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When “They” Become “Us”: The Effect of Time and Ingroup
Identity on Perceptions of Gay and Lesbian Group
Members
Amber K. Lupo, PhD and Michael A. Zárate, PhD

Department of Psychology, Social, Cognitive, and Neuroscience, University of Texas at El Paso, El Paso,
Texas, USA

ABSTRACT
Prejudice change manipulations rarely produce the expected
attitude change effects. Our research suggests that attitude
change depends on time-dependent memory consolidation
processes. This study tested the effects of group information
and time on perceptions of gays and lesbians. Heterosexual
participants (N = 90) were randomly assigned to a condition
where their ingroup, or an outgroup, included gay and lesbian
individuals. We measured participants’ gay and lesbian political
attitudes and evaluations of the groups’ members at a short or
long delay. Results showed no effect of our manipulations on
political attitudes, F(1, 86) = 0.14, p = .72. Contrary to predic-
tions, participants evaluated gay and lesbian ingroup members
less positively at the long versus short delay, t(49) = 3.72, p =
.0004, d = 1.01. Results suggest that members of stigmatized
groups are perceived more negatively when associated with
one’s ingroup.

KEYWORDS
Memory consolidation;
group perception; gay and
lesbian attitudes; attitude
change; prejudice reduction

Americans’ attitudes toward the gay and lesbian community have become
more positive and accepting over the past decade (Pew Research Center,
2015a). Most Americans (63%) believe that homosexuality should be socially
accepted, and most (57%) report that they would not be upset if their child
identified as gay or lesbian (Pew Research Center, 2015a). This shift in
attitudes was reflected in the 2015 U.S. Supreme Court decision to grant
gay and lesbian couples the constitutional right to marry, which 57% of
Americans support (Pew Research Center, 2015b). Despite this shift toward
more positive perceptions of the gay and lesbian community, gays and
lesbians continue to be stigmatized. For example, 18.7% of hate crimes in
2014 were motivated by sexual orientation, second only to racially motivated
crimes (U.S. Department of Justice, 2015 November). Implicitly, heterosexual
individuals demonstrate more positive associations with straight versus gay
men (Breen & Karpinski, 2013).
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Unfortunately, many prejudice reduction manipulations appear ineffective at
improving attitudes toward stigmatized groups (Lai et al., 2014). Here, we test the
hypothesis that prejudice reduction methodologies might be more effective than
previously thought because previous research failed to consider the role of time
and memory consolidation in attitude change. Research (Enge, Lupo, & Zárate,
2015) shows that some manipulations have delayed effects on interpersonal judg-
ments. Here we test if prejudice reduction strategies improve attitudes toward gays
and lesbians over time. Thus the present study tests the effects of time and creating
a gay and lesbian inclusive ingroup on attitudes toward gays and lesbians and
perceptions of gay and lesbian ingroup members.

Gay and lesbian attitude change

One catalyst to attitude change is contact with outgroup members (Allport, 1954;
Pettigrew, 2016). Along with more positive attitudes, contact with the gay and
lesbian community has been increasing. The PewResearch Center (2013) reported
that 87% of Americans personally know at least one gay or lesbian identified
person, and individuals who report having at least one gay or lesbian friend or
relative demonstrate more favorable attitudes toward gay men (Herek &
Capitanio, 1996). This effect is stronger among thosewho report knowingmultiple
gay and lesbian individuals and who report having more intimate contact (friend
vs. distant family member; Herek & Capitanio, 1996). Further, individuals who
report greater personal contact with gays and lesbians have less antigay prejudice
on an Implicit AssociationTest (Dasgupta&Rivera, 2008). The effect of contact on
intergroup attitudes extends beyond personal interaction. Witnessing a positive
cross-group interaction or knowledge of a friend’s cross-group friendship also
reduces outgroup bias (Wright, Aron, McLaughlin-Volpe, & Ropp, 1997).

