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Abstract

Building personal relationships with out-group members is an important catalyst of
positive intergroup attitudes. In a 2 X 2 experimental design, Caucasian and African
American individuals and couples were randomly assigned to interact in either cross-
race or same-race individual dyads and couple pairs. Participants completed pretest
measures of race attitudes and engaged in a high self-disclosure closeness-induction task
with an in-group or out-group race member in pairs of couples or individuals and
completed measures of self-disclosure and intergroup attitudes. These results suggest
that intergroup contact in the presence of romantic partners may be particularly
effective for improving intergroup attitudes. VWe explore the implications of these results
for developing compassionate love toward out-groups.

Keywords
Attitudes, closeness, couples, friendship, intergroup relations, prejudice, romantic
relationships

' Wayne State University, USA
2 State University of New York at Stony Brook, USA

Corresponding author:

Richard B. Slatcher, Department of Psychology, Wayne State University, 5057 Woodward Avenue, Detroit,
MI 48202, USA.

Email: slatcher@wayne.edu

Downloaded from spr.sagepub.com at WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY on February 19, 2014


http://www.sagepub.co.uk/journalsPermissions.nav
http://spr.sagepub.com
http://spr.sagepub.com/
http://spr.sagepub.com/

2 Journal of Social and Personal Relationships

A wealth of social psychological research and theory has focused on how individuals rep-
resent themselves in relation to other groups and individuals (e.g., Aron, Aron, & Norman,
2004; Brewer & Gardner, 1996; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). This
research is importantly related to intergroup relations, as contact with out-group members is
both interpersonal and intergroup in nature. For instance, holding an identity or character-
istic in common with an out-group member leads to more positive attitudes toward out-
group members (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000, 2009, 2012). By recategorizing out-group
members as being part of the in-group, the favorable bias individuals have toward in-
group members can then be applied to the out-group. One mechanism of creating a common
in-group identity and recategorization is positive intergroup contact. Through closely inter-
acting with out-group members, individuals are able to exchange information, thoughts, and
feelings that can lead them to realize commonalities with out-group members and facilitate
recategorization. An additional process at work could also be self-expansion (Aron et al.,
2004), whereupon by becoming close, one’s self-concept expands to include identities
another person shares, which can include social categories.

The notion that positive intergroup contact creates positive attitudes toward out-group
members emerges from a long history of research (e.g. Allport, 1954; Sherif, Harvey,
White, Hood, & Sherif, 1961; Watson, 1947), starting with Allport’s “Contact Hypoth-
esis.” Allport posited that intergroup contact will have positive effects when individuals
have equal group status, common goals, cooperation, and support from authorities and
custom. Recent meta-analytic work (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) has confirmed these early
predictions across 515 studies. Pettigrew and Tropp found that, in particular, experimen-
tal manipulations of intergroup contact effects are especially effective at reducing pre-
judice. Cross-group friendships, the type of intergroup contact where self-expansion is
most likely to occur, have been suggested to be the most effective form of intergroup
contact for reducing prejudice and intergroup anxiety (Davies, Tropp, Aron, Pettigrew,
& Wright, 2011; Page-Gould, Mendoza-Denton, & Tropp, 2008; Pettigrew & Tropp,
2006). These close intergroup relationships are likely to involve self-disclosure (Collins
& Miller, 1994; Reis & Shaver, 1988), a very important variable for leading to closeness
and self-other overlap.

Self-expansion theory and intergroup friendships

Self-expansion theory (Aron & Aron, 1986, 1996; Aron et al., 2004) holds potential for
integrating both the interpersonal and intergroup domains of contact with out-groups
(Brody, Wright, Aron, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2009). Integrating both intergroup and
interpersonal identities, self-expansion theory holds that close individuals share cogni-
tive overlap between their self-concepts. When an individual has close, positive interac-
tions with another person, rapid expansion occurs to facilitate self-concept overlap. For
instance, individuals in close relationships and friendships expand their self-concept to
include self-descriptions that pertain to their significant other (Aron, Paris, & Aron,
1995; Mashek, Aron, & Boncimino, 2003; Slatcher, 2010; Slotter & Gardner, 2009) and
both members think of themselves as one cognitive unit (Aron, Aron, Tudor, & Nelson,
1991; Sedikides, Olsen, & Reis, 1993). Similarly, cognitive interdependence theory

Downloaded from spr.sagepub.com at WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY on February 19, 2014


http://spr.sagepub.com/
http://spr.sagepub.com/

Welker et al. 3

holds that close relationship members share not only individual identities but a collective
identity as well (Agnew & Etcheverry, 2006; Slotter & Gardner, 2009).

