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Abstract
People who possess a concealable stigmatizedtigdéaty., minority sexual orientation; history
of mental illness) often hide this identity fronhets in order to avoid bias. Despite the possible
benefits of this identity management strategy, vappse that instead of increasing acceptance,
hiding a stigmatized identity can result in a loaeétsense of belonging and even actual social
rejection. Across four studies, we show that algfoundividuals living with concealable
stigmatized identities report a preference fordgdivs. revealing) the identity during social
interactions, hiding in fact reduces feelings dbhging—an effect that is mediated by felt
inauthenticity and reduced general self-discloguee, disclosure of self-relevant information
not limited to the stigmatized identity). Furthemapthe detrimental interpersonal effects of
hiding (vs. revealing) a stigmatized identity astatted by external observers and non-
stigmatized interaction partners. Implicationsdaderstanding the predicament of people living

with stigmatized social identities are discussed.

Keywords Concealable stigmatized identities; Identity ngeraent; Interpersonal interactions;
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Hidden Costs of Hiding Stigma: Ironic Interpersonal Consequences of Concealing a
Stigmatized Identity in Social Interactions

People who are socially stigmatized possess antiig¢hat is devalued by others
(Crocker, Major, & Steele, 1998). Stigmatized idies can be immediately visible to others
(conspicuous; e.g., minority race/ethnicity or oty@or invisible unless revealed (concealable;
e.g., minority sexual orientation or a history aémtal illness). Thus, an individual who
possesses a concealable stigmatized identity ismmoédiately discredited but is “discreditable”
(Goffman, 1963): Keeping the identity hidden magtpct the individual from devaluation, but
once the identity is revealed, the individual rigksing prejudice and discrimination. Perhaps
unsurprisingly, the majority of existing work onmoealable stigmatized identities has focused
on the (anticipated) benefits of hiding one’s idigrand “passing” as a member of a non-
stigmatized group (Goffman, 1963; Jones et al.41.98owever, we suggest that hiding a
stigmatized identity has important costs. Spediffcave propose that instead of increasing
social acceptance, hiding a stigmatized identity@ahance feelings of rejection and may impair
intimacy and acceptance within social interactionghe present research, we thus extended past
work by examining thenterpersonal ramificationsf hiding a concealable stigmatized identity
from interaction partners.

People living with stigmatized identities regwefidce prejudice, stereotyping, and
discrimination, biases that have a considerablatnegimpact on wellbeing and life outcomes
(Crocker et al., 1998; Jones et al., 1984). Becausossible to keep a concealable stigmatized
identity hidden from others and thereby attemgwvoid stigmatization, it is often assumed that
concealable stigmatized identities are less proatienthan conspicuous ones (e.g., Jones et al.,

1984). Similarly, passing, or hiding a concealatigmatized identity in order to present the self
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as possessing a more valued social identity (Goffrh@63; Katz, 1981), is typically viewed as a
primary coping strategy among members of stigmdtgreups. For instance, as noted by
Goffman (1963), “because of the great rewards ingpeonsidered normal, almost all persons
who are in a position to pass will do so on sonmasion by intent” (p. 74). Indeed, researchers
have recommended keeping a concealable stigmatleatty hidden unless concealment is
causing considerable distress (Kelly & McKillop,98). Thus, the majority of previous research
has focused on traesire to secure acceptanae a central reason why individuals hide a
stigmatized identity from others. Accordingly, pi@ys research implies that concealing a
devalued identity is likely to hayeositiveinterpersonal consequences. In fact, a considerabl
amount of prior work has documented that individuaiing with concealable stigmatized
identities themselves believe that they will benieeim keeping their devalued identities hidden.
For example, people anticipate that hiding thegnsatized identities will allow them to make a
more positive impression on others (Barreto, Ellesn& Banal, 2006).

Despite these anticipated benefits of concealisgganatized identity that are suggested
by past research, we propose that these expedatiay not actually be borne out, and that, in
contrast, concealment may be detrimental to saui@tactions. Supporting our reasoning, some
previous work has found that hiding a stigmatizghtity can involve important costs, including
negative affect, anxiety, and depression (Frabbdf, & Hoey, 1998) and an elevated risk of
physical (Cole, Kemeny, Taylor, & Visscher, 1996§lanental illness (Meyer, 2003).
Additionally, experimental research has revealead tiding a devalued identity during social
interactions reduces cognitive resources (Smartegiér, 1999) and increases negative self-
directed affect (Barreto et al., 2006). Accordinglg suggested by Meyer (2003), “concealing

one’s stigma is often used as a coping strategyeaiat avoiding negative consequences of
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stigma, but it is a coping strategy that can baeldnd become stressful” (p. 681) and may
therefore result instead in reduced wellbeing.

Although prior research has examined cognitived®@& Wegner, 1999) and emotional
(Barreto et al., 2006) costs of hiding a stigmatikentity, thenterpersonalcosts of this
identity management strategy have as yet to béothes of systematic empirical examination. In
the present research, our aim was to add to egiktiowledge regarding the consequences of
“passing” by experimentally examining how hiding(vevealing) a stigmatized identity affects
belonging and acceptance in social interactionsc@pally, although people may believe that
hiding a stigmatized identity will help them secsuoeialinclusion we propose that it can
ironically increase feelings @xclusion and even actual exclusion by others. Whereas
researchers have acknowledged the importanceusddss acceptance for individuals living
with stigmatized identities (e.g., Chaudoir & FisH2010; Goffman, 1963; Rodriguez & Kelly,
2006), existing empirical work has not directly exaed belonging and acceptance in
interpersonal interactions (as noted by Chauddtisher, 2010). Accordingly, we extended
prior work by examining the effects of hiding (vevealing) a devalued identity during
interpersonal interactions, including face-to-fageractions in the lab, and by investigating the
complementary perspectives of stigmatized indivisluaxternal observers, and non-stigmatized
interaction partners.

In addition, we sought to understand the psychoddgrocesses that may help explain
the hypothesized interpersonal consequences afh(@ls. revealing) a stigmatized identity.
Specifically, we propose that hiding a stigmatimghtity makes an individual vulnerable to lack
of belonging and rejection because hiding one’s identity curbs both genersglf-disclosure

and feelings o&uthenticity First, one could plausibly expect that disclosafreelf-relevant



HIDDEN COSTS OF HIDING STIGMA 6

information to an interaction partner mightihereasedvhen an individual is attempting to
conceal one aspect of the self (i.e., a devaluextiity); for instance, one might seek to increase
disclosure of other information about the selfidey to direct the conversation to “safer” topics.
However, because hiding a stigmatized identityssoaiated with the fear of being “found out”
(Ragins, Singh, & Cornwell, 2007) and with carefdnitoring of one’s behavior to avoid
exposure (Frable, Blackstone, & Scherbaum, 1998)mpose that individuals who hide (vs.
reveal) a stigmatized identity are likely to seléalose to a lesser extent during social
interactions. That is, hiding a stigmatized idgn{é.g., minority sexual orientation) requires one
to limit the amount of personal information (ethg name of one’s romantic partner) to which
others have access, including personal informatamssociated with the stigma, in order to
ensure that the identity is not unintentionallygaled. Self-disclosure is critical for developing
intimacy and belonging in both interpersonal artdngroup relationships (Collins & Miller,
1994; Turner, Hewstone, & Voci, 2007), and relataek of disclosure may result in awkward
and distant social interactions (Herek, 1996). Adowly, we hypothesized that hiding (vs.
revealing) a stigmatized identity results in a itlisense of belonging and an increased
likelihood of social rejection in part becauseengrally inhibits disclosure of self-relevant
information to interaction partners.

Second, as noted by Barreto and Ellemers (20p3jssing” involves both presenting
oneself as a member of a non-stigmatized groupcanering one’s true, socially devalued
identity. Whereas positive self-presentation magxgected to incur benefits (e.g., protection
from bias; Quinn, Kahng, & Crocker, 2004), the a@fctleceit implicated in denying one’s true
identity has negative psychological consequencagéB et al., 2006). Specifically, hiding a

concealable stigmatized identity may restrict tagrde to which one can experience a sense of
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authenticity, of being true to oneself (Goffman639Leary, 1999; Major & Gramzow, 1999;
Wood, Linley, Maltby, Baliousis, & Joseph, 2008heTlfact that hiding compromises one’s self-
image as moral (Barreto et al., 2006), coupled wighcrucial role morality plays in self-
definition (Schwartz, 1992; Van Lange & Sedikid&898), leads us to suggest that hiding (vs.
revealing) a stigmatized identity is likely to rédn feelings of inauthenticity. Supporting this
reasoning, authenticity involves living in accordarwith one’s values and beliefs (i.e.,
significant facets of one’s true identity) rathleam conforming to others’ expectations (Wood et
al., 2008). Accordingly, hiding a devalued identgylikely to be associated with experiences of
inauthenticity (Lenton, Bruder, Slabu, & Sedikid2813). Thus, we hypothesized that hiding
(vs. revealing) a stigmatized identity results ireduced sense of belonging in social interactions
in part because it is inconsistent with being taueneself.