Contact with outgroup members may facilitate social categorization pro-
cesses that lead to recategorizing these individuals into a collective ingroup.
Individuals are motivated to maintain positive perceptions of their ingroup
and its members (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Favorable ingroup perceptions are
then extended to former outgroup members. The “common ingroup iden-
tity” model proposes that contact with the outgroup leads to reduced pre-
judice when cognitive representations of the outgroup are integrated into a
more inclusive, superordinate ingroup (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2000). For
example, one can categorize individuals into separate racial ingroups and
outgroups or into an “American” superordinate group. Research consistently
demonstrates that experimental manipulations that induce positive outgroup
contact and perceptions of an inclusive group identity reduce outgroup bias
(Dovidio, Gaertner, Isen, & Lowrance, 1995; Dovidio, Gaertner, & Saguy,
2009; Gaertner et al., 1999). This model predicts that heterosexuals’ attitudes
toward gay and lesbian individuals will be more positive when group bound-
aries shift to include the gay and lesbian outgroup into a common ingroup.
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Memory consolidation and attitude change

Many interventions aimed at improving intergroup attitudes fall short of
engendering the intended attitude change (Lai et al., 2014; Paluck & Green,
2009). For example, Lai and colleagues tested 17 interventions, each con-
ducted over four studies, on the reduction of short-term implicit and explicit
racial bias. Nine out of 17 interventions failed to reduce racial prejudice.
Moreover, the strategies that were most effective in improving attitudes were
those that involved the self in active and conscious ways (e.g., imagining a
positive interaction with an outgroup member and emphasizing intergroup
competition). Further, although experimental research supports interven-
tions involving social categorization processes, such as creating a common
ingroup identity, there are few tests of long-term effectiveness (Paluck &
Green, 2009).

Memory consolidation processes suggest that it takes time for attitudes to
change. We propose that attitude change depends on time-dependent mem-
ory consolidation processes. Memory consolidation is the process by which
information learned over time is integrated into our long-term memory and
generalized to new, yet similar, events. This process primarily occurs during
sleep (Racsmany, Conway, & Demeter, 2010; Gais, Lucas, & Born, 2006). A
period of sleep after learning is shown to facilitate memory for declarative
(e.g., vocabulary lists) and procedural information (e.g., motor memory;
Diekelmann, Wilhelm, & Born, 2009) and performance on visual discrimina-
tion tasks (Stickgold, Whidbee, Schirmer, Patel, & Hobson, 2000).

Memory for group information is consolidated in line with an ingroup
bias. Enge et al. (2015) exposed participants to negative and positive trait
information about in- and outgroup targets. Participants were then tested on
their implicit memory for learned information the same day (short-delay
test) and 2 days later (long-delay test). Memory was consistent with a positive
ingroup bias. Participants demonstrated better memory for positive informa-
tion paired with ingroup targets and negative information paired with out-
group targets. This effect, however, emerged only at the long-delay test,
presumably after the newly learned information had time to become inte-
grated with long-term memory.

Research further shows that memory consolidation can facilitate implicit
bias reduction. Hu et al. (2015) exposed participants to face–word pairs.
Participants were instructed to respond only when the word was inconsistent
with either a gender or a race bias. Correct responses to counter-stereotypical
information were followed by an auditory cue. Participants then napped for
90 minutes. For some participants, the auditory cue that was paired with
counter-stereotypical information during learning was replayed during sleep,
thus reactivating the learned information. Levels of implicit bias were com-
pared before and after sleep. Results demonstrated that implicit bias was
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reduced after sleep, but only for participants who were re-exposed to the
associated auditory cue while napping. Moreover, this effect persisted over
one week.

Our model posits that memory consolidation has three distinct effects on
memory for learned social information (Enge et al., 2015; Zárate & Enge,
2013). Consolidated memories are more overlapping or highly integrated.
With greater integration, consolidated memories are also more accessible (i.e.,
responded to and retrieved more quickly) and can be used to make general-
ized inferences across novel stimuli. Here we tested the effect of time on the
consolidation of newly learned ingroup information. The general hypothesis
is that learned information about one’s ingroup becomes more integrated
with the self and generalized to one’s group and its members through time-
dependent consolidation processes.