This self-concept overlap involves more than just personal identities, but group-level
identities as well. Tropp and Wright (2001) found that individuals expand their self-
concepts to include identities of groups they belong to. Accordingly, empathizing with
a group is likely to lead to incorporating the other group into one’s self concept (Cialdini,
Brown, Lewis, Luce, & Neuberg, 1997). This closeness with a group will in turn lead to
positive evaluations for that group (Smith & Henry, 1996). This notion is similar to that
of the common in-group identity model (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000, 2009, 2012), but
instead of belonging to the same social category, members of different groups instead
include each other in their own self-concepts. Thus, creating interpersonal closeness
between individuals from out-groups should also extend to self-concept overlap with the
out-group (Page-Gould & Mendoza-Denton, 2011).

Fast friends methodology and intergroup contact

One effective way of creating close interpersonal contact is the “Fast Friends”
closeness-induction procedure developed by Aron, Melinat, Aron, and Vallone (1997).
This task has individuals take turns asking and answering questions that gradually
increase in required self-disclosure, such as “What would be a perfect day for day for
you?” (lower disclosure) and “How close and warm is your family? Do you feel your
childhood was happier than most other people’s?” (higher self-disclosure).

Given its efficacy in creating interpersonal closeness and self-disclosure, the Fast
Friends task has been implemented in creating cross-group friendships, showing that
it is useful for improving attitudes toward out-groups following a cross-group interaction
(Davies et al., 2011; Page-Gould & Mendoza-Denton, 2011; Page-Gould et al., 2008;
Wright, Aron, McLaughling-Volpe, & Ropp, 1997). Page-Gould, Mendoza-Denton, and
Tropp (2008) have found that extended use of the Fast Friends task (over three meetings)
reduces cortisol reactivity (a hormonal index of a stress response) for individuals high in
racial rejection sensitivity and implicit prejudice.

Combining couples and ethnicity

An obstacle in creating closeness between members of different racial groups is the
anxiety such individuals feel when put together alone into pairs (Stephan & Stephan,
1985). One possible way of reducing this type of anxiety is to have intergroup contact
occur between couples, rather than individuals. Individuals—comforted by the presence
of their partner—might be more likely to self-disclose with out-group members in a cou-
ples context. Although not an intergroup study, Slatcher (2010) paired same-ethnicity
couples together to engage in either the high self-disclosure Fast Friends task or a control
condition where couples engaged in low self-disclosure, nonemotional small talk. Rela-
tive to the small talk condition, couple members in the high self-disclosure condition felt
closer to both each other and the other couple.

In addition to self-disclosure, other mechanisms may be important for intergroup
interactions between couples. First, each person will have his or her partner as a source
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of support and comfort, which has been found to be important for reducing the effects of
adverse situations. For example, viewing pictures of a romantic partner can reduce pain
perceptions (Eisenberger et al., 2011; Younger, Aron, Parke, Chatterjee, & Mackie,
2010). Further, research suggests that romantic partners can help reduce anxiety caused
by stressful experiences (Bodenmann, Meuwly, & Kayser, 2011; Kane, McCall, Collins,
& Blascovich, 2012), buffer cortisol responses to stress (Ditzen, Hoppmann, & Klumb,
2008; Slatcher, Robles, Repetti, & Fellows, 2010), and attenuate neural responses to
threat (Coan, Schaefer, & Davidson, 2006), although work by Allen, Blascovich, and
Mendes (2002) suggests that the presence of romantic partners can increase stress reac-
tivity. Second, couples will also have their relationship as a salient and common charac-
teristic between each other, which could lead to a reduction in intergroup bias (Gaertner
& Dovidio, 2000). Several studies suggest that engaging in novel and exciting activities
with one’s partner (such as meeting another couple) leads to increases in positive affect
(Aron, Norman, Aron, McKenna, & Heyman, 2000; Slatcher, 2010), which could also
serve to reduce anxiety in intergroup situations.

Overview and rationale

The current study was designed to investigate the effects of creating cross-group friend-
ships within same-race and cross-race couples and individuals under conditions of high
self-disclosure. To investigate this, we conducted a 2 x 2 experiment where we manipu-
lated group racial composition (same-race vs. cross-race) and the type of group interact-
ing (pairs of couples vs. pairs of individuals) using a sample of Caucasians and African
Americans. Participants in the couples condition came into the lab and interacted in four-
person groups, while participants in the individuals condition came into the lab and inter-
acted in same-sex two-person groups. In the same-race condition, group members were
either all Caucasian or all African American. However, in the cross-race condition, one
couple or individual was Caucasian, while the other individual or couple was African
American. All participants engaged in a high self-disclosure task and two cooperative
tasks that were selected to develop interpersonal closeness and solidarity between parti-
cipants. Participants completed pretest self-report measures of explicit racial attitudes
and posttest measures of explicit racial attitudes, implicit racial attitudes, and self-
reported self-disclosure. We hypothesized the following:

H1: Consistent with previous literature, we predicted that intergroup contact would
have a main effect on out-group attitudes, such that cross-race groups would have more
positive out-group attitudes compared with same-race groups after the interaction.

