiliation. Thus, in a situation like that of Study 2, where it would be hard to deny
partisan bias when endorsing a non-beneficial candidate over the objectivdigidlene
candidate, individuals may feel justified in choosing an out-of-party candidate.
Therefore, partisans may display a greater willingness to violatenams, as the
standards for appropriate political party behavior are likely less rigefiped than
those for heterosexual male behavior.

Another explanation for partisans’ general willingness to endorse a bahefici
candidate may rest in participants’ inability to predict their own affecgactions to
giving a role-violating endorsement speech. In our previous research (Boskpn et a
2005; Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, in press) role violators reported their negative
affective reactions following the role violating behavior. Given that people are
generally bad forecasters of their future emotional reactions (Bossome& Z006;
Gilbert, Pinel, Wilson, Blumberg, & Wheatley, 1998), Study 2 participants may not

have correctly judged how endorsing an out-of-party candidate would make them feel.
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Thus, participants may have displayed a willingness to endorse the benefial out
party candidate because they did not anticipate negative affectivensacti
Furthermore, this same concept may help to explain the lack of effectiveness of the
disclaimer in allowing people to endorse an out-of-party candidate. Perhaps
participants did not initially realize that wearing a t-shirt could help teprohem
against feelings of discomfort and threat. However, an equally plausibenakph for
the general ineffectiveness of the disclaimer in the current studies cont&ins w
participants might be proclaiming when they identify as Republican.

Over the course of data collection for these studies, George W. Bush’s approval
ratings declined to the point that even many Republican politicians running forioffice
fall of 2006 made marked attempts to distance themselves from the PresidentefiHamm
2006). Perhaps the Republicans in the current studies worried that publicly idgntifyin
themselves as Republican (without simultaneously distancing themseivethé
unpopular Bush administration) could lead others to judge them negatively. Inghe fac
of stigmatization for being seen as a Bush supporter, many Republicans eagtfac
only a fear of being seen as Democrat, but a fear of being seen as the wrong type of
Republican. This could perhaps explain some of the unexpected findings from the
current studies. For example, the tendency of Republicans to give lower quality
speeches could result from concern over others judging them more negattiviedy
basis of their Republican identity. Furthermore, the tendency for Republicats o r
candidate’s speech of higher quality following a public disclaimer coulectedl desire
to appear as a generous person to deflect possible negative evaluations fremFathe

whatever reason, the disclaimers used here appear to have little impactioal polit
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decision making and limited utility in reducing in-group biased responding. Thus,
many questions are left unanswered and require further investigation.
Directions for Future Research

The current study investigated the role of identity misclassificatigeople’s
political decision-making. Despite the obvious in-group bias displayed throughout the
three studies, the findings from Study 2 suggest that candidates may be able to wi
voters from a rival political party if they offer clear and relevant benrbt offered by
the rival party’s candidate. Although these results are promising, it is uholwa
likely these results are to translate into real world political @etimaking. In Study 2,
| created a situation in which the candidates primarily differed on only two
dimensions—their stance on implementing mandatory comprehensive exams for
graduating seniors and their political affiliation. In real world politdedisions,
political contenders advertise their stances on a myriad of issues, and \dida
platforms on a given issue may be quite similar or quite different. Thus, thadibeli
of actual political candidates being able to clearly distinguish themsedvitbe sole
beneficial candidate is probably quite low. Therefore, future research should
investigate the techniques candidates use to craft themselves as beaadictiad
effectiveness of these techniques in wooing out-of-party voters.

In any social psychological research, investigators should take into adoeunt t
impact of societal shifts on people’s thoughts, feelings, and behavior. All too often,
researchers mistakenly assert findings to be universal and generalizaitie cdawing
from a circumscribed set of controlled studies. In studying political deemmaking, it

becomes even more important to consider how current political events impact how
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decisions are made. In the current work, | predicted that allowing strategified
Republicans to advertise their Republicanism should alleviate concerns about being
seen negatively by others. As noted, however, increasing disapproval of the Bush
administration and several prominent Republican scandals may have left some
Republicans concerned about how others would perceive them while wearing a “Proud
to be Republican” shirt. Thus, in future research | want to explore the extent to which
current events play a role in the negotiation of partisan identity.