The present study

The present study tested attitudes toward gays and lesbians across two
sessions, a short time delay that did not contain sleep and a long time
delay containing sleep. Further, our manipulation included high involvement
of the self through inducing group competition and a positive ingroup
identity, and it induced participants to recategorize gay and lesbian indivi-
duals into an inclusive ingroup.

The present study used a minimal group paradigm to create a gay and
lesbian diverse ingroup or outgroup. Within a context of intergroup compe-
tition, participants learned personal information about members of both
groups. Participants then completed the dependent measures either approxi-
mately 4 hours later on the same day or 2 days later. We predicted an
interaction between our group diversity and time-delay manipulations,
such that participants would express more positive gay and lesbian political
attitudes and more positive evaluations of gay and lesbian ingroup targets in
the gay and lesbian diverse ingroup, long-delay condition.

Groups vary in how “groupy,” or cohesive, they are perceived; this is
referred to as entitativity. Groups that are perceived as being more psycho-
logically and physically similar are also perceived as more highly entitative
(Dasgupta, Banaji, & Abelson, 1999). Therefore, we further predicted that
participants would perceive their group as more entitative, or groupy, at the
long versus the short delay.

We also included known predictors of attitudes toward gay and lesbian
issues. Religiosity is associated with more negative attitudes toward gays and
lesbians (Whitley, 2009); therefore, we included religious importance as a
covariate. No predictions were made regarding how it would interact with
our experimental manipulations.
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Lastly, we predicted that some participants in the ingroup diverse condi-
tion would reject their group and therefore would not demonstrate the
predicted effect. We therefore included a measure of reactivity to the study.
Study materials and protocol were Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approved.

Method

Participants

One hundred and two self-identified “completely heterosexual” undergradu-
ate participants from a southwestern university completed the study in
exchange for course credit. Of these, 12 participants were dropped from
further analyses.1 Therefore, responses from 90 participants were analyzed
(64% women; 78% Latino; 63% Catholic; Mdnage = 19, IQR = 3). All parti-
cipants in the long-delay condition reported sleeping on both nights
(Mnight1 = 7.50 hours, SD = 1.92; Mnight2 = 7.00 hours, SD = 1.83). A
power analysis indicated that this sample size yielded 80% power to detect
a moderate effect (d = .60).

Materials

Target stimuli
Stimuli included 12 color photos (six men; six women) of college-aged
Latinos. Latino targets were used to reflect the demographics of our sample,
the majority of whom identify as Latino. Targets were depicted from the
shoulders up and facing forward. Targets did not have any identifying
features (e.g., glasses, hats). Target photos were split into two groups, one
“over-estimator” and one “under-estimator” group. Each group contained
three men and three women. These two sets of photos were counterbalanced
between participants, such that one set of photos were the ingroup for some
participants and the outgroup for other participants.

Demographics questionnaire
Participants indicated their age, gender, ethnicity, class rank, major, and
religious affiliation. Participants were asked to rate their political ideology
(1 = extremely liberal; 7 = extremely conservative), sexual orientation (1 =
completely heterosexual; 7 = completely homosexual), and the extent to which
religion is important in their life (1 = not at all important; 7 = extremely
important). Participants indicated their English-Spanish language proficiency
on a 9-point scale (1 = I only speak English; 9 = I speak only Spanish).
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Trait ratings
Participants were presented with target photos, without group or personal
information, and they rated the extent to which 10 positive traits described
each target on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all; 7 = completely). Participants
viewed one target at a time. Traits included; likeable, friendly, intelligent,
hard-working, trustworthy, compassionate, kind, open-minded, loyal, and
team player.

Political attitudes
This scale included 16 items measuring attitudes toward a variety of political
issues. Embedded within the scale were four items related to gay/lesbian
issues, including gay and lesbian rights, marriage equality, adoption by same-
sex couples, and employment nondiscrimination laws to protect gays and
lesbians (e.g., “To what extent are you against/for same-sex marriage?” and
“To what extent are you against/for adoption by same sex couples?”) The
scale containing these four items demonstrated good reliability (α = 0.90).
Items were presented in random order and measured on a 7-point scale (1 =
completely against; 7 = completely for). One item measured general positivity/
negativity toward gays and lesbians (“How positive do you feel toward
homosexuals?”) and was scored on a 7-point scale (1 = completely positive;
7 = completely negative).