H2: The type of group (i.e., individuals or couples) would moderate the effect of
intergroup contact on out-group attitudes. Specifically, couples would show more
positive effects of intergroup contact on intergroup attitudes than individuals.

H3: Self-reported self-disclosure to out-group members would moderate the extent to
which intergroup contact increases positive out-group attitudes, such that intergroup
contact would increase positive attitudes more strongly at high (vs. low) levels of self-
reported self-disclosure.
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Methods
Participants and design

Caucasian and African American participants were recruited as couples and individually
at Wayne State University through flyers, the psychology subject pool, and Facebook
and Craigslist advertisements and received partial course credit or a 10-50 dollar hon-
orarium' for participation. This study utilized a 2 (racial composition: same race vs.
cross-race) x 2 (group type: individuals vs. couples) experimental design. In total, 62
couples (n = 124 individuals; mean age = 23.48 years; 53.2% female, 46.8% male;
51.6% Caucasian, 48.4% African American) and 74 individuals (mean age = 23.86;
75.7% female, 24.3% male; 52.7% Caucasian, 47.3 African American) were assigned to
same-race and cross-race individual dyads (19 and 18 dyads, respectively) and pairs of
couples (17 and 14 pairs of couples, respectively).> Because the study was designed to
assess the effects of cross-race interaction, to avoid the complicating and confounding
effects of interracial couples, no interracial couples were recruited or enrolled in the
study. After completing an online pretest 1-3 weeks prior to the study, participants who
arrived for the experimental session were randomly assigned to participate with another
same-or cross-race individual or couple. All couples participated with another couple,
and all individuals participated with another same-sex individual. No participants
reported knowing the participants they were paired with.

Materials and procedure

Online pretest. Two 7-point Likert items assessed how much participants enjoyed inter-
acting with the other target race (““Generally, I enjoy interacting with Caucasians/Afri-
can Americans” and “Most of the interactions I have had with Caucasians/African
Americans have been positive,” 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) and another
7-point scale measured participants’ closeness to the out-group (How often do you feel
close to Caucasians/African Americans as a group? 1 = Never, 7 = Very Often). These
items (loosely generated based on items used by Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995) were
selected as pretest measures because the methodology of our study was focused on
creating intergroup closeness through cross-group interactions. The two items pertaining
to enjoying interactions with Caucasians (Cronbach’s o = .88) and African Americans
(o0 = .92) were averaged into one index, and the extent to which individuals enjoyed
interactions with and felt close to the out-group were used as covariates.

Closeness induction. Participants were greeted by an experimenter and introduced to each
other. Groups (18 cross-race dyads, 19 same-race dyads; 14 cross-race couple pairs and
17 same-race couple pairs) first completed the Fast Friends procedure designed by Aron
et al. (1997). Similar to other research on cross-group friendships (Page-Gould et al.,
2008; Wright, Aron, & Tropp, 2002), groups then worked together to compete against
other groups in a contest to earn a cash prize of 35 dollars per person. Winning this task
was determined based on a combined score achieved by playing the game Jenga™ and
drawing a map of the United States by memory. The primary purpose of this task was to
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create mutual goals and cooperation between participants, both of which are important
for reducing prejudice (Allport, 1954; Sherif et al., 1961).

Self-disclosure. Participants reported their self-disclosure during the session with three 5-
point Likert-type items asking how much participants disclosed facts about themselves,
their thoughts, and their feelings to the other participants (1 = very little, 5 = a great
deal, o = .87; Laurenceau, Barrett, & Pietromonaco, 1998).

Racial attitude measures. Participants were then informed they were going to participate in
a second, unrelated study examining attitudes of individuals who lived in the Detroit
area. We included six different indices of post-manipulation intergroup attitudes, each
selected to capture a different element of how individuals feel toward racial out-
groups: anxiety from interacting with out-group members; perceived closeness to out-
group members; explicit evaluations of out-groups; desire for contact with out-group
members; feelings of warmth toward out-groups; and implicit attitudes toward out-
groups. Other measures of attitudes toward other groups than Caucasians and African
Americans (e.g. Asians, sexual minorities, and political groups) were included to reduce
demand characteristics.

To measure intergroup anxiety, participants completed intergroup anxiety measures
adapted from Stephan and Stephan (2000), indicating the extent they would feel com-
fortable, uncertain, confident, awkward, anxious, and at ease when interacting with an
out-group member they did not know using a Likert-type scale (1 = Not at all, 7 =
Extremely, o= .88).