In summary, in the present work we examined tkerpersonal consequences of hiding
(vs. revealing) a stigmatized identity. Individualeo are motivated to avoid rejection are less
likely to reveal their concealable stigmatized intees (Garcia & Crocker, 2008). Ironically,
however, the very act of hiding one’s stigmatizéehtity from an interaction partner is
hypothesized tincreasefeelings of rejection. We tested these hypothesmecesses across
four studies. First, in Studies 1a and 1b, we sbt@bemonstrate that individuals living with a
variety of concealable stigmatized identities (iL&5BT identity; a history of mental iliness; a
history of physical illness not directly visible éthers; and poverty) would report that they
would choose to hide (rather than reveal) theiniit during social interactions, and believe
thatrevealingthe identity would havaegativeinterpersonal consequences. The aim of Studies 2
and 3 was to demonstrate that these anticipatetpmtsonal consequences of revealing (vs.

hiding) a devalued identity are not borne out dyiactual face-to-face social interactions. In
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particular, in Study 2 we sought to show that fegdiof inauthenticity and reduced general self-
disclosure mediate the effects of hiding (vs. rémgaa contextually devalued identity on lack
of belonging and social rejection, and that thesegiuences of hiding (vs. revealing) can be
detected both by the stigmatized individuals thdweseand by external observers. In Study 3,
we examined social interactions between stigmatetinon-stigmatized participants
(specifically, participants with and without a laist of mental illness), seeking to demonstrate
that non-stigmatized participants experience redileeels of intimacy during the interaction
when their partner hides (vs. reveals) their histdrmental illness. Focusing on a variety of
different research paradigms, stigmatized idestigad participant samples, these four studies
converge to demonstrate that although individuaisd with concealable stigmatized identities
expect to benefit from hiding their devalued idees from interaction partners (Studies 1a and
1b), this expectation may be too optimistic, anohically, the act of hiding has a negative
impact on social interactions (Studies 2 and 3).
Studies 1la and 1b

In Studies 1a and 1b, our aim was to provide engddehat individuals living with
concealable stigmatized identities believe thay tenefit interpersonally from not revealing
their identities, and when given the choice, waadtito hide (rather than reveal) their identities.
Accordingly, in Studies 1a and 1b, participants wéymorted possessing a concealable
stigmatized identity were asked to imagine a santaraction taking place within a workplace
context, and were asked whether they would chankéle or reveal their identities during the
interaction (Study 1a; a correlational design)were asked to reflect on the consequences of
hiding versus revealing the identity (Study 1beaperimental design).

Study la Method
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Study la Participants.Forty-nine participants (22 women, 25 men, twdipgrants did
not report their gender; mean age=302B511.26, range: 18-60; 76% White/Caucasian) were
recruited via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (see Buhrt@meXwang, & Gosling, 2011) in return
for US$0.50.

Study la Procedure and Measuredarticipants were told the study examined “peaple’
experiences at the workplace, as well as the haledifferent identities may play in those
experiences.” Participants were first asked to repbether they viewed themselves as
possessing a particular identity; we used this taskcruit participants who possessed one of
four concealable stigmatized identities (LGBT idgnthistory of mental iliness, history of
physical illness not directly visible to others,pmverty; see Frable et al., 1998, for a study
investigating a similar set of concealable stigaetiidentities). Specifically, participants
indicated which of the following statements bestalbed them: “I am gay, lesbian, bisexual, or
transgender”; “| have experienced or am currentpegiencing mental health issues that have
significantly impacted my life (e.g., depressioatieg disorder)”; “I have experienced or am
currently experiencing physical health issues #inatnot immediately visible to others but have
significantly impacted my life (e.g., epilepsy)’;liave experienced or am currently
experiencing poverty or very low socioeconomiciggtand “None of these statements
describes me.” The study terminated automaticélbarticipants selected the final option.
Participants who possessed more than one of teréties were instructed to “select the one
that is most central or important in your life.'VEiparticipants reported possessing an LGBT
identity; 17 participants reported having a histofynental health issues; six participants
reported having a history of “invisible” physicadith issues; and 21 participants reported

having experience with poverty. Participants thegrorted their current occupation, how long
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they had had their current joW£2.97 yearsSD=4.06), and how many years of work experience
they had in totalNI=12.38 yearsSD=12.18).

Next, participants were told that the study exadifthe workplace experiences of
people who have identities that may be devalugekozeived negatively by others” and that we
were specifically interested in the identity thedhselected in the first task. Participants were
asked to read a description of a situation theyhimégperience at work and imagine how they
would feel or react in the situation. Participar@ad the following scenario (the text in square
brackets varied depending on participants’ selbregal identity): “You have recently started
working at a new workplace. One day during the lubieak, one of your coworkers talks about
her cousin, who [is gay] [is in treatment for sevdepression] [has epilepsy] [lives below the
poverty line], going into some detail about hergiais life. Your coworkers then begin to talk
more generally about people who [are gay, leslne®xual, or transgender] [have mental health
issues]| [have epilepsy or other “invisible” physibaalth issues] [are poor]. Your coworkers do
not know that you [are gay, lesbian, bisexualyansgender] [have suffered from mental health
issues] [suffer from an “invisible” physical healtsue] [have personal experience with
poverty].” Importantly, the scenario was evaluatyveeutral and did not imply that the
coworkers in this situation necessarily devaluedigpants’ identity or that participants would
necessarily face any particular consequence bas#udsocial interaction.

Participants then responded to the following threms: “If you were to find yourself in
this situation, having this conversation with yeoworkers, would you choose to reveal this fact
about yourself or would you instead choose to cahit®’ (1=would definitely reveatio
7=would definitely concegl“To what extent do you expect that revealingryolentity during

this kind of a conversation with your coworkers \Wbaffect your relationships at work?”; and
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“To what extent do you expect that concealing yidantity during this kind of a conversation
with your coworkers would affect your relationshgtswvork?” (response scale for the latter two
items: 1=would have a strong negative effeztd=would make no differende 7=would have a
strong positive effekt

Next, participants responded to five additionaivis about their identities (§trongly
disagreeto 7=strongly agreg Two items assessed the extent to which partitgpaere open
about their identities (“I am usually open abous identity; most people know about it” and I
am open about this identity at work; most of myleajues know about itt(45)=.85,p<.001;
adapted from Waldo, 1999). Two items assessed upgaentification (“This identity is
important to me” and “| feel a connection to otpeople who also have this identity(45)=.46,
p=.001). Participants scored around the scale mm@w openness about their identities
(M=3.53,SD=2.05) and ingroup identificatio®=4.38,SD=1.48). Thus, participants were not
completely open about their identities (ensurirag tiuestions regarding concealment were
appropriate within this sample), and participaated the identities as relatively important
(ensuring that any obtained effects would be rdl&demeaningful aspects of participants’ lives).
One item assessed perceptions of bias against iogeip (“Other people often have negative
attitudes toward people who have this identity”$. #&aticipated, participants perceived bias
against their identitiegf=5.38,SD=1.47); the mean was significantly above the soatipoint,
one-samplé(44)=6.30,p<.001. This result confirmed that the concealathmliities included in
this study can be appropriately characterizedigmsatized. Finally, participants provided basic
demographic information and were debriefed.

Study la Results
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To examine the hypothesis that participants weldihclined to choose to conceal (vs.
reveal) their identities during social interactionh colleagues at work and would perceive
revealing their identities as a negative experiemeeconducted one-sampeests. As
predicted, participants were more likely to repbst they would choose to conceal, rather than
reveal, their identitied=5.00,SD=1.98); the mean was significantly above the soatpoint,
t(48)=3.54p=.001. That is, 67%nE33 out of 49) of participants selected a respahswe the
scale midpoint, indicating a preference for conogabver revealing a stigmatized identity
among a clear majority of participants. Indeed,rtfuelal response was “7,” labeled “would
definitely conceal” (selected by 16 participants).

As also predicted, participants reported believirag revealing their identities would
have a negative effect on their relationships akwil=3.37,SD=1.50); the mean was
significantly below the scale midpoint (which wabé¢led “would make no differencetj48)=-
2.96,p=.005. In contrast, participants reported belieuima concealing their identities would
have no effect on their relationships at wdvk=3.98,SD=1.18); the mean was not different
from the scale midpoint (which was labeled “wouldka no difference”);(48)=-0.12,p=.904*

Finally, supplementary correlational analysesdatid that participants who were more
open about their identities were less likely toore@ preference for hiding (vs. revealing),
r(45)=-.65,p<.001, and less likely to believe that revealingigchave a negative impact on
their interpersonal relationship%45)=.66,p<.001. Openness about the identity was not
significantly associated with beliefs regarding ithierpersonal impact of hiding(45)=-.22,
p=.137. In addition, participants who perceived mues against their identities werere
likely to report a preference for hiding (vs. reieg), r(43)=.48,p=.001, andnorelikely to

believe that revealing would have a negative impadheir interpersonal relationship&3)=-
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.51,p<.001. Perceived bias was not associated withfeekgarding the interpersonal impact of
hiding, r(43)=.01,p=.950. Ingroup identification was not significangsociated with preference
for hiding (vs. revealing) or with beliefs regardithe interpersonal impact of hiding or
revealing, -.15#<.08,ps>.308.
Study la Discussion

As anticipated, Study 1la demonstrated that whkeda® choose between revealing and
concealing their concealable stigmatized identiti@sng a social interaction at work,
participants indicated that they would choose tepkine identity hidden. Participants further
reported a belief that revealing the identity wonédjatively impact their relationships at work,
suggesting that individuals living with concealablgmatized identities are motivated to keep
their identities concealed from others due to tae@ved negative consequences of revealing
the identity. Finally, the finding that participaneported thatoncealingtheir identities would
not affecttheir relationships at work suggests that they mgect that what others do not know
will not have social or interpersonal consequentaken together, these results suggest that
participants expect both that revealing a stigredtizientity is clearly detrimental to social
interactions and that hiding the identity is a atigi“neutral” act. In Studies 2 and 3, we test the
hypothesis that neither expectation will be boraeduring actual social interactions—with
revealing a devalued identity failing to resulinterpersonal ramifications and hiding the
identity in fact increasing such ramifications.