Ingroup favoritism
Participants completed four items to measure the extent to which they liked
their group (α = 0.64). These items included how happy they were to belong
to their group, the extent to which they wished to belong to the other group,
how positively they felt toward their group, and the extent to which they
identified with their group. Items were presented in random order and
measured on a 7-point scale.

Perceived group entitativity
Participants indicated the extent to which they perceived “under-estimators”
and “over-estimators” to be a group on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all a group;
7 = very much a group).

Attitudes toward the study
Participants rated the extent to which they enjoyed participating (1 = not at
all; 7 = very much) and how negatively or positively they felt toward the study
(1 = completely negatively; 7 = completely positively).

Sleep questionnaires
Participants in the short-delay condition indicated whether they napped or
fell asleep during the 2–4-hour break (“yes” or “no”), and for how long, if

JOURNAL OF HOMOSEXUALITY 785



applicable. Participants also indicated whether they kept busy and whether
they relaxed during the break (“yes” or “no”). Participants in the long-delay
condition indicated how many hours they slept on the first and second nights
of the break and rated how restorative each night’s rest was from 0 (not at all
restorative) to 100 (very restorative).

Procedure

Participants were recruited to participate in an ostensible “trivia contest.”
The study used a 2 (Group diversity: ingroup diversity vs. outgroup diversity)
× 2 (Delay condition: short vs. long delay) between-subjects design. A
minimal group task was used to randomly assign participants to an ingroup
that was either diverse (included one self-identified gay male and one self-
identified lesbian female) or not diverse (did not include gay or lesbian
members or any information on members’ sexual orientation). Participants
completed a learning session and then returned for the test session either
2–4 hours later (short-delay condition) or 48 hours later (long-delay
condition).

Learning session
Participants were led to believe that they would be competing with another
group in a trivia contest. Participants were randomly assigned to a group via
a computerized dot estimation task (Inquisit 5.0 [computer software], 2016).
Participants were presented with 11 screenshots, each displaying a varied
number of dots. Each screen was presented for 1000 ms, and participants had
to enter their estimate of the number of dots presented in a text box. At the
end of the task, some participants were given feedback that they were “under-
estimators,” and some were given feedback that they were “over-estimators.”
Participants then read a brief description characterizing the members of their
group as being similar in personality, opinions, and beliefs.

Participants were informed that they and the members of their group
would compete with members of the other group on a trivia quiz during
the next session. Participants were told that their performance on the quiz
would be scored as a group and that the group with the highest score at the
end of the study would receive extra research credit. This supposed competi-
tion was used to create a relevant ingroup and outgroup.

Participants viewed a timed presentation of personal information about six
under-estimators and six over-estimators and were asked to form an impres-
sion of each target. Participants viewed the presentation three times; each
target was displayed for 60 s during the first presentation and for 30 s during
the second and third presentations. On each presentation target photos were
paired with the target’s name, group membership, and three personal
descriptions (e.g., “My name is Oscar Nunez. I volunteer at a foster care. I
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am valedictorian. I am loyal to my friends”). All descriptions were from the
first-person point of view. Depending on the group diversity condition, one
of the three personal descriptions for two targets (1 male and 1 female) in the
participant’s ingroup or outgroup included their gay/lesbian status. Gay/
lesbian descriptions included, “I am a member of the LGBT club” and “I
am in a loyal relationship with my partner (same-sex name [Andrew or
Hannah])”. The other 10 members (the four others in the diverse group,
and all six from the non-diverse group) were generally positive in nature.
Examples include, “I am captain of the volleyball team,” “I speak three
languages,” “I am a team player,” and “I am trustworthy.” No information
about the heterosexual targets’ sexual orientation was provided.

Participants then completed the demographics questionnaire and were
scheduled to return either the same day or 48 hours later.