To measure perceived closeness with out-group members, participants also com-
pleted a version of the Inclusion of Other in Self (I0S) scales (Aron, Aron, & Smollan,
1992) designed to assess perceptions of their connection with several social groups
(Tropp & Wright, 2001). This scale required individuals to select one of seven pairs
of increasingly overlapping circles, where one circle represents the self and the other rep-
resents the group. Across several items, the “other” circle represented participants’
respective racial out-group (I0S-race) and in-group in the study (Caucasians and African
Americans), along with several other filler groups: Conservatives, Liberals, Hispanics,
Asians, lesbians, gay men, and homeless people.

Participants then completed Brigham’s (1993) 25-item 5-point (1 = Strongly
disagree, 5 = Strongly agree) attitudes toward Blacks/Whites scale as a measure of
explicit race attitudes. The scale includes two forms: one for Blacks’ attitudes toward
Whites (¢ = .93), and another for Whites’ attitudes toward Blacks (o« = .77). Sample
items included “Black and White people are inherently equal” (Whites’ attitudes toward
Blacks) and “Most Whites fear that Blacks will bring violence to neighborhoods when
they move in” (Blacks’ attitudes toward Whites, reverse scored). Caucasian participants
completed the Whites’ attitudes toward Blacks scale, whereas African American parti-
cipants completed the Blacks’ attitudes toward Whites scale. The responses were com-
bined into one index of explicit out-group attitudes. This measure was scaled such that
high values on this scale represent more favorable attitudes toward the out-group, while
low scores indicate more prejudiced attitudes toward the out-group.
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Following this, participants completed the desire for intergroup interaction scale
(Stephan, 1999).This 11-item scale asked participants to rate the extent to which they
agreed with statements about interacting with out-group members including “I would
have Black/White families living in my neighborhood” and “I would establish a
long-term relationship (including marriage) with a Black/White person” using a 7-
point Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree, o = .94).

To assess feelings of warmth toward the out-group, participants completed a thermo-
meter of perceived warmth toward their respective out-group similar to the thermometer
attitude scale used by Esses, Haddock, and Zanna (1993). Participants rated how warm or
cold they felt toward the racial/ethnic out-group, selecting increments of 10° (0° = Very
cold, 100° = Very warm), along with the filler groups used for the I0S scales.

Finally, participants completed the implicit association task (IAT) assessing their
implicit attitudes toward Caucasians and African Americans (Greenwald, McGhee, &
Schwartz, 1998). In each scored block of trials, participants had to press either the “E” or
“I”” keys on a computer keyboard to indicate whether the stimuli presented on the screen
represented positive words or negative words and Caucasian or African American faces.
Response times to stimuli were collected only when participants sorted word categories
and races simultaneously. The D-algorithm (Greenwald, Nosek, & Banaji, 2003) was
used to score response times separately for Caucasian and African American partici-
pants, where positive values indicated preferences for the out-group (e.g., faster
responses to pairings of out-group faces and positive words, slower responses to pairings
of in-group faces and negative words) and negative values represented preferences for
the in-group (e.g., faster responses to pairings of in-group faces and positive words,
slower responses to pairings of out-group faces and negative words). Participants were
then debriefed.

Statistical analyses

Multilevel modeling (MLM) was used for analyses using SPSS mixed, following the
recommendations of Kenny, Kashy, and Cook (2006). MLM was selected for the
analyses because research on couples and groups violates the assumption of indepen-
dence that is required for many parametric tests. Group member number and group
number were used as repeated and subject variables, respectively, with a compound
symmetry covariance structure. Group racial composition and group type were effect
coded (—1 = same-race, 1 = cross-race and —1 = dyads of individuals—hereby referred
to as “individual dyads”—1 = couple pair, respectively). Interactions were probed
using tools developed by Preacher, Curran, and Bauer (2006), which interprets inter-
action effects using the procedures recommended by Aiken and West (1991), with high
and low conditional values of continuous variables at +1 SDs. All outliers on con-
tinuous variables were winsorized to 3 SDs (Wilcox, 2001). Due to a clerical error,
computer problems, and two participants who refused to complete the measure, IAT data
for 19.1% of our participants was not available for analysis of IAT scores. These par-
ticipants were still used in the presented analysis of explicit, self-reported attitudes.
Unless noted, excluding participants who had missing data or controlling for pretest vari-
ables did not change the significance of any reported findings. One participant was
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Table |. Zero-order correlations for all participants.