Focusing more squarely on the identity misclassification framework, ohe of t
primary goals of the current work centered on determining the extent to which
misclassification into a myriad of social groups and categories—incluaasgrot
widely stigmatized—threatens individuals. | assume that expectatiotsnity
misclassification can arise in many everyday, mundane situations. Faplexanight
the Kappa Sigma member who compliments the Lambda Chi homecoming float, or the
vegetarian left sitting at a meat-filled table, worry about misdlaagon? In these
situations, perhaps off-hand comments or mundane behaviors may arouse identity
misclassification threats. Although the current work leaves unanswergdguestions
about the extent to which Republicans experience misclassification when making
political decisions, it is at least likely that strongly identified memsioé both major
political parties consider the other party to be a devalued identity. In fuse@rcé, |
hope to not only track how people respond to situations in which they face
misclassification, but find new ways to assess the psychological mecbamslerlying
those responses to have a better understanding of how identity misclassiBbapes

everyday experience.
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Although the identity misclassification framework theoretically appbes t
membership in any number of social groups and categories, the current work only
explored the experiences of people who identified as Republicans. Therefore, the
findings presented here may not generalize to the experiences of Democrats
Independents, and members of other political parties. In fact, given thetehiatiz
psychological differences between political liberals and conservativgiseflal., 2003),
Democrats may in fact react quite differently to identity misclasgitin than
Republicans do. Thus, future research is needed to explore whether the current results
replicate when Democrats’ face the possibility of misclassifioas Republican.
Furthermore, given the young age of many of the Republicans in the current work,
participants may not yet have fully established their political identityeréfare, the
extent to which the current findings generalize to more seasoned Republicaampartis
who face identity misclassification remains unclear.

Another possible extension of the current work includes exploring the nature of
disclaimers. In our previous work with heterosexual men, we found that writing an
essay about their masculine interests and activities reduced men’s neffativeeca
reactions to a gender role violation just as indicating their sexual orientation ha
(Prewitt-Freilino & Bosson, in press). In the current work, the disclaina@ipualation
did little to reduce partisan biases in political decision-making and reattigaditical
candidates. However, would strategies that allow people to convincingly comraunicat
their authentic political party membership to others reduce their biaseshdasg? For
example, if participants had been able to choose a t-shirt that reflectaahigeie

political identity or write an essay in support of a prominent Republican camdida
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perhaps they would have felt more willing to endorse a beneficial candidatalwate
a poor performing in-party candidate more critically.

Another question concerns the extent to which people choose to use disclaimers
to ward off identity misclassification threats. In everyday intevastipeople may
advertise their social identities via group identifying clothing, bumperessck
statements, etc. How often do people use these advertisements to communicate their
non-stigmatized status in the face of identity misclassification? Irutihhent research,
| assigned participants to either disclaim or not, similar to our previouscbse
assessing the utility of a disclaimer (Bosson et al., 2005; Prewitinbr& Bosson, in
press). However, future research should examine whether people choose to use
disclaimers to ward off misclassification (e.g., would participants inuherat study
have chosen to wear the “Proud to be a Republican” t-shirt if given a choice?).

Furthermore, are these methods effective? Thus far, we have only looked at the
experiences of role violators who face the possibility of being misckegsif\lthough
disclaiming appears to assuage role violators’ expectation of being rsiftethst may
not actually reduce a bystander’s likelihood of misclassifying someone,, flilhwe
research needs to investigate the real world interaction process betweeolabbesvi
and the people who witness the role violating behavior.