Test session
Participants returned for the second session either 2–4 hours or 48 hours
after the learning session. As a manipulation check, participants were asked
to indicate the name of their group. To maintain the “trivia contest” cover
story, participants then completed five multiple-choice pop culture trivia
questions (e.g., “In 1993 Michael Jordan gave up basketball for which
sport?”). Regardless of their responses, upon completion of the quiz partici-
pants were given feedback that their team was currently winning the contest.
This feedback was provided to facilitate a positive ingroup identity.

Participants then completed the dependent variables, including trait rat-
ings of in- and outgroup targets, political attitudes toward gay/lesbian issues,
a measure of ingroup favoritism, and a measure of perceived group entita-
tivity. Finally, they completed two items asking them about their attitudes
toward the actual experiment. Scales measuring political attitudes, ingroup
favoritism, and entitativity were presented in random order. Either trait
ratings or the three attitude scales were completed first, counterbalanced
between participants.

Lastly, participants reported their attitudes toward the study, a sleep
questionnaire, and indicated whether they personally knew any of the target
individuals (“yes” or “no”). No other measures were collected. Participants
were debriefed and thanked.

Results

We predicted that participants in the ingroup diversity condition would
demonstrate more positive trait ratings of gay and lesbian ingroup targets
and more positive gay and lesbian attitudes in the long- versus the short-
delay condition. We did not expect any differences in trait ratings for gay and
lesbian outgroup targets between delay conditions. Further, we anticipated
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that some participants would reject their group when it was gay and lesbian
diverse and thus included their attitudes toward the experiment as a main
effect and interaction term in these analyses. This hypothesis was not sup-
ported and is not discussed further. We also predicted that participants
would perceive their ingroup as more entitative at the long- versus the
short-delay test. Each dependent variable was analyzed in a separate
ANOVA, with the two experimental conditions (group diversity and delay
condition) as between-subjects predictors. Counterbalancing and stimulus set
had no effects on these findings and are not discussed further. Scale descrip-
tives can be found in Table 1.

Trait ratings

Manipulation check
First, we tested for differences in initial impressions (ratings of friendliness
and liking) of in- and outgroup targets at the learning session between the
group diversity conditions. Ingroup targets were expected to be perceived
more positively than outgroup targets, regardless of diversity condition. A
repeated measures ANOVA confirmed that participants rated their ingroup
members (M = 5.27, SD = 0.91) more positively than outgroup members
(M = 5.13, SD = 0.84), F (1, 88) = 5.48, p = .03, ηp

2 = .06. Further,
impressions of ingroup targets at learning did not differ by group diversity
condition, p = .29. Participants, therefore, initially demonstrated the expected
ingroup bias, and this bias was consistent when the ingroup included gay and
lesbian targets.

Next, mean trait ratings of gay and lesbian ingroup and outgroup targets
were then analyzed in an ANOVA, with experimental conditions as
predictors.

Gay and lesbian targets
Ratings of gay and lesbian targets differed by delay condition, F(1, 86) = 5.26,
p = .03, ηp

2 = 0.06. Participants rated gay and lesbian targets less positively at

Table 1. Scale descriptives by experimental condition.
Condition

Gay and Lesbian Political
Attitudes

Ingroup
Favoritism

Group
Entitativity

Religious
Importance

IG Short
Delay

5.65 (1.60) 5.34 (0.93) 5.85 (0.97) 4.92 (2.16)

IG Long Delay 6.12 (1.16) 5.08 (0.82) 5.64 (1.11) 3.92 (1.98)
OG Short
Delay

5.89 (1.70) 5.45 (1.04) 5.69 (1.78) 3.87 (1.46)

OG Long
Delay

6.13 (1.34) 5.39 (0.92) 5.83 (1.03) 4.14 (1.98)

Note. IG = ingroup diversity; OG = outgroup diversity.
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the long delay (M = 5.28, SD = 0.89) than at the short delay (M = 5.69, SD =
0.76), d = .51. The main effect of group diversity was not significant, F(1,
86) = 0.04, p = .85. The predicted two-way interaction was significant, F(1,
86) = 6.51, p = .02, ηp