Variable | 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
I. Group type —
2. Racial —.03 —
composition
3. Actor self- —.06 —.08 —
disclosure
4. Brigham’s —.02 A7+ —110 —
race attitude
5. Intergroup  —.10 20" .05 SpEes —
warmth
6. Race anxiety .10 —.16% —.1| ~ —35% 53k
7. Desire for .02 A9 .09 N COONIINCY locolE S K e
intergroup
contact
8. IAT .04 .05 22013 23R 2R 21—
9. I0S—other —.14% .09 —.0I ASwEE - D4Rk 3giek SokeR 8% —
race
10. IOS—same —.24 .03 06 —.04 .07 —.03 .04 —.07 23¥F —
race
Note. Group type and racial composition are effects coded (— | = couples, +| = individuals and — | = same-race,
+1 = cross-race, respectively). IAT = implicit associations task-race. |OS = Inclusion of Other in Self.

*p < .05; ¥p < .01; *p < .001.

identified as repetitively responding on the IAT (41.3% correct responses). This partici-
pant (and consequently, the dyad partner) was removed from all analyses, which did not
affect the significance of any reported results.

Results

The correlations between the study variables are presented in Tables 1 (for participants
as a whole) and 2 (split by condition), and descriptive statistics are presented in Table 3.
The self-report measures of intergroup anxiety, Brigham’s Black—White out-group atti-
tudes, I0S-race, desire for intergroup interactions, and out-group thermometer scores
were significantly correlated with each other (s from .38 to .58). IAT scores, however,
were not as well correlated with these self-report measures (absolute 7s from .14 to .22),
consistent with previous literature (Hofmann, Gawronski, Gschwendner, Le, & Schmitt,
2005). Altogether, participants reported high levels of self-disclosure (M = 4.02, SD =
.88). Group type and group racial composition did not have main effects or interact to
affect self-disclosure (all ps > .33). Due to the positive correlations between all six inter-
group measures, we standardized the scores of these measures (reverse-scoring our inter-
group anxiety measure) and averaged them into one composite variable of positive out-
group attitudes. An exploratory factor analysis indicated that all six out-group attitude
variables (using average scores from each scale) loaded on only one factor that explained
51.02% of the variance (all loadings >.35).Thus, this decision to combine all six vari-
ables into a composite factor was justified.
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Table 2. Zero-order correlations for all participants, split by condition.

Variables I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Individual pairs

|. Actor self-disclosure — -5 —.08 12 .10 d6  —.07 —.08

2. Brigham’s race —.15 — B2FEE — pqEk e 19 45 3|4
attitude

3. Outgroup warmth —.21 S7ERe o — ek J4R 00 59k — |5

4. Race anxiety .03 —36% —.36* —  =TIFEE 06 —.44FF 12

5. Desire for intergroup .05 42% 58%FF 31 — 24 57FFF 26
contact

6. IAT 14 -8 .04 —.40% 29 — 12 —.38%

7. |OS—other race —.08 40* 29 —.17 A4 .26 — —.08

8. IOS—same-race 20 -.26 —.38*% A42% -7 A7 29 —

Couple pairs

I. Actor self-disclosure — =0l 221 =20 .28* A3 —07 —.08

2. Brigham race attitudes —.10 — S5FRE 0| 62 8¥ 45k 3|

3. Out-group warmth 12 27* — —46 67FFF D9k B9k |5

4. Race anxiety —28%  —247 —48¥ —  _39F 08 —44 ]2

5. Desire for intergroup —.13 .68 251 —-.28 — 29%  57FFF 26
contact

6. IAT A7 —.00 36%  —53F —06 — 12 —.37*

7. |IOS—other race 2 .35%* ASFRE D4+ A43%* 1 — —.08

8. |IOS—same race .00 .03 .18 —.04 .18 19 19 —

Note. Upper right diagonals represent same-race groups, lower left halves represent cross-group paths. IAT =
implicit associations task-race. |OS = Inclusion of Other in Self.
Tp < .08; *p < .05; ¥p < .0l; *p < .001.

Table 3. Means and SDs for study variables.

Individual dyads Couples Overall
Cross-race Same-race Cross-race Same-race
18 Dyads 19 Dyads 14 Couple pairs 17 Couple pairs 198
36 participants 38 participants 56 participants 68 participants  Participants
Actor self-disclosure 4.11 (.89) 4.07 (.82) 3.85 (.95) 4.10 (.84) 4.02 (.88)
Brigham race attitudes ~ 5.33 (.83) 5.21 (.97) 5.47 (1.01) 5.03 (.98) 5.25 (.97)
Out-group warmth 74.17 (17.13) 6947 (22.29)  73.33 (18.83) 62.79 (22.98)  69.08 (21.20)
Race anxiety 2.67 (1.03) 2.98 (1.49) 2.82 (1.20) 331 (1.37) 2.99 (1.30)
Desire for 6.41 (.79) 6.18 (1.29) 6.64 (.74) 6.10 (1.30) 6.32 (1.10)
intergroup contact
IAT —.38 (44) —.24 (.58) —.16 (.63) —.35(.57) —.29 (.57)
IOS—other race 4.44 (1.58) 4.89 (1.61) 4.57 (1.63) 3.85(1.73) 4.36 (1.69)
IOS—same race 6.00 (1.17) 3.24 (1.13) 5.52 (1.67) 5.28 (1.57) 5.67 (1.49)