Study 1b employed an experimental design in a@erovide further evidence that,
when given the choice, participants would prefezdoceal (rather than reveal) a stigmatized
identity. Specifically, in Study 1b, participantsst imagined a situation in which they either

concealed or revealed a stigmatized identity inséimae workplace scenario as in Study la. Next,
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we asked participants to imagine@unterfactuakituation, such that having first imagined
revealing their identity, they subsequently imadigencealing it (or vice versa). We predicted
that participants would report that concealing (esealing) the identity would be a more
positive interpersonal experience.
Study 1b Method

Study 1b Participants.One hundred and five participants (45 women, 60;mean
age=30.90SD=10.82, range: 18-73; 71% White/Caucasian) wenalited via Amazon’s
MTurk in return for US$0.50.

Study 1b Procedure, Design, and Measure$he procedure was modeled closely after
Study 1a. Participants were again told the studyremed “people’s experiences at the
workplace, as well as the role that different idtéeg may play in those experiences” and began
the study by indicating whether they viewed theweselas possessing one of four concealable
stigmatized identities. Twelve participants repon@ssessing an LGBT identity; 38 participants
reported having a history of mental health iss@8gparticipants reported having a history of
“invisible” physical health issues; and 42 partaps reported having experience with poverty.
Participants next reported their current occupatianv long they had had their current job
(M=3.95 yearsSD=4.34), and how many years of work experience tra)in total 1=11.41
years,SD=9.87).

Participants were then randomly assigned to tloe ifN=51) or RevealN=54)
conditions. As in Study 1a, participants were tblel study examined “the workplace
experiences of people who have identities that beagtevalued or perceived negatively by
others” and read the same base scenario as in Saudly the Hide condition, the base scenario

ended as follows: “Now imagine that you do not ed\te your coworkers that you have personal
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experience with this identity. You continue the wersation with your coworkers, concealing
this fact about yourself and not mentioning youspaal experiences related to this identity.”
By contrast, in the Reveal condition the base steeaded as follows: “Now imagine that you
reveal to your coworkers that you have personate&pce with this identity. You continue the
conversation with your coworkers, mentioning tlastfabout yourself and telling your
coworkers about your personal experiences relatéuig identity.” Participants then responded
to 14 items assessigticipated positivity of the interactiqe.g., “I would expect this
interaction with my coworkers to be natural an@dxeld”; “I would expect to enjoy this
interaction with my coworkers”; “I would expect shinteraction with my coworkers to go
poorly,” reverse-scored; “l would prefer not to kaan interaction like this with my coworkers,”
reverse-scored; ktrongly disagre¢o 7=strongly agregea=.92).

Next, we asked participants to imagineoainterfactuakituation, as follows (the text in
square brackets was presented in the Reveal comditNow, we would like you to imagine the
same situation, with the exception that you reweefdencealed] your identity to [from] your
coworkers during the conversation, instead of calmg [revealing] it.” Participants then
responded to the same 14 items regarding the paitgl positivity of this counterfactual social
interaction ¢=.94).

Participants in both conditions were next askedittectly contrast the experience of
revealing and concealing their identities on tHeWang three items: “All things being
otherwise equal, would you say the conversatioh wiur coworkers would go more smoothly
if you revealed or concealed your identity?” {deuld go much more smoothly if | revealed my
identityto 4=this would not make any difference to how smodttdyconversation werb

7=would go much more smoothly if | concealed my itdgntAll things being otherwise equal,
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would you say the conversation with your coworkeosild be more comfortable if you revealed
or concealed your identity?” (would be much more comfortable if | revealed mytiteto
4=this would not make any difference to how comfdet#te conversation wae 7=would be
much more comfortable if | concealed my ideptizmd “All things being otherwise equal, would
you reveal or conceal your identity in this sitoa®” (1=would definitely reveatio 7=would
definitely concedl Responses to these items were averaged intgle sndex of relative
preference for concealmefi=.89).

Openness about one’s identity1(03)=.83 p<.001;M=3.53,SD=1.79), ingroup
identification ¢(103)=.42p<.001;M=4.23,SD=1.46), and perceived biasl€4.84,SD=1.70)
were assessed as in Study la. As in Study lacipariis perceived bias against their identities
(i.e., the mean was significantly above the scatipoint, one-samplg104)=5.05p<.001).

Thus, as in Study 1a, these results confirmedghestions related to concealment were
appropriate within this sample (because participargre not fully open about their identities),
that participants rated the identities as relayiwelportant, and that the identities could be
appropriately characterized as stigmatized. Pp#ids finally provided basic demographic
information and were debriefed.

Study 1b Results

Anticipated Positivity of the Interaction. We conducted a 2 (Condition: Hide vs.
Reveal) x 2 (Scenario: Initial vs. Counterfactualxed-model analysis of variance (ANOVA),
with repeated measures on the second factor, mysatf how well participants anticipated the
interaction with their coworkers would go. This bsés revealed a main effect of Condition,
F(1, 103):23.60p<.001,n2p:.19, and a main effect of Scenafq}l, 103)=7.91p=.006,

n%=.07, qualified by the expected interacti€iil, 103)=6.87p=.010,1%=.06. Analyses of
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simple effects (following the recommendations ofalddl, 2002) revealed that participants in the
Reveal condition rated the counterfactual scen@riwhich they imaginedoncealingtheir
identities;M=4.24,SD=0.88) as anore positive interpersonal experiertban the initial scenario
(in which they imagined revealing their identiti®4:3.71,SD=1.01),F(1, 53)=11.02p=.002,
nzp:.17. Participants in the Hide condition ratedithgal (M=3.11,SD=1.07) and
counterfactualN|=3.13,SD=1.15) scenarios equivalentfy<1.2 These effects did not change
when we adjusted for openness about the identitypup identification, and perceived bias
against the identity in an analysis of covarian®COVA). Openness about the identiBy(1,
100)=28.10p<.001, and perceived bigs(1, 100)=14.34p<.001, were significant covariates
(with openness predicting greater, and perceivasd piedicting lesser, anticipated positivity in
both the initial and counterfactual scenario), véasringroup identification was not a significant
covariate F(1, 100)=2.24p=.138.

Preference for ConcealmentAn independent-samplégest revealed no effect of
condition on preference for concealing, relativeeweealing, one’s identity(103)=1.05p=.294.
All participants expressed a preference for comegalver revealing (overaM=4.98,SD=1.56;
significantly above the scale midpoint, one-santfil®4)=6.47 p<.001). This pattern held
independently within the two conditions (Hide cdrai: M=5.15,SD=1.54, significantly above
the scale midpoint, one-samp{0)=5.33,p<.001; Reveal conditior=4.83,SD=1.57,
significantly above the scale midpoint, one-santf@8)=3.87,p<.001)* This pattern also held
when we adjusted for openness about the identitypup identification, and perceived bias
against the identity in an ANCOVA. Supplementaryretational analyses collapsing across
conditions indicated that, as in Study 1a, paréiois who were more open about their identities

were less likely to report a preference for cornogalvs. revealing);(103)=-.56,p<.001. Also
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as in Study 1la, participants who perceived mors against their identities were more likely to
report a preference for concealing (vs. revealin@)3)=.25,0=.009. Ingroup identification was
not associated with preference for hiding (vs. ating), r(103)=.00,p=.980.

Study 1b Discussion

Study 1b conceptually replicated the pattern oleskem Study la: All participants,
regardless of experimental condition, reportededgpence for hiding (relative to revealing) their
stigmatized identities. Furthermore, participantswad initially imagined revealing their
identities subsequently rated the achigfing as a more positive social and interpersonal
experience. Importantly, although we noted to pgréints that we were interested in identities
that may be generally perceived as devalued (thaoghuch devaluation was mentioned in the
context of the concrete situation in which partiifs were asked to imagine themselves),
statistically controlling for perceived bias agaiose’s identity did not change the pattern of
results. We therefore conclude that individualgwvith stigmatized identities believe that
concealment is an interpersonally beneficial coingtegy.