2 = 0. 07. Paired comparisons, however, failed to
support our predicted effect. Contrary to predictions, ratings of gay and
lesbian ingroup members were the least positive in the long-delay (M =
5.04, SD = 0.96) versus the short-delay (M = 5.90, SD = 0.72) condition, t
(49) = 3.72, p = .0004, d = 1.01. In line with our hypothesis, however, ratings
of gay and lesbian outgroup members did not differ between the long- (M =
5.52, SD = 0.81) and short-delay (M = 5.48, SD = 0.80) conditions, t (37) =
0.17, p = .87. Further, gay and lesbian ingroup members were rated less
positively than gay and lesbian outgroup members at the long-delay condi-
tion, t (46) = 2.04, p = .045, d = 0.55. No other comparisons were significant.
There was no effect of participant gender, F(1, 82) = 0.72, p = .40.
Participants, therefore, devalued gay and lesbian ingroup members, but not
outgroup members, over time.

Because this was an unexpected effect, we examined whether this pattern
of results was replicated between our two stimulus sets. We divided the 12
target photographs into two sets, where one set of photographs represented
the ingroup for some participants and the outgroup for other participants.
This represents an internal replication of our effect. The pattern of means
was similar across these two sets (see Table 2).

Heterosexual targets
As a post hoc analysis, we tested the effect of experimental conditions on trait
ratings of targets who were not described as gay and lesbian. Although the
interaction between delay and group diversity was not significant, F(1, 86) =
3.27, p = .08, the pattern of means replicates those for the gay and lesbian
targets. Heterosexual ingroup members were rated less positively at the long
(M = 5.00; SD = 0.95) versus the short delay (M = 5.67; SD = 0.68), whereas

Table 2. Gay and lesbian target trait ratings by stimulus set.
Condition Mean (SD)

Ingroup diversity–short delay 6.01 (0.76)1
5.71 (0.63)2

Ingroup diversity–long delay 5.60 (1.00)1
4.90 (0.92)2

Outgroup diversity–short delay 5.51 (0.65)1
5.46 (0.94)2

Outgroup diversity–long delay 5.44 (0.90)1
5.57 (0.78)2

Note. N1 = 36; N2 = 54. Mean differences between stimulus sets within each condition were not significant
(all ps > .10).
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heterosexual outgroup members were rated similarly at the long (M = 5.56;
SD = 0.92) versus short delay (M = 5.57; SD = 0.91) tests.

Gay versus lesbian targets
Attitudes toward gay men tend to be more negative than attitudes toward
lesbian women, particularly among men (Ratcliff, Lassiter, Markman, &
Snyder, 2006). Therefore, we tested for condition effects on ratings of the
gay male and lesbian female targets. Ratings of the gay male and the lesbian
female were entered into separate ANOVAs with experimental conditions as
predictors. For the male target, there was a main effect of delay condition, F
(1, 86) = 7.33, p = .009, ηp

2 = .08, such that the gay male was rated less
positively at the long delay (M = 5.16, SD = 1.12) versus the short delay (M =
5.72, SD = 0.77). This was qualified by a two-way interaction between delay
and group diversity conditions, F(1, 86) = 6.92, p = .02, ηp

2 = 0.07. When the
gay male was an ingroup member, he was rated less positively at the long
delay (M = 4.84, SD = 1.24) versus the short delay (M = 5.95, SD = 0.69), t
(49) = 4.09, p < .0001, d = 1.17. Ratings did not differ between delay
conditions for the gay male outgroup target, t(37) = 0.05, p = .96. For the
lesbian female target, the main effects of delay and group diversity were not
significant, ps = .22 and .92, respectively. The two-way interaction was also
not significant, F (1, 86) = 3.14, p = .08. There were no effects of participant
gender on ratings for either the gay or lesbian target, ps > .39. Thus percep-
tions of the gay male, but not the lesbian female, target became less positive
over time, but only when he was an ingroup member.

Gay and lesbian attitudes

The four items that referred to specific gay and lesbian issues were combined for
analyses. One item that assessed general positivity/negativity toward gays and
lesbians was analyzed separately.

Attitudes toward gay and lesbian issues
Gay and lesbian political attitudes did not differ across group diversity or delay,
ps = .70 and .26, respectively. The predicted two-way interaction was not signifi-
cant, F(1, 86) = 0.14, p = .72. There was no effect of participant gender, p = .67.
Mean scores, however, were all 5.60 across conditions (on a 7-point scale),
suggesting a ceiling effect.