Note. SDs are in parentheses. IAT = implicit associations task-race. |OS = inclusion of other in self.
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0.3 1 Cross Race
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Outgroup Attitudes
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Individuals Couples
0.4 -

Figure |. Out-group attitude as a function of group type and group racial composition.
Note. Error bars represent standard errors of the mean.

Intergroup contact effects

The effects of cross-race contact were modeled within individuals and couples using a 2
(group composition: same-race vs. cross-race) x 2 (group type: individuals vs. couples)
multilevel model (H1). Because we were also interested in how couples and individuals
differed on these outcomes, planned comparisons were interpreted for the conditional
effects of intergroup contact within individuals and couples (H2). The results of these
analyses are presented in Figure 1.

A 2 (same-race vs. cross-race) x 2 (individuals vs. couples) factorial multilevel
model on composite out-group attitude scores revealed a significant main effect of inter-
group contact, F(1, 62.16) = 4.18, p = .045. Participants in the cross-race contact con-
dition had more positive out-group attitudes (M = .16, SE = .09) than those in the same-
race condition (M = —.10, SE = .09). The main effect of group type was nonsignificant,
F(1, 62.16) = .27, p = .61, indicating that participants in the individuals condition
(M = .06, SE = .09) and the couples condition (M = .00, SE = .09) did not significantly
differ in out-group attitudes. Although the Intergroup Contact x Group Type interaction
was nonsignificant, F(1, 62.16) = 1.93, p = .17, the planned comparisons were as
hypothesized: Couples in the cross-race contact condition had significantly more
positive attitudes (M = .22, SE = .13) than couples in the same-race contact condition
(M= —-22,SE=.12;b=.22,SE =.09; 1(62.16) = 2.54; p = .014). On the other hand,
in the individual dyad conditions, out-group attitudes did not differ between those inter-
acting with cross-race members (M = .11, SE = .14) and participants interacting with
same-race members (M = .02, SE = .13), b = .04, SE = .09, #(62.16) = .44, p = .66.
Controlling for the two measures of pretest attitudes did not change the significance
of the main effects of intergroup contact (p = .012) and group type (p = .55), the Inter-
group Contact x Group Type interaction (p = .40), or the planned comparisons of inter-
group contact within individual dyads (p = .26) and pairs of couples (p = .010). When
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this analysis was performed on participants who did not have missing IAT data, the
hypothesized Intergroup Contact x Group Type interaction on out-group attitudes was
significant, F(1, 68.92) = 5.20, p = .026. We also explored what specific variables
showed effects of intergroup contact within pairs of couples. In particular, intergroup
contact between pairs of couples significantly improved desire for intergroup contact
(p = .018) and intergroup warmth (p = .036), and scores on Brigham’s (1993) race atti-
tudes scale (p = .022) had marginally significant effects on race anxiety (p = .056) and
out-group 10S scores (p = .054) but no significant effects on IAT scores (p = .17).

Moderating role of self-disclosure

We then tested the moderating role of self-reported self-disclosure in intergroup interac-
tions on out-group attitudes (H3) using a multilevel model with self-reported self-
disclosure and intergroup contact, along with their cross-product, as predictors of our
composite index of out-group attitudes. The main effects of intergroup contact and
self-disclosure were nonsignificant, b = .19, SE = .24, #(189.95) = .78, p = .44 and b
= .06, SE = .06, #(186.03) = 1.09, p = .28. Self-reported self-disclosure and intergroup
contact did not significantly interact to affect the composite index of out-group attitudes
(b= —.01, SE = .06, 1(186.03) = —.18, p = .86). Group type (couple pair vs. individual
pair) did not moderate the effects of self-disclosure (p = .11) nor was there a significant
Intergroup Contact x Group Type x Self-disclosure interaction (p = .75). Controlling
for the pretest attitudes did not change the significance of these effects (all ps > .13).