Conclusion

In sum, the current investigation sought to determine the circumstances and
situations that allow people to act in their best interest, without fear of sac@ian or
intrapsychic distress. Ultimately, allowing people to violate overlyiotise social

roles should free them to benefit psychologically from an increased sense of aytonom
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greater behavioral flexibility, and an ability to act in their own bestester Although
the Republican partisans in the current study displayed an in-party bias wheg maki
political decisions, situational factors—Ilike the policy implications ofcielg a
particular candidate—can override political bias and allow people to step aaryss pa

lines.
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Footnotes

! Although the experimenter asked all participants to endorse Richard Blanton
(i.e., the beneficial candidate), 13 of the 45 participants who had been asked to endorse
the out-of-party candidate refused the request and endorsed the in-party candidate
Among those asked to endorse an out-of-party candidate, no differences emerged
between the political and blank t-shirt conditions in terms of people’s likelihood of
endorsing the non-beneficial in-party candidgtel, N = 78) = 1.83p = .24. The
refusal rates from Study 1 resemble those of past studies in which the experiasks
participants to publicly endorse a position they do not agree with (Harmon-Jones et al.,
1996). Because the primary objective of Study 1 involves assessing participant’s
reactions to role violations, and people who endorsed the in-party candidate did not
violate a role norm, their data were excluded from the primary analyseddition, |
excluded three participants in the blank t-shirt condition for mentioning their pblitic
affiliation in their speech, as these participants in fact used a disclaithe no
disclaimer condition. Finally, one participant did not complete the back of the
guestionnaire sheet and therefore, that individual’'s data are not included in the

coherence threat, implicit and explicit self-esteem analyses.

2 After collecting most of the data for Study 1, | realized that | did not modify
the RSES items to assess state levels of self-esteem (e.g., “Right@ew,am able to
do things as well as most other people”). Because the RSES was not the only measure
of self-relevant affect, and to maintain consistency with the data alrelielgted, | left
the items in trait form for the remainder of Study 1.

3 After collecting the data for this study, | realized that | had negleoteollect
information about participants’ comfort with public speaking in general. Given that
there is likely considerable variability in people’s prior experience asexsting
affective reactions to public speaking, it may be difficult to detect grougreifEes on
my discomfort and self-esteem measures. In our previous research, we used prior

exposure to the hairstyling task as a covariate to reduce the varialthiy grioups. A
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similar procedure here may have allowed me to reduce in-group variability tectl de
differences between participants in different conditions.

* To assess the extent to which order of presentation of the two candidates
affected participants’ choice of candidate, | counterbalanced the order erftartes.
So, half of participants read about the beneficial candidate first, and the otheatalf r
about the non-beneficial candidate first. A chi-square analysis revealefectooéf
order of presentatiory? (1, N = 68) = .36p = .77, suggesting that participants’ choice

of candidate was not affected by the order in which the two candidates were presente

> Although the inclusion of these 16 participants did not dramatically impact the
pattern or significance of results, | wanted to briefly review sevacabifs that may
have contributed to participants switching identification from the prescreenthg t
experiment, and justify my exclusion of these participants. One possible dqiana
concerns participant response error. Although it is possible that eitherpaautsc
initial response during pre-screening or their response during the expereselted
from mistakenly indicating the wrong affiliation, perhaps more likely is that
participants’ political identification changed over the weeks and monthsdietive
initial pre-testing and their participation in the experiment. Supporting tfas ide
weakly-identified Republicans changed their identification more often than lstrong
identified Republicans¢® (1, N = 101) = 4.65p = .03. Given that one’s affiliation with
a given political party is a dynamic characteristic that can ety shifts in political
climate, and that the current sample is largely composed of college fregivhemay
still be searching to find their political identity), the number of particgarmto
changed identifications seems reasonable. Whether participants switehefication
because of response error or due to an actual shift in their political idertificati
participants must identify with a particular group to exhibit in-group biased resgpndi
or for disclaiming to effectively reduce any misclassification tistedhus, | excluded
participants who switched identification because theoretically, they shopltuzhces

differently than identified partisans.
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Appendix A: Candidate Information Sheet