We also explored the effect of self-reported religious importance on partici-
pants’ gay and lesbian political attitudes. Religious importance was included as a
covariate, with experimental conditions as predictors. Results demonstrated a
significant effect of religious importance, F(1, 82) = 24.11, p < .0001, ηp

2 = 0.23,
such that gay and lesbian attitudes became more negative as religious importance
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increased, B = −0.33; t(82) = 4.91, p < .0001, SE = .07. This effect did not differ
across experimental conditions (all ps > .50), nor was it expected to.

Attitudes toward gay and lesbian individuals
There were no significant condition effects (all ps > .45) on the one item
measure of positivity/negativity toward gays and lesbians. There was no effect
of participant gender, F(1, 85) = 1.36, p = .25.

Perceived entitativity

The predicted main effect of delay condition was not significant, F(1, 86) =
0.05, p = .90. The main effect of group diversity and the two-way interaction
were also not significant, ps = .96 and .51, respectively. Thus participants
perceived their group as equally “groupy” in the short- and long-delay
conditions.

As an exploratory analysis, we then included ingroup favoritism as a main
effect and interaction term. If participants devalued their group when it was
gay and lesbian diverse, then it makes sense that participants who liked their
group less would also perceive their group as less entitative. Results demon-
strated a main effect of ingroup favoritism, F(1, 82) = 22.09, p < .0001, ηp

2 =
0.21, such that the more participants reported liking their group, the more
they perceived their group as entitative, B = 0.61; t(82) = 2.55, p = .02,
SE =.24. This was qualified by a two-way interaction between ingroup
favoritism and group diversity, F(1, 82) = 9.70, p = .003, ηp

2 = 0.11.
Participant scores on ingroup favoritism were associated with greater per-
ceived group entitativity in the no diversity condition, B = 0.65; t(37) = 5.21,
p < .0001, SE = .18, but not in the diversity condition, B = 0.16; t(49) = 1.13,
p = .27, SE = .17. Thus the more participants liked their group, the more they
also perceived their group as cohesive, but only when their group did not
include gay and lesbian members.

Discussion

This study tested the effect of time and ingroup (versus outgroup) diversity
on gay and lesbian attitudes. We predicted that participant attitudes toward
gay and lesbian political issues would be more positive at a long-delay test
when participants associated gay and lesbian individuals with their ingroup.
We also predicted that perceptions of gay and lesbian ingroup, but not
outgroup, members would be more positive at a long-delay test.

In terms of attitudes toward gay and lesbian political issues, results did not
demonstrate the predicted effect. Gay and lesbian attitudes did not differ by
experimental condition. Across all conditions, however, mean attitude scores
were highly positive (>5.60 on a 7-point scale). This ceiling effect may be due
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to our mostly female, college-aged population, who tend to have more
positive attitudes toward gays and lesbians (Holland, Matthews, & Schott,
2013; Woodford, Silverschanz, Swank, Scherrer, & Raiz, 2012). Thus our
prediction did not receive support.

Memory consolidation constructs suggest that over time, previously dis-
crepant attitudes become integrated over time. Thus we predicted that
because people like their ingroup members, people would like gay and
lesbian ingroup members more over time. That prediction failed. Over
time, ratings of the gay and lesbian members decreased. Further post hoc
analyses revealed that over time, ratings of the other ingroup members (not
labeled gay or lesbian) also appeared to decrease. If this is indeed the case,
then these results may suggest that although attitudes toward gay and lesbian
members are highly positive, membership in transitory groups appears to
lessen enthusiasm for that group. As predicted, however, gay and lesbian
outgroup targets were rated similarly at long- and short-delay tests.
Participants’ ratings of their attitudes toward the study did not account for
these results. Thus when gay and lesbian members were associated with one’s
ingroup, and therefore with the self, they were not perceived more positively
over time. To support this finding as a true effect, it should be replicated in
future studies.