We note that participants who had first imaginetintg their identities unexpectedly
rated the experiences of hiding and revealing as/atpnt. This unexpected null effect, as well
as the generally lower mean scores on the measardioipated positivity of the interaction in
the Hide condition, may reflect the possibility tiparticipants in this condition may have
imagined a workplace in which social interactiores generally less positive and intimate
(though note that the scenario was intentionallytraé and did not imply any negativity toward
participants’ identity). That is, perhaps this cibiotd brought to mind a workplace at which
people rarely share personal information (not cedito the devalued identity) with coworkers;

social interactions at such a workplace might galhespeaking be relatively less positive,
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which may explain the lack of difference betwees dbenarios involving hiding and revealing a
stigmatized identity. Most centrally, however, a®predicted, in no case did participants within
a specific condition rate revealing a devaluediitheas an interpersonally more positive
experience than hiding the identity.

To summarize, participants in Studies 1la and pPeebed that they would benefit from
hiding their devalued identities during a sociaémction, and reported a highly consistent
preference for keeping the identity hidden. In $&s@® and 3, we examined how which these
anticipated positive interpersonal consequencesméealment are not borne out.

Study 2

In Study 2 our aim was to demonstrate, first, thding a stigmatized identity from an
interaction partner hasegativesocial consequences, and second, that this effisets in part
because hiding one’s identity limits one’s sensauthenticity and the degree to which one
generally discloses information about oneself. ThuStudy 2 we randomly assigned
participants to either hide or reveal a devaluexthiidly during a face-to-face dyadic interaction.
Unlike Studies 1la and 1b, which focused on cullytigmatized identities, in Study 2 we
examined a concealable identity that was impot@aparticipants’ self-image and is typically
valued, but was portrayed as devalued in the coofeke study. Specifically, we focused on
student participants’ study major identity (forim#ar procedure, see Barreto et al., 2006).
Participants were told they would interact with trew student who had (allegedly) explicitly
expressed that they devalued participants’ studpmand were randomly assigned to hide or
reveal their study major identity during the intgran. We measured the extent to which
participants felt authenticity and belonging inieipiation of the interaction. We hypothesized

that expecting to hide (vs. reveal) a contextuddlyalued identity would result in lack of
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belonging, an effect that would be explained byceons about authenticity. In addition, to
assess the hypothesized processemg the interaction, we videotaped the interactioms fo
subsequent coding by external observers (who ware to study design and hypotheses). We
hypothesized that participants who hid (vs. revdidlleeir identity would be perceived as
disclosing less information about themselves (gerzeral level, that is, not limited to
information about the devalued identity), and thatse participants’ interactions would
consequently be perceived as less positive (reptiegeactual lack of belonging). Importantly,
given that the external observers were blind tdystlesign and hypotheses, they were unaware
of the fact that participants possessed a devadiesdity.

Method

Participants. Fifty-seven Dutch university students participatedeturn for course
credit or €6. One participant in the Hide conditapted not to hide her identity, yielding a final
sample size of 56 (39 women, 17 men; mean age=20[22.95).

Design, Procedure, and Measured.he study complied with the standards for ethical
psychological research endorsed at Leiden Uniyensitere the data were collected.
Participants first read and signed an informed eoh®rm and then completed a series of
measures (presented on a computer) individualbeparate cubicles. Specifically, participants
reported their age, gender, and study major, asgbreded to three items assessing identification
with their study major (e.g., “I see myself astafly major] student”; leompletely disagret®
7=completely agreen=.75). Participants next read instructions accardmwhich students from
different departments were completing the studyuliemeously, and each would be paired with
another student for a face-to-face interactionti€pants were further told that a computer

would randomly assign one student in each paintdrderviewer” role and one to an
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“‘interviewee” role. In reality, all participants weeassigned to be interviewees; the interviewers
were confederates.

In an adaptation of the procedure employed byddaret al. (2006), participants were
next told that interviewers had been asked to statewhom they preferred to interact, based on
interviewees’ gender, age, and study major. Pp#ditds then received bogus information about
their interviewer, who was always presented as-ge22-old law student of the same gender as
the participant. The interviewer, however, alleggatieferred to interact with a medical student
(of the participant’s gender and approximate agpgcifically, based on responses to three
guestions (e.g., “With a student of which studyanayould you find the interaction most
interesting?”), the interviewer had allegedly rashkeedicine as the most preferred and the
participant’s own study major as the second-totlpesferred. None of the participants was a
medical student. This procedure thus served tdetba impression that participants’ study
major was fairly strongly devalued by their intdrac partner, thereby contextually stigmatizing
this identity.

In order to introduce the experimental manipulatd hiding (vs. revealing) a
stigmatized identity, participants were next tdidttthere were not enough medical students
present and it would therefore not be possibleliow all of the interviewer’s preferences. At
this point, participants in the Hide conditidd=27) read instructions suggesting that they
indicate to the interviewer that they were medatatients, whereas participants in the Reveal
condition (N=29) read instructions suggesting that they in@itheir real study major to the
interviewer. All participants were asked to press@K” button to express their active
agreement with this suggestion. This procedure gavicipants an initial choice to hide or

reveal their identity (i.e., to follow the instrimms), while guaranteeing random assignment to
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conditions. As reported above, one participantiienHide condition) chose to end participation
at this stage. Information about participants’ agnder, and study major was then allegedly
sent to the interviewer. A manipulation check conéd that all participants indicated the correct
study major (i.e., their actual major in the Revaatdition and medicine in the Hide condition).

Participants next completed the dependent meaglresmpletely disagret®
7=completely agree Three items assessenhcerns about authenticityAt this moment, |
worry that during the interaction I'll not be myBel'At this moment, | worry that during the
interaction I'll not be honest with myself”; and t#his moment, | worry that during the
interaction I'll give an incomplete picture of my&d 0=.88). Six items assesstsdt belonging
(e.g., “At this moment, | feel socially wanted”; tg&his moment, | feel acceptediz.92).

Next, the experimenter led the participant andrhberviewer (i.e., the confederate) to a
room equipped with a video camera and the intemadtok place. The confederate, who was
blind to study design and hypotheses, conductethteesiew based on a 14-question script. The
first several questions did not refer to the stijnea identity (e.g., “Is this the first time yotea
participating in a psychology experiment?”). Aftbe sixth question, the confederate said, “I
saw you're studying medicine” (in the Hide condifjar “I saw you're studying [actual study
major]” (in the Reveal condition), and the restlw interview focused on participants’ study
major, ensuring that participants either activaty dr revealed their identity.

Finally, the videotaped interactions were rateeh(dt at allto 7=very much by two
external observers (blind to study design and Hygs#s) whose gender was matched with that
of the participant and confederatBive items assessed participants’ general leveisofosure
“To what extent do you feel that you came to knbe participant?”; “How extensive was the

participant in his/her answers?”; “How much do ybunk the participant revealed about
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himself/herself?”; “How much emotion did the paigiEnt express during the interaction?”; and
“How prepared to respond was the participant duttireginteraction?” (intraclass
correlation=.69). Two items indexedaluation of the interactiorfOverall, this interaction
seemed pleasant” and “Overall, this interactiomesknatural and relaxed” (intraclass
correlation=.58). Three items indexedaluation of the participantTo what extent did you find
the participant kind?”; “To what extent would yakd to meet the participant?”; and “How
intelligent did the participant seem?” (intraclassrelation=.70). External observers also
measured the total duration (in seconds) of eaehdation (intraclass correlation=.98),
participant talk time (intraclass correlation=.98)d confederate talk time (intraclass
correlation=.54.

Results

Participants’ Self-ratings. Participants’ identification with their study majoaeasured
before the manipulation, was high (Hide conditibt5.28,SD=0.87; Reveal condition:
M=5.41,SD=1.10) and did not differ between conditiot(54)=0.49,p=.629. Accordingly,
participants in both conditions were in a positiorbe negatively impacted by their interaction
partner’s (alleged) devaluation of their identity.

We first assessed the effect of anticipating lgdws. revealing) a contextually devalued
identity on concerns about authenticity and fealiafjbelonging. As predicted, participants
reported greater concerns about authenticity irHide condition 1=4.28,SD=1.59) than in the
Reveal conditionN1=2.39,SD=1.12),t(54)=5.19p<.001,d=1.41. Also as predicted, participants
reported lower belonging in the Hide conditidn=<4.02,SD=0.97) than in the Reveal condition
(M=4.72,SD=1.08),t(54)=-2.54 p=.014,d=0.69. Thus, expecting to enter an interaction in

which one would hide (vs. reveal) an identity tas devalued by one’s interaction partner
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exacerbated concerns about being able to be troieegelf and resulted in a lower sense of
belonging.

We next examined the prediction that concerns tdatihenticity would help explain the
effect of hiding (vs. revealing) a devalued idgntih feelings of belonging. When experimental
condition and authenticity concerns simultaneopsédicted felt belonging, authenticity
concerns were a significant predictpr,.009, whereas the effect of condition was non§icanit,
p=.536, consistent with mediation (see Figure 1ptBwapping (with 5000 resamples; see
Hayes, 2013) confirmed that the indirect effect wigsificant, M=0.50,SE=0.20, 95% bias-
corrected confidence interval [0.18, 0.98].