Discussion

Positive, high self-disclosure intergroup contact led to more positive out-group attitudes,
primarily for pairs of couples. Although the Group Type x Racial Composition interac-
tions were not significant, intergroup contact within couple pairs showed stronger positive
effects of intergroup contact compared with individual dyad members on all dependent
intergroup measures. While the general effects of intergroup contact we found are consis-
tent with a large body of literature (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), they suggest that high self-
disclosure intergroup contact between couples can also result in equivalently, if not stron-
ger, effects of intergroup contact on out-group attitudes toward out-group members.
One possibility for why engaging in intergroup contact with one’s romantic partner
present may result in improved intergroup contact is that the presence of one’s partner
may reduce feelings of anxiety and stress (e.g. Bodenmann et al., 2011; Ditzen et al.,
2008; Kane et al., 2012; Slatcher et al., 2010). Our findings, in showing that intergroup
anxiety is the lowest when in the presence of one’s partner, are consistent with this work.
Contradicting the notion that romantic partners reduce stress, Allen et al. (2002) found
that the presence of romantic partners can increase physiological stress reactivity to
stressful tasks. Allen and colleagues suggested that whether the presence of others is
supportive or evaluative will moderate reactivity to stressors. It is possible that, for
individuals motivated to appear unprejudiced, the presence of one’s romantic partner
may actually increase stress and anxiety during intergroup interactions, as they may be
concerned with appearing unbiased during the intergroup action, resulting in increased
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anxiety. Our study, however, only measured intergroup anxiety after interacting and
cannot address this possibility. Future research is needed to investigate whether the
relationship between motivations to appear unprejudiced and the presence of one’s
partner differentially affect anxiety during intergroup interactions and intergroup anxiety
following intergroup contact.

In line with the theme of this special issue of Journal of Social and Personal Rela-
tionships, the results of this study also have implications for compassionate love (Fehr &
Sprecher, 2009; Sprecher & Fehr, 2005, 2006; Underwood, 2009) applied toward other
groups. Compassionate love consists of “feelings, cognitions, and behaviors that are
focused on caring, concern, tenderness, and an orientation toward supporting, helping,
and understanding” others (Sprecher & Fehr, 2005, p. 630). Compassionate love has
been previously conceptualized primarily in terms of having compassionate love toward
close others, strangers, and humanity as a whole (Sprecher & Fehr, 2005). Individuals
with high levels of compassionate love for strangers and humanity behave more pro-
socially, being higher in helpfulness, more likely to volunteer, and higher in empathy
(Sprecher & Fehr, 2005, Study 2). In the context of intergroup relations, compassionate
love is an important construct for intergroup relations. Not only will individuals high in
compassionate love for out-groups be likely to have more positive attitudes for out-group
members but because of their motivation to support and help out-group members, individ-
uals high in compassionate love toward out-groups should be more likely to behave
empathetically and engage in perspective taking toward out-group members. Perspective
taking, or putting oneself in another’s shoes, may not only lead to reduced prejudice (e.g.,
Batson et al., 1997; Galinsky, 2002; Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000) but may influence indi-
viduals to take collective action on behalf of out-group members (Mallett, Huntsinger,
Sinclair, & Swim, 2008). Additionally, previous work has implicated empathy as an
important factor in increased out-group attitudes and reduced intergroup conflict (Dovidio
et al., 2010; Eisenberg, Eggum, & Giunta, 2010; Stephan & Finlay, 1999), particularly
when trust is established between out-group members (Nadler & Liviatan, 2006).

Although we did not measure motivation to support, help, and understand out-group
members, individuals high in compassionate love toward out-groups should have posi-
tive explicit and implicit attitudes, desire for intergroup contact, feelings of warmth
toward the out-group, identify personally with out-groups (i.e., include their identity
in the self), and have low anxiety regarding interacting with out-group members. Thus,
several emergent properties of compassionate love toward out-groups were assessed by
our measures, and, when paired with our results, these findings suggest that self-
disclosure with out-group members, especially in the company of one’s romantic part-
ner, can increase compassionate love toward out-groups. However, these implications
would be more strongly supported with the inclusion of measures of support and desire
to understand group members in future studies on creating cross-group friendships. Thus,
compassionate love is more than just the presence of a positive evaluation of out-group
members but feelings of concern and tenderness for out-groups that are coupled with a
motivation to help and support out-group members.

Future research is thus needed to develop and validate a measure of compassionate
love toward out-groups. Although Sprecher and Fehr (2005) developed measures of
compassionate love for specific individuals and strangers and humanity, these measures
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could be adapted to measure compassionate love toward specific out-groups. Then,
researchers could investigate how compassionate love toward out-group members is
linked to constructs oriented around intergroup attitudes, such as intergroup anxiety,
implicit attitudes, and explicit attitudes.