If this is a true effect, it may be that members of stigmatized groups are
perceived more negatively when associated with one’s ingroup versus an
outgroup. Research has demonstrated that negative, versus neutral, informa-
tion is better remembered over time (Payne, Stickgold, Swanberg, &
Kensinger, 2008). In this study, gay and lesbian status may have been
perceived as a negative characteristic, which then generalized to evaluations
of those targets and other ingroup targets. Future research should test how
learning stigmatizing information about some ingroup members is later
recalled and how it may be generalized to the group as a whole. Over time,
as ingroup information becomes more integrated with the ingroup represen-
tation, negative information may be used in a more generalized fashion when
making ingroup judgments

While explicit attitudes toward gay and lesbian issues appeared quite
positive in our sample, these attitudes may not generalize to specific targets
when they are part of a minimal group. Those minimal groups might entail
things such as work cohorts, short-term team projects, and even small social
gatherings. These results are both consistent with what we know about gay
and lesbian attitudes and suggest that more memory consolidation work is
needed. Research has demonstrated that explicit and implicit gay and lesbian
attitudes are not highly correlated (Breen & Karpinski, 2013). Individuals
report relatively positive explicit gay and lesbian attitudes, yet more negative
implicit attitudes toward gays and lesbians versus straight individuals (Breen
& Karpinski, 2013; Steffens, 2005). Attitudes change over time, and over time
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they might become more implicit in nature. Our research will look further
into this possibility.

It may also be the case that the timing of when and the context in which
one learns about stigmatizing traits may influence later perceptions. In this
study participants were exposed to their group members’ sexual orientation
upon introduction to their group. In real life we often interact with others,
especially those who are a part of an ingroup, on multiple occasions. If time-
dependent consolidation processes facilitate ingroup identity formation and
integration of ingroup attributes with the self, then negative or stigmatizing
information associated with the ingroup may be less impactful after the
consolidation of a positive ingroup identity. That is, an initial positive
ingroup identity may buffer against the negative effect of later exposure to
a stigmatizing ingroup attribute. Thus potentially negative traits, when
learned first, might influence all further interactions. Alternatively, after a
positive group membership has become salient, exposure to potentially
negative traits may have little influence. Future research will benefit from
manipulating the time point at which negative ingroup information is
presented.

Further, one limitation of the common ingroup identity model is that
superordinate groups can enhance prejudice toward the outgroup when
ingroup distinctiveness is threatened (Dovidio et al., 2009; Zárate, Garcia,
Garza, & Hitlan, 2004). Increasing the perceived variability of gay and
lesbian outgroup members could reduce this. Our study only included
positive trait information paired with gay and lesbian targets.
Stigmatizing information may carry less weight when associated with a
mixture of negative and positive traits. Explicit and implicit prejudice is
most effectively reduced when participants are exposed to a mixture of
negative and positive outgroup information (Brauer, Er-Rafiy, Kawakami,
& Phills, 2012). Similarly, increasing the heterogeneity of a gay and lesbian
inclusive ingroup may facilitate more positive ingroup impressions and gay
and lesbian attitudes.

Our original hypothesis was not supported. Over time, evaluations of
positive gay and lesbian ingroup members became less positive. Post hoc
analyses of that effect, however, suggested that it is robust, as this effect was
consistent across our two sets of stimuli. The counterbalancing of materials
allowed one to decompose that effect to test the effect across stimuli sets.
Both stimuli sets produced the same effect. Thus, although non-predicted, we
are confident of that effect. That finding suggests that over time, some groups
become more devalued simply through the makeup of the group, indepen-
dent of any negative interactions. It suggests limits to the role of ingroup
favoritism on person evaluations. Further research will investigate the nature
of those memberships on long-term evaluations.
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Note

1. One participant was removed for napping in the short-delay condition, one was
removed for not sleeping on the first night in the long-delay condition, one was
removed for reporting that they personally knew at least one of the targets, and one
was removed for failing to correctly remember their group membership at the long
delay. Seven participants were removed for failing to carefully attend to the learning
materials (e.g., were texting) or for careless responding (e.g., used a response set or
were outliers). One participant was removed because they were under 18 years old.
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