External Observers’ Ratings.Interactions were shorter in the Hide conditit+(172
secondsSD=51 seconds) than in the Reveal conditigiF212 second5D=81 seconds}(46)=-
2.06,p=.045,d=0.61. Participants talked less in the Hide condi{M=68 secondssD=44
seconds) than in the Reveal conditibh=(04 secondsSD=72 seconds}(46)=-2.06,p=.045,
d=0.61. Total interaction duration and participaik time were nearly perfectly correlated,
r(46)=.99,p<.001. Confederate talk tim&€51 secondsSD=10 second$)id not differ
between conditiong=.551, and was only weakly correlated with totéraction duration,
r(46)=.24,p=.098. Thus, consistent with the prediction thdirg a stigmatized identity would
curb self-disclosure at a general level, participavho hid (vs. revealed) a devalued identity
talked less during the interaction, and this défere led to shorter interactions.

We examined external observers’ perceptions op#rgcipant and the interaction.
External observers thought that participants sekftdsed less in the Hide conditio£3.35,
SD=0.81) than in the Reveal conditiod£3.96,SD=1.32),t(46)=-1.95 p=.057,d=0.58, as

predicted. Also as predicted, participants weredadomewhat (i.e., marginally) less positively
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in the Hide conditionN1=4.16,SD=0.69) than in the Reveal conditiod£4.57,SD=0.90),
t(46)=-1.76 p=.085,d=0.52. The interactions were evaluated less pejtivn the Hide
condition M=4.04,SD=0.76) than in the Reveal conditiai£4.48,SD=0.78),t(46)=-1.96,
p=.056,d=0.58.

We hypothesized that the effect of experimentabdmn on external observers’
evaluations of the interaction and the participgotld be mediated by the extent to which
observers perceived the participant to self-digcldghen experimental condition and perceived
disclosure were simultaneously entered as predictbevaluation of the interaction, perceived
disclosure was a significant predictps.001, whereas the effect of experimental condiias
nonsignificantp=.345 (see Figure 2). Similarly, when experimentaidition and perceived
disclosure simultaneously predicted evaluatiorheffiarticipant, perceived disclosure was a
significant predictorp<.001, whereas the effect of experimental condii@as nonsignificant,
p=.419 (see Figure 2). Bootstrapping (with 5000 mgdas) confirmed that perceived disclosure
mediated the effect of experimental condition oaleation of both the interactiomM=0.26,
SE=0.14, 95% bias-corrected confidence interval [0(80], and the participari¥)=0.24,
SE=0.13, 95% bias-corrected confidence interval [00%4].

Discussion

As hypothesized, Study 2 demonstrated that ppaints who anticipated hiding (vs.
revealing) a contextually stigmatized identity ehgria face-to-face interaction experienced lack
of belonging. Importantly, this experience did notur merely “in their heads”; it was also
detected by external observers, who rated theseipants’ interactions with the confederate as
less positive and had less positive impressioriseparticipants themselves—indicators of
reduced levels of actual acceptance during theaatien. Ironically, then, although people

living with concealable stigmatized identities nfagte their true identities in an attempt to
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increase belonging and acceptance (as suggestetlithgs 1a and 1b; see also Garcia &
Crocker, 2008; Goffman, 1963), our results demastthat in so doing they end up both feeling
and beingexcluded

Study 2 further showed that expecting to entantaraction during which one would
hide a devalued identity lowered feelings of belogdecause it limited the extent to which
participants anticipated they would be able to l@entic, or true to themselves. This was the
case despite the fact that, contrary to hidingeaéing a stigmatized identity directs attention to
only one aspect of oneself, and often an aspetotiedoes not find central to one’s identity.
From external observers’ perspective, hiding a ledhidentity resulted in interactions lacking
in belonging and acceptance because hiding leditipants to self-disclose less—behavior that
encourages rejection (Herek, 1996). Notably, tledfeets emerged despite the external
observers being blind to study design and thusentinawareof the fact that participants
possessed a devalued identity. Whereas auther(@cit/perhaps also self-disclosure) may be
seen as closely related to the act of hiding aldedadentity, our primary hypothesis involved
belonging and acceptance, ultimate outcome vasahkg are in no way redundant with the act
of hiding (vs. revealing) a stigmatized identity.dummary, Study 2 revealed that hiding a
devalued identity from an interaction partner nalygeduces one’s sense of belonging already
in anticipation of the interaction; it also resufisnteractions that are perceived by external
onlookers as less positive and as lacking in behavhat typically elicit interpersonal closeness
and acceptance.

The fact that we examined a contextually devaldedtity that is not typically
stigmatized leaves open the possibility that tleeesses implicated in Study 2 may not

straightforwardly generalize to the experiencemadividuals living with concealable identities
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that are culturally stigmatized. Thus, in Study&again focused on a culturally stigmatized
identity: having a history of mental iliness.
Study 3

Thus far, we have demonstrated that although iddals expect to benefit
interpersonally from hiding (vs. revealing) a dexed identity (Studies 1a and 1b), the act of
hiding a stigmatized identity during a social imtefon in fact results itack of belonging (Study
2). In Study 3, our aim was to examine the impéattiding a devalued identity on one’s
partner’sperceptions of the interaction. As noted by W28tL(), the dynamics of interpersonal
interactions cannot be fully understood withouirigkinto account the interdependent
perspectives of both (or all) interaction partnérscordingly, whereas the use of confederates in
Study 2 ensured that interaction partners behavadstandardized manner across conditions, in
Study 3 we investigated face-to-face interactiogtsvben a non-stigmatized and a stigmatized
participant. The stigmatized participant either bidevealed their identity.

Specifically, in Study 3 we focused on the conakla stigmatized identity of having a
history of mental iliness. People who have a hystdrmental iliness are strongly stigmatized:
They are perceived as incompetent, unsuccessiiatteliigent, awkward, cold, and even
dangerous (Farina, Fischer, Boudreau, & Belt, 1896icky & Dovidio, 1986). Individuals with
a history of mental illness expect to be devalustidiscriminated against (Link, 1987) and
indeed are treated highly negatively in interpeasamteractions merely because of their
devalued identity (Farina, Holland, & Ring, 196@igky & Dovidio, 1986). Believing that
others know about one’s history of mental illneszds individuals to behave in ways that cause
them to be socially rejected (even when that béigfaccurate; Farina, Gliha, Boudreau, Allen,

& Sherman, 1971; and even when one does not actumle a history of mental iliness; Farina,
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Allen, & Saul, 1968). Revealing one’s history ofmted illness is so threatening that it can
impair cognitive performance (Quinn et al., 2004).

Despite these severe ramifications associatedresalinga history of mental illness,
we hypothesized th&iding this identity would impair one’s sense of autheityj and may limit
the degree to which onefmrtnerexperiences a sense of intimacy during the interacThat is,
although the strong stigmatization of mental ilasay suggest that hiding this identity might
be highly preferable over revealing it, we hypothed that hiding one’s true identity would
even in this case impair the interaction in impotrtaays. Thus, in Study 3, participants who had
a history of mental illness (“stigmatized” partiaigs) interacted with participants who did not
have a history of mental illness (“non-stigmatiz@atticipantsf, and were randomly assigned to
either hide or reveal their history of mental idseWe predicted that stigmatized participants
would report more negative expectations prior tandé@raction during which they would reveal
(vs. hide) their identity; such a finding would ceptually replicate Studies 1a and 1b, and
would again suggest that individuals expect to beimterpersonally from keeping their
devalued identities hidden from interaction parsnétowever, we also predicted that stigmatized
participants who hid (vs. revealed) their idensitveould subsequently report reduced
authenticity. In addition, we assessed the extenthich non-stigmatized participants
experienced intimacy during the interaction, anpesxed to find that interacting with a
stigmatized partner who hid (vs. revealed) theie identity would impair the extent to which
non-stigmatized participants experienced intimaayrdy the interaction. This result would
indicate that hiding a stigmatized identity frorarass-group partner disrupts rapport-building
during a social interaction.

Method
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Participants. Forty-two same-gender dyads (td¥d84; 74 women, 10 men; mean
age=21.405D=3.81) of student participants completed the stodgturn for €4.50. In each
dyad, one participant was non-stigmatized (didhaste a history of mental iliness), and one
participant was stigmatized (had a history of mieiitess; e.g., depression, eating disorder).
Non-stigmatized participants were recruited fropoal of student volunteers for psychology
studies. Stigmatized participants were contactedunse they had indicated during a prior study
that they had a history of mental illness and hgréed to being contacted regarding
participation in future studies, or were recruitea online advertisements, posters, and handouts.
Stigmatized participants knew that their historyr@@ntal illness was the reason they were
recruited. All stigmatized participants reporteding a history of mental health issues that had
significantly influenced their life; 69% reported\ing had treatment for these issues.

Design, Procedure, and Measured.he study complied with the standards for ethical
psychological research endorsed at Leiden Uniyensitere the data were collected.
Stigmatized and non-stigmatized participants bebarstudy in separate rooms, in which they
read and signed an informed consent form and redenitial instructions (presented on a
computer). As in Study 2, participants were tolat thne participant in each dyad would be
randomly assigned to an “interviewer” role and dliger to an “interviewee” role. In reality,
stigmatized participants were always intervieweaebrgon-stigmatized participants were always
interviewers.

Non-stigmatized participants were simply told tthety would be asked to interview
another participant, with the aim of studying sbiiteractions; the partner’s history of mental
illness was not mentioned. They were given a sefi@gerview questions but were not given

further instructions on how to conduct the intevwwi®articipants then responded to three items
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assessingegative expectationggarding the upcoming interaction ¢ompletely disagret®
7=completely agree “I feel uncomfortable with the idea that | mustdergo this interaction”; “I
look forward to the interaction” (reverse-scoreat)d “I would prefer not to undergo this
interaction” @=.75).