This year, the governor will appoint a new member to the OU Board of Regeepdatce Dr.
Robert Ellis, who is retiring after 13 years of service on the Board. Ohe ofdjor issues
during this selection process concerns a hotly-debated policy changettdtwandate
comprehensive exams for graduating seniors at the University. Thisteaaldd require
graduating seniors to complete a cumulative exam in their major be&mheating from the
University. Students who failed the exam would not be allowed to graduate. EBoriemtlthis
procedure and offset the cost of creating and grading the exams, OU wilbhaiaettuition by
an amount that is yet to be determined. This amount will most likeBaa@s an increase in
student fees for all students at the university. While the cwiemigion about comprehensive
exams is an important one, the term of service for a Regent is geiogiitdl long and thus
whoever is selected will have an impact on the future of the Univeositpdny years to come.

Please read the following summaries about the candidates for the OU Board nfRelieer
reading this, you will be asked to endorse one of the two candidates by writing a speech about
why you think that candidate would make a good Regent. You will be videotaped reading your
speech.

Candidate A: Richard Blanton
Richard Blanton was born in Bartlesville, Oklahoma in 1948. He worked asieahdattor
for nine years at a private practice. As an active member db#radcratic/RepublicgnParty
for many years, Richard Blanton eventually decided to run for political @ffidevon a seat in
the State Senate in 1992. At a recent function forDieenpcratic/RepublicgrParty, Blanton
noted his intentions to obtain the newly opened position on the Board of Regebits Buéng
an interview, Senator Blanton made the following statements about his posittoa on
implementation of mandatory exams for graduating seniors:
“As Regent of OU, | will work to make OU the national institution that iedess to
be. As a state, Oklahoma needs to do everything we can to make sure that our
educational system is excellent. Concerning recent proposals at tledityito
implement mandatory comprehensive exams, | agree that high educationaldsard
important, but | also believe that such dramatic policy changes are nethiegh
interest of our students at this time. It will cost too much money and may end up
actually reducing the number of students who earn a college degree in our state. ”

Candidate B: Tony James
Anthony James (known as Tony James) was born in Chickasha, Oklahoma in 1951. After
spending a few years as a prosecuting attorney, he was elected asgIDige in Oklahoma
County. In 1994, Tony James ran for the State House of Representatives on the
(Republican/Democrat)dicket and won. Representative James was one of the leading
(Republicans/Democrgtin the State House, and he now seeks a position as a member of the
Board of Regents here at OU. In response to an interview earlier irottie, rRepresentative
James highlighted his stance on several issues regarding higheicaedattte University of
Oklahoma, including some changes that the current administration has bessidgsc
implementing.
“I seek to bring a higher standard of excellence to this University andhtnestire
state of Oklahoma. | feel we need to raise the standards for gradaiadilblevels of
education from elementary schools through the college level. Theresogport the
institution of mandatory comprehensive exams for seniors. The sooner these new
standards are implemented, the sooner we can begin to change the reputaison of t
state. | understand that implementing these comprehensive exams askitete a
raise in tuition for all OU students. Nonetheless, | believe thatsthimecessary step.”
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Appendix B: Essay Sheet

Please use the front of this page to write a paragraph or two about why you think your
candidate would make a good Regent. You will be using this essay as a speech that you
will give on camera, so make sure to write in a clear and straightforward nadooug

the qualities that make your candidate a strong choice for the OU BoardaitRe

This task may take several minutes, so don't rush yourself. Please ring thbdrel

you finish.