Once compassionate love toward other groups is more directly measured, two
important questions will be most relevant to researchers of intergroup relations and
compassionate love: How can compassionate love be improved, and how effective is
compassionate love toward out-group members at leading individuals to make an effort
to reduce prejudice, discrimination, and inequality? Because the current study found that
cross-race contact between pairs of couples was more effective at reducing prejudice
than same-race contact, while intergroup contact between pairs of individuals was not,
cross-race contact between groups of close others may be the most effective way to cre-
ate compassionate love toward out-groups. Additionally, these increases in compassio-
nate love may mediate the effects of intergroup contact on increased motivation and
behaviors that serve to lead to increased social equality between groups. Altogether,
changes in compassionate love toward other groups, not just changes in intergroup atti-
tudes, may alleviate prejudice and discrimination, along with motivating individuals to
take action on creating and maintaining social equality. Thus, compassionate love, too,
may be an excellent candidate for reducing prejudice and discrimination.

A limitation of the present research is that despite stronger effects of intergroup
contact within couples compared with individuals, the cross-race contact and group type
did not significantly interact to affect out-group attitudes. Larger sample sizes are often
required to detect moderation effects as significant (Aiken & West, 1991), which can be
a difficult goal to meet in research involving groups, given the greater difficulty to
recruit and conduct research with couples and groups of individuals participating simul-
taneously. Despite this nonsignificant interaction term, the larger effects of intergroup
contact on attitudes that were observed within the couples’ condition of our study are
important for informing future research on intergroup relations. These results indicate
that individual interactions between out-group members may not be effective as interac-
tions between couples. Future research is thus needed with larger sample sizes to inves-
tigate the role couples and other groups of close individuals (e.g., existing friends) to
assess how cross-race interactions beyond the interactions between individuals differ
in affecting race attitudes and compassionate love toward other groups.

The hypothesis that self-disclosure would moderate the effects of intergroup contact
on attitudes (H3) was not supported. Although meta-analytic evidence suggests that self-
disclosure is a mechanism of the effects of cross-race contact on race attitudes (Davies
et al.,, 2011), our nonsignificant findings may be due to range restriction. Although
assigning participants to engage in high degrees of self-disclosure should be important
for creating closeness between individuals, this task may create a range restriction when
analyzing only higher levels of self-disclosure as a predictor of intergroup and interper-
sonal outcomes, which can reduce the likelihood of detecting relationships (Ghiselli,
1964; Hunter & Schmidt, 1990). Thus, one limitation of the current research is that
we did not experimentally manipulate levels of self-disclosure, only whether self-
disclosure occurred with in-group or out-group members. Experimentally manipulating
levels of self-disclosure (e.g. Aron et al., 1997; Slatcher, 2010) between in-group and
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out-group members would not only create greater variance within self-reported self-
disclosure but also provide stronger causal evidence that self-disclosure affects inter-
group attitudes and closeness.

Future research will also benefit from examining experimental cross-group friendship
contexts beyond racial/ethnic friendships and apply this experimental paradigm to other
social categories. Additionally, many relationships are marginalized, such as interracial,
same-sex, and inter-age relationships (Lehmiller & Agnew, 2006, 2007). Perceived mar-
ginalization in these relationships reduces physical health and self-esteem (Lehmiller,
2012), increases the likelihood of relationship dissolution, and decreases commitment
(Lehmiller & Agnew, 2007). Given that the present research showed that intergroup cou-
ple friendships are just as, if not more, effective for reducing bias than individual inter-
group friendships, creating closeness between couple pairs that include a marginalized
couple may also be important for reducing prejudice and stigmatization. For instance,
if two marginalized couples are paired together in this research paradigm, this may create
social support from other marginalized out-group members, both of which are important
for improving relationship well-being (Agnew, Loving, & Drigotas, 2001; Sprecher &
Felmlee, 1992) and physiological and psychological well-being (e.g., Ross, Lutz, &
Lakey,1999; Uchino, Cacioppo, & Kiecolt-Glaser, 1996). On the other hand, if a margin-
alized couple and a nonstigmatized couple are paired together for a positive, high self-
disclosure interaction, this may lead members of marginalized relationships to feel less
marginalized, as well as lead non-marginalized relationship members to have more pos-
itive attitudes toward the type of marginalized relationship they interact with.

Research also suggests that extended intergroup contact, or the knowledge of others
having positive intergroup friendships (Wright et al., 1997), can also lead to reductions in
prejudice and feelings of closeness with out-groups (Turner, Hewstone, Voci, & Vonofakou,
2008; Wright et al., 1997). Because cross-group couple friendships create relationships
between multiple members and couples are often more saliently embedded in larger social
networks than individuals, couples may also be more likely to transmit information about
positive intergroup contact, leading to a greater reduction of prejudice in social network.
Future research is needed to investigate whether couples play a greater role than individuals
in potentiating extended intergroup contact effects within social networks.

Previous research has found that cross-group friendships do not last as long as same-
group friendships (e.g. Aboud, Mendelson, & Purdy, 2003). However, creating cross-
group couple friendships may help cross-group friendships