In contrast, stigmatized participants were tolt the study examined social interactions
between a person with and a person without a istomental illness and, specifically,
prejudice against people with a history of meritaéss. Stigmatized participants were reminded
that people with a history of mental illness aneofperceived by others as less social and less
competent. During debriefing, participants wer@infed about the purpose of this procedure.
Stigmatized participants were next told that treeetwo ways of responding to prejudice,
namely revealing or hiding one’s stigmatized idigntnd that the present study aimed to
understand both responses. At this point, partitgoavere randomly assigned to one of two
conditions. In the Hide conditioNE20), participants were asked “not to reveal todtieer
participant” that they had a history of mentalelss, whereas in the Reveal conditibFZ?2),
participants were asked “to reveal to the othetippant” that they had a history of mental
illness. In order to elicit active agreement toeh{dr reveal) the stigmatized identity, particigant
were asked to indicate their agreement to folloaséhinstructions by pressing an “OK” button to
continue; all participants chose to continue with study. Participants then completed the same
three-item measure akgative expectatioras did non-stigmatized participanis=(89).

The experimenter next led participants to a latfitted with video recording equipment
and the interaction took place. Non-stigmatizedipi@ants conducted the interview based on a
script. The questions were initially neutral (e‘tg,this the first time you are participating in a

psychology experiment?”) but became increasinggvent to mental illness (e.g., “Do you have
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the feeling your life is like a roller coaster, ibts of ups and downs?”; “Do you sometimes
feel like you are different from other people?’t tosimilar procedure, see Smart & Wegner,
1999). The final question directly inquired whetlie interviewee had a history of mental
illness. The interactions lasted approximately sawnutes on averag®lE427 seconds,
SD=280 seconds; measured by the experimenter).

All participants finally completed post-interagticmeasures (Ilcompletely disagre®
7=completely agree Three items measured the degree to which paatits felt they had been
authenticduring the interaction: “I felt honest”; “I feltustworthy”; and “I felt | acted in
accordance with my conscience/=(87 for stigmatized participantss=.66 for non-stigmatized
participants). Nine items measured the extent tchvparticipants had experiencedimacy
with their interaction partner (e.g., “My conveisatpartner and | clicked”; “I feel connected to
my conversation partnerd=.83 for stigmatized participantss.90 for non-stigmatized
participants).

Results

Because the study had a nested design in whiticipants were nested within
interaction dyads, we treated dyads as the urhafysis in order to adjust for potential
nonindependence in participants’ responses (foligwihe recommendations regarding the
analysis of dyadic data given in Kenny, Kashy, &0&a006). Both stigmatized and non-
stigmatized participants provided ratings of tlmein experiences before and during the
interaction (i.e., measures of negative expectatiaathenticity, and intimacy), allowing us to
examine both participants’ perspectives on thaactéens.

Pre- and Post-Interaction Affective ReactionsBoth stigmatized and non-stigmatized

participants reported their own levels of negagxpectations in anticipation of the interaction,



HIDDEN COSTS OF HIDING STIGMA 32

as well as the degree to which they themselveddiaduthentic during the interaction
(measured after the interaction had taken place)fist examined whether these self-ratings
varied between conditions for either subgroup ofip@ants.

A 2 (Condition: Hide vs. Reveal) x 2 (ParticipaBtigmatized vs. Non-stigmatized)
mixed-model ANOVA on participants’ self-reportedga¢ive expectations in anticipation of the
interaction, with dyad as the unit of analysis #mlsecond factor varying within-dyad (see
Kenny et al., 2006), revealed a nonsignificant nedfact of Conditionp=.178, a significant
main effect of Participang(1, 40):5.97p:.019,n2p:.13, and the predicted interactidf{l,
40):4.50,p:.040,n2p:.10. Analysis of simple effects (following the c@omendations of
Howell, 2002) demonstrated that whereas stigmaiiit=8.35,SD=1.44) and non-stigmatized
participants 1=3.27,SD=1.10) did not differ in the degree to which theported having
negative expectations in the Hide conditipn,821, in the Reveal condition stigmatized
participants reported more negative expectatidhs4(32,SD=1.50) than did non-stigmatized
participants 1=3.14,SD=1.09),F(1, 21)=10.34p=.004. Stated differently, whereas stigmatized
participants reported more negative expectatioisarReveal (vs. Hide) conditioR(1,
78)=5.85,p=.018, non-stigmatized participants’ negative exa@ans did not differ between
conditions p=.746. Thus, as hypothesized and conceptuallyoaiptig the findings observed in
Studies 1a and 1b, stigmatized participants almenter an interaction in which they would
revealtheir history of mental iliness to a partner wha ot share this stigmatized identity
reported high levels of negative expectations.

Second, a mixed-model ANOVA on the degree to wipfticipants reported having felt
authentic during the interaction revealed a mdiectfof ConditionF(1, 40)=12.12p=.001,

n%=.23, and a main effect of ParticipaRf]l, 40)=19.79p<.001,1%,=.33, qualified by the
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predicted interactiorf(1, 40)=8.O8p=.007,n2p=.17. Analysis of simple effects demonstrated
that whereas stigmatize€5.70,SD=0.85) and non-stigmatized participan$=6.06,

SD=0.80) did not report different levels of autheityién the Reveal conditiorg=.168, in the

Hide condition stigmatized participants reportedihg experienced less authenticity£4.27,
SD=1.63) than did non-stigmatized participais=6.92,SD=0.58),F(1, 19)=18.51p<.001.

Stated differently, whereas stigmatized participaeported having experienced less authenticity
in the Hide (vs. Reveal) conditioR(1, 80)=19.99p<.001, non-stigmatized participants
experienced similar levels of authenticity in botnditionsp=.654. Thus, as hypothesized,
stigmatized participants who hadncealedheir history of mental illness from an interaatio
partner reported low levels of authenticity.

Intimacy. We next examined the degree to which participarperienced intimacy with
their partner. Here, we expected to find effectsharily amongnonstigmatized participants;
that is, we expected that the degree to which igmatized participants experienced intimacy
with their partner would depend on whether thergarhad concealed or revealed their history of
mental illness. In particular, we predicted that+stigmatized participants would experience
more intimacy when their partnervealedtheir stigmatized identity. Stated differently, we
predicted that concealing a stigmatized identityldaisrupt intimacy- and rapport-building
during the interaction. Unexpectedly, however,(&@ndition: Hide vs. Reveal) x 2 (Participant:
Stigmatized vs. Non-stigmatized) mixed-model ANOWA intimacy revealed no significant
effects,ps>.233. We therefore conducted follow-up analysesrder to understand this
unexpected pattern in greater detail.

Specifically, in these exploratory analyses wegdbto take into account the fact that

stigmatized participants had experienced diffelewgls of negative affect (i.e., negative
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expectations and inauthenticity) based on whet®y had concealed or revealed their history of
mental illness during the interaction. Both negatxpectations (experienced in particular in the
Reveal condition) and inauthenticity (experienaegarticular in the Hide condition) likely
affected the degree to whistigmatizedoarticipants experienced intimacy during the
interaction; however, these psychological processeked in opposite directions across the two
conditions and may thus have canceled each othan the analysis. Given that intimacy is in
essence an interpersonal process (Reis & Shavé8),t@®n-stigmatized participants’ levels of
intimacy were likely also affected by their stigimatl partners’ different experiences in the two
conditions.

To test this exploratory possibility, we examinedels of intimacy among stigmatized
and non-stigmatized participants in the two experntal conditions while statistically adjusting
for both participants’ levels of negative expeda$i and authenticity (i.e., holding these
variables constant at their respective means). ioegly, we estimated an actor-partner
interdependence model (Kenny et al., 2006). Asipted, we entered Condition (Hide=-1,
Reveal=1), Participant (Non-stigmatized=-1, Stigaet=1), and their interaction; as adjustment
variables (each continuous and mean-centered)nteeegl participants’ own negative
expectations, their partners’ negative expectatipagicipants’ own authenticity, and their
partners’ authenticity (see Table 1). This modaktheld constant (i.e., statistically removed) the
influence of participants’ own affective responsesell as the influence of their partners’
affective responses, on feelings of intimacy.