Please indicate (by circling) which candidate you are endorsing, am@the your
speech in the space below:

Richard Blanton (Candidate A) off ony James (Candidate B)
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Appendix C: Self-reported Discomfort

Now that you are finished giving your speech, we are interested in how yothnifelt w
giving your speech. Please rate your agreement with the following staserPéehse
use the scale below to make your ratings:

1. 2. 3o 4..... S..n 6....... 7. 8....... 9

not at all very much
1.  Ifelt pleasant during my speech.
2. | felt proud of myself while giving my speech.
3. During my speech, | felt concerned about the impression | might make on the

people who will view my videotape.
. | felt self-conscious during my speech.

. | felt silly during my speech.

. During my speech, | felt worried about what others might think of me.

4
5

6.l enjoyed making the speech.

7

8. Ifelt embarrassed during my speech.
9

. Giving the speech felt quite natural to me.

10. | had fun giving my speech.
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Appendix D: Candidate’s Speech

The following is a word-for-word transcription of a speech given by a local
(Democratic/Republicgncandidate for political office. The speech appears below
precisely as it was actually spoken by this candidate. However, refeterueople
and places have been removed.

Hello everybody. | am so glad to be here with you all on such a pretty day like today.
It's great to be out here and see all your smiling faces. | wanted taatkang today by
talking about what I think it means to be an American. So ever since | was a boy,
growing up in [state’s name], | knew | could do anything | wanted to in life, beaause
America, what makes America great, we can all get an education, besgutand

make a better life for our children and their children. Generations and gengtadis

made America what it is and | can help keep that up. | believe in this beaatifutty
because living here means we have freedoms that others don’t have. You know, | like
talking about [state’s name] because | think that, as the heart of Ametas[siame]

is the heart of America, a big part of this country and it deserves some recognition.
Being a proud [member of state] means working hard. We have a lot to do to make this
state better—better schools, better roads, better healthcare, andhessRBut we can

do it together because we, as the people, have the drive to make this a bettef place. |
you share my vision on this, | think you should vote for me. My opponent, [opponent’s
name], says a lot of ideas about how he can do the job better than me. He says we are
off the track and going in the wrong direction. | ask you, what does he know? Ebeliev
this is a great country and a great state. One thing | am a little wdooedia the

morals and ethics of our people today. | don’t like a lot of what | hear going on lately
and | want things to change and | am willing and able to lead that change. We need
more jobs in this state, better economy, less crime and a whole lot more, and tante
make it happen. Now, | don’'t want to take too much of your time, because we got other
people who need to talk, but | want to let you know that a vote for [candidate’s name]
means good things to come. So vote for me. Thanks.
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Appendix E: Ratings of Speech Quality

Please rate your agreement with the following statements, using tadetmak to
make your ratings:

1. 2. 3o 4..... 5...... 6....... T 8....... 9

Strongly Neither Strongly
disagree agree nor agree
disagree

1. The candidate’s speech was persuasive.

_____ 2. The candidate touched on issues | find most important when making political
decisions.

. The speech seemed poorly constructed.

. The speech was well-written.

. The speech was convincing.

3
4
5
6. The candidate really held my attention through the entire speech.
7. The candidate ignored many important issues in his speech.

8. The speech was of a poor quality.

9. The speech helped me to connect with the candidate.

_____10. The speech seemed cliché.

_____11. The candidate seemed sincere in his speech.

_____12. The candidate seemed to really care about people like me.
__13. The speech was weak and ineffective

14, The speech seemed to flow well.

15. The speech made me have a favorable impression of the candidate.
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Please rate the extent to which you think the candidate exhibits the followiitgegua

Appendix F: Perceptions of Candidate

using the following scale:

© 00 N O o B~ W N P

1....... 2., 3. 4....... 5...... 6....... 7. 8.
not at all

. Friendly

. Immature

. Confident

. Comfortable
. Disorganized
. Likable

. Capable

. Tense

. Enthusiastic

. Incompetent
. Self-centered
. Intelligent

. Insecure

. Organized

. Indecisive

. Disagreeable
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very much