In this analysis (see Table 1 and Figure 3), #peeted Condition (Hide vs. Reveal) x
Participant (Stigmatized vs. Non-stigmatized) iat#ion was obtainedb=-0.26,SE=0.10,

1(39.21)=-2.66p=.011. Simple slopes analyses revealed that witi@rHide condition, non-



HIDDEN COSTS OF HIDING STIGMA 35

stigmatized participants experienced significatels intimacy than did stigmatized participants,
b=0.38,SE=0.15,1(39.43)=2.51p=.016. In contrast, within the Reveal conditionpno
stigmatized and stigmatized participants experiérstailar levels of intimacyp=.307. Stated
differently, non-stigmatized participants tende@xperience somewhat, though
nonsignificantly, less intimacy when their stignzati partner concealed (vs. revealed) their
history of mental illnes4)=0.31,SE=0.21,1(45.85)=1.45p=.155. In contrast, and as anticipated,
there was no effect of experimental condition agnsatized participants’ experiences of
intimacy, p=.231°
Discussion

Study 3 revealed that participants about to eamte@nteraction in which they would
revealtheir history of mental iliness to a partner wha ot share this stigmatized identity
reported particularly high levels of negative exp&ons. In contrast, participants whial their
history of mental iliness from their partner regaparticularly low levels of felt authenticity
after the interaction. These findings illustrate ftuandary faced by individuals who hide a
stigmatized identity: Hiding one’s identity may @eommon coping strategy because it reduces
anxiety in anticipation of stigmatization by othdikely because one expects to thereby be able
to avoid the negative interpersonal consequencesvehling the identity (see also Studies la
and 1b). However, this strategy may be maladajtisefar as it is associated with states of
inauthenticity (which are aversive and negativalyrelated with wellbeing; Lenton et al., 2013;
Wood et al., 2008). Our results extend those ofdaret al. (2006), who found that although
hiding (vs. revealing) a devalued identity led dedp believe that their interaction partners had
more positive expectations regarding their perfaroea(which should reduce stereotype threat),

it also decreased self-confidence (which nullifiled positive impact of improved expectations).



HIDDEN COSTS OF HIDING STIGMA 36

Thus, the anticipated benefits of concealing a ledhidentity are significantly offset by the
ramifications of the act of hiding.

Going beyond past research, Study 3 also illesdrite multifacetedhterpersonal
consequences of hiding a stigmatized identity. kintudy 2, in which we measured belonging
in anticipationof a social interaction, in Study 3 we measurati@pants’ experiences of
intimacy after the interaction had taken place.@dagly, stigmatized participants in Study 3
already knew how the interaction had gone—and mgtake still did not observe a pattern
implying a benefit associated with hiding a devdligentity (i.e., stigmatized participants’ felt
intimacy did not differ between conditions), evaough stigmatized individuals expect such a
benefit (see Studies 1a and 1b). Conversely, it atexybe the case that stigmatized participants
who revealed their history of mental iliness mayeéhbeen surprised, or relieved, to find that
their negative expectations in anticipation of ititeraction were not realized; such processes
may also have contributed to the lack of effectsnbmacy among stigmatized participants.
Future work may benefit from directly examining$beossibilities.

However, we did find that the act of hiding a dered identityimpairedthe degree to
which one’spartnerexperienced intimacy during the interaction. lagtingly, this effect was
only observed when both participants’ levels ofateg expectations and authenticity were
statistically controlled, suggesting that the distinegative experiences caused by the two
experimental conditions, particularly among stigaet participants, may have differentially
disrupted rapport- and intimacy-building proces$asng the interaction. Supplementary
analyses revealed that whereas participants’ oelmfgs of intimacy were strongly positively
correlated with their partners’ feelings of intinydn the Reveal conditiom(20)=.64,p=.001,

this association was substantially weaker and goifgiant in the Hide conditiorr(18)=.13,
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p=.588; the difference between these two correlatapproached significanc1.88,p=.060.
Thus, our findings suggest that stigmatized pgudicts’ limited authenticity (that was
experienced specifically in the Hide condition) nfeye resulted in a disconnect between their
own and their non-stigmatized partners’ experierdestimacy.

Notably, this nuanced pattern emerged even thbidihg could conceivably have been
viewed as a strongly preferable identity managersgategy due to the severe stigmatization of
mental illness. Relatedly, stigmatized participantStudy 3 were told that the study investigated
prejudice against people with a history of meritaéss. However, interactions in which
stigmatized participants expected to reveal, artlerfinal interview question were directly
asked to reveal, their history of mental illnessevetimpaired, as suggested by the strong
positive association between one’s own and ong®m@ias sense of intimacy in the Reveal
condition; rather, it wahiding this identity that served to disrupt the interawti

Importantly, we observed a consistent patterreséiits across Study 2, in which we
studied a contextually (as opposed to culturalggadued identity, and Study 3, in which we
studied an identity that is strongly culturally déwed. This consistency suggests that the
interpersonal ramifications of hiding a stigmatizéeintity are robust, even when the stigma is
particularly strong and even when the context mighparticularly unwelcoming to revealing
the identity, and implies a good degree of gereahllity to a variety of different identities and
situations that stigmatized individuals may exp&ein their everyday lives. Accordingly,
although hiding a stigmatized identity is a comnentity management strategy, it may not be
adaptive in the long run: Rather than allowingitigévidual to “fit in,” hiding one’s true identity
has a variety of negative interpersonal consequence

General Discussion
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Hiding a socially stigmatized identity is expectedsecure acceptance and belonging,
and is therefore an identity management strategpuintly used by individuals living with
concealable stigmatized identities (Goffman, 198#ies et al., 1984; Katz, 1981). The present
research, however, showed that hiding a stigmaidetity has the ironic effect of actually
decreasindeelings of belonging. Four studies, carried outfifferent settings, focusing on a
variety of stigmatized identities, taking the p&siives of the stigmatized target, of external
observers, and of non-stigmatized interaction gastboth before, during, and after the
interaction, and employing diverse operational@agiof belonging and other interpersonal
outcomes, demonstrated that although individuadsdiwith stigmatized identities expect to
benefit interpersonally from hiding the identitpin interaction partners, hiding in faeduces
belonging compared to when the identity is revealégdereas each of the studies has limitations
when considered in isolation, the strength of thesent research emerges from the converging
results obtained across divergent conceptualizatio operationalizations of the key
constructs, and across different research paradigfigmatized identities, and participant
samples.

Specifically, Studies 1a and 1b showed that gperts who imagined a social
interaction occurring within a workplace contexpoeted that they would choose to hide (rather
than reveal) their stigmatized identities and eigebthatrevealingthe identity would result in a
negativeimpact on their workplace relationships. Studp@used on an experimentally elicited
stigma (i.e., an identity that was contextuallyugh not culturally, devalued) and revealed that
hiding reduced belonginigecause it impaired authenticity, constrainingekpression of one’s
true self. Importantly, Study 2 also consideredgbespective of external observers, and

demonstrated that those who hid (vs. revealedpmatized identity were less liked, and their
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interactions with others were less positively eatdd, by external onlookers. In addition, Study
2 showed that these effects emerged because indigidvho hid a stigmatized identity were
perceived to engage in fewer intimacy-building hets (i.e., self-disclosure), compared to
those who revealed the identity. Study 3 extentedé findings by examining the
interdependent perspectives of stigmatized andstigmatized participants. Study 3 confirmed
that hiding a devalued identity can indeed leadtorfeave more positive expectations about
upcoming interactions (conceptually replicatingds#és 1a and 1b), but that it ironically also
results in lower feelings of authenticity during timteraction and impairs intimacy-building with
one’s non-stigmatized interaction partner (thoughnete that this last finding only emerged
when we statistically controlled for negative exjpéions and feelings of authenticity).

Taken together, these four studies indicate thd a socially stigmatized identity is a
problematic identity management strategy in thet éxpected to provide, but does not deliver,
the social acceptance much sought by individugisdiwith stigmatized identities. Future work
may benefit from seeking to understand the consespseof the unfulfilled promises of
concealing a devalued identity. For example, irdirals who typically hide their devalued
identities and yet consistently fail to experiebedonging and acceptance may begin to develop
more nuanced strategies for concealing their itdegstiperhaps prioritizing opportunities for
positive self-presentation. Understanding the exttewhich alternativevaysof hiding a
stigmatized identity may have different intraindival and interpersonal consequences
represents an important direction for future reseaaind has practical implications for the lives
of individuals contending with stigmatization.

Moreover, the present results underscore the itapoe of not assuming, and instead

carefully investigating, the degree to which diffier identity management strategies fulfill their
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anticipated goals. Indeed, research examining sgehmlogical processes associated with
stigmatized individuals’ acts of coping is scameq existing knowledge regarding the
predicament of those living with stigmatized id&es is thus incomplete in important ways. Our
results begin to illuminate how coping with a caaleble stigmatized identity is subject to ironic
processes stemming from a mismatch between expawtedctual interpersonal consequences.
Furthermore, much of the available research indbigain, while informative in several ways,
has tended to employ non-experimental methodgithabt allow for the confident identification
of causal mechanisms (e.g., Quinn & Chaudoir, 2080¢h lack of causal evidence is
particularly problematic when, as in the presesecéhe opposite direction of causality would at
first sight seem more plausible: Only experimentathods allow for the conclusion that hiding
a socially stigmatized identigauseseduced belonging, as opposed to (also plausibly)
primarily being individuals who experience lackb@longing who most often hide their
identities.

Although we believe that the present results affgrortant novel insights into the
experiences of individuals living with concealabtgmatized identities, we acknowledge
limitations and caveats. First, although Studiearich 1b examined participants’ preference for
hiding (vs. revealing) a stigmatized identity whggven the choice between the two identity
management strategies and demonstrated that partisiwould indeed choose to hide their
identities, the experimental manipulations of hid{us. revealing) a devalued identity employed
in Studies 2 and 3 did not similarly give participga fully free choice. In part, this reflects the
necessities of experimental design and the neegifmlom assignment to conditions. However,
this feature of Studies 2 and 3 implies that thditawhal question of whether tHigee choiceo

hide or reveal one’s devalued identity makes athffice to interpersonal consequences and the
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outcomes of a social interaction remains unanswéneidire work might productively address
this issue for instance by including a third coiditin which participants are given the choice to
either hide or reveal their identities. Although amicipate that most participants in this
“choice” condition would likely opt to hide the idgty—an expectation that is strongly
supported by the results of Studies 1a and 1b—laidhe consequences of hiding would not
differ based on whether the act of hiding occuertirely based on participants’ voluntary
choice, we note that further empirical work is negtb confirm these hypotheses within a single
paradignT’ Nevertheless, the four studies we report in tiesgmt work do converge to support
the notion that although individuals living withwdgued identities expect that concealing the
identity is a beneficial strategy (Studies 1a aby these expected benefits of concealment are
not realized in actual social interactions (Stu@esd 3). We note, however, that the situations
we examined in the present work were such thatettued negative expectations regarding
revealing a stigmatized identity were generally lmmine out. Future research may thus
productively consider identity management strategighe face of explicit social rejection due
to being revealed as stigmatized—a situation whachains unfortunately commonplace in the
experience of individuals living with stigmatizedentities.

Moreover, we acknowledge that the present seudiess do not establish whether our
findings are specific to hiding a stigmatized idgnior whether they might rather be more
generally related to concealing aspects of the selfven more generally to being untruthful to
an interaction partner. However, while these distoms are important and represent another
interesting direction for future work, our concegdttramework does not rely on the
hypothesized and demonstrated processes beindispediiding a stigmatized identity. Rather,

we have sought to demonstrate that hiding onessittentity during social interactions involves
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being untruthful—both to oneself (as illustrateddoy findings related to authenticity) and to
one’s interaction partners—which makes concealnmetpersonally detrimental (contrary to its
anticipated beneficial impact).

In conclusion, the present research illuminatesctimplexities of identity management
among individuals living with concealable stigmatizdentities. Given its benefits (e.qg.,
protection from bias and stereotype threat; Quiral.e2004), as well as important costs (as
revealed in the present work), deciding whetherairto cope with a stigmatized identity by
hiding it from others is a central and consequédilamma in the lives of individuals who are
stigmatized. Individuals living with stigmatizedeiatities must thus consider the relative costs
and benefits of different identity management styags, at times facing high costs of revealing
their true identities (e.g., being fired) while@lsontending with the very tangible interpersonal
costs of concealing their identities (as demonstiat the present work). This tradeoff dilemma,
moreover, is one with which non-stigmatized induats never need to contend, revealing yet
another way in which social stigma creates andgiagtes disadvantage and inequality. It is
important to note, however, that the situation exaahin the present work was not one in which
stigma was likely to have extreme consequences, asiaggression or even death.
Circumstances in which such extreme consequeneesa@te likely (e.g., living in a society in
which homosexuality is punished with the death fighdictate a change of balance between
costs and benefits that render the choice of idemtanagement strategy exceedingly clear. Even
in such circumstances, though, the interpersorstbaaf hiding a stigmatized identity revealed in
the present work may emerge; despite the highlsaregble choice of concealing one’s true
identity in such a context, that choice may regasslimply loss of authenticity, increased self-

monitoring and the resulting limited self-disclospand the potential for social rejection. Future
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research may thus productively seek to unveil wéredimd how, when hiding a stigmatized

identity is inevitable, this coping strategy midpet engaged in without such repercussions.
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Footnotes

! We also considered responses separately amorigigeants who possessed different
stigmatized identities. Given the small number aftigipants who possessed an LGBT identity
(N=5) or reported a history of “invisible” physicatdith issuesN=6), we did not examine
responses separately within these groups. Howtheepattern of responses observed in the full
sample held among participants who reported haaihigtory of mental illnes$N&17), who
were more likely to report choosing to conceal (eseal) their identityNI=5.65,SD=1.69;
significantly above the scale midpoit(t16)=4.01,p=.001); reported believing that revealing the
identity would have a negative effect on their tielaships at workN1=2.88,SD=1.73;
significantly below the scale midpoinf16)=-2.67 p=.017); and reported believing that
concealing the identity would have no effect onrtheationships at workM=4.24,SD=1.35;
not different from the scale midpoit€16)=0.72,p=.482). Similarly, the pattern also held among
participants who reported having personal expeeaewith poverty N=21), who were more
likely to report choosing to conceal (vs. revehbit identity M=5.00,SD=1.98; significantly
above the scale midpoirt{20)=2.32,p=.031); reported believing that revealing the idgnt
would have a negative effect on their relationslaippsork (M=3.38,SD=1.16; significantly
below the scale midpoint(20)=-2.44 p=.024); and reported believing that concealing the
identity would have no effect on their relationshad work M=3.62,SD=1.02; not different
from the scale midpoint(20)=-1.71,p=.104).

% This pattern was not further moderated by iderfti§BT, mental health issues,
physical health issues, vs. poverty).

% This pattern was not further moderated by iderftigBT, mental health issues,

physical health issues, vs. poverty).
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* Individuals who hide a stigmatized identity mayiates simply cover the identity (e.g.,
by not mentioning it), and at other times may maxplicitly “pass” as members of non-
stigmatized groups. Notably, these strategies fea oot fully distinguishable. For example,
people are typically assumed to belong to domisaanial categories (e.g., heterosexual) unless
they directly indicate otherwise (e.g., by reveglennon-heterosexual orientation). Accordingly,
covering often implies passing. Additionally, white identity is contextually relevant and thus
explicitly inquired about (e.g., possessing reqlipeofessional experience), the sole available
strategies are passing and revealing (i.e., simplynentioning one’s true identity is impossible
in such a situation). Because contexts in whicledog and passing are not easily
distinguishable are arguably more typical, in thespnt work we focused on “hiding” one’s
devalued identity (which can describe both covedand passing).

> Due to video equipment malfunction, external rata are missing for three
interactions in the Hide condition and five intdraas in the Reveal condition.

® Interrater reliability for confederate talk timeagnbe lower than for other duration
measures because the camera was focused on tivgopattand away from the confederate.

" Total interaction duration is longer than partisigs’ and confederates’ talk time
combined due to silences during the interactions.

8 For clarity of expression, we refer to particiganiith a history of mental illness as
“stigmatized” and participants without such histag/“non-stigmatized.” These labels refer to
the cultural stigmatization of mental illness, tmthe participants themselves. Furthermore,
history of mental iliness was the sole stigmatiikshtity assessed in this study; thus, “non-

stigmatized” participants may have possessed stiggmatized identities. However, no other



HIDDEN COSTS OF HIDING STIGMA 51

identities were made salient in this study, engutimat all effects were associated with the
stigma of mental iliness.

® We also assessed participants’ perceptions ofdmeothly the interaction went (12
items, e.g., “The conversation went smoothtyg:.92). The same actor-partner interdependence
model on this variable revealed a marginal CondidParticipant interactiop=.062. The sole
significant simple slope indicated that whereagnséitized participants thought the interactions
went more smoothly in the Hide (vs. Reveal) coonditp=.029, there was no effect of condition
on non-stigmatized participants’ ratings,.967. Accordingly, as anticipated, intimacy reeeal
a pattern that was distinct from mere perceptidrieow smooth and easy the interaction was.

19'\We thank a reviewer for these insightful suggestio
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Table 1 Unstandardized regression coefficients and sggmte tests from an actor-partner

interdependence model predicting participantshiaity with their interaction partner (Study 3).

Predictor b SE df t p

Own Negative Expectations -0.02 0.08 5341 -0.2226.8
Partner's Negative Expectations -0.11 0.09 68.65231 .222
Own Authenticity 0.21 0.11 46.09 198 .053
Partner’s Authenticity -0.16 0.12 6242 -1.34 .184
Condition (Hide=-1; Reveal=1) 0.05 0.17 39.34 00.3.764

Participant (Non-stigmatized=-1; Stigmatized=1) 12. 0.10 39.40 1.22 .229

Condition x Participant -0.26 0.10 39.21 -2.66 .011
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Figure 1 The effect of hiding versus revealing a contelyustigmatized identity during a social
interaction on feelings of belonging, mediated bgaerns about authenticity (Study 2).

Standardized coefficient<.05;” p<.01;" p<.001
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A
Perceived self-
o84 disclosure 5w
Condition [-281] Evaluation of the
(O=Hide; 1=Reveal) 12 " interaction
B
Perceived self-
o84 disclosure G
Condition ['25#] | Evaluation of the
(0O=Hide; 1=Reveal) 10 " participant

Figure 2 The effect of hiding versus revealing a contelyustigmatized identity during a social
interaction on external observers’ evaluationsf)fthe interaction and (B) the participant,
mediated by perceived self-disclosure (Study 2n&ardized coefficient§p=.085 +p=.056;

*p=.057;"" p<.001
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Figure 3 The effect of stigmatized participants’ hidingses revealing their history of mental
illness on stigmatized and non-stigmatized paréictp’ feelings of intimacy during the
interaction, adjusting for both participants’ negatexpectations prior to and authenticity during

the interaction (Study 3). Scale range: 1-7; higlvarres indicate more intimacy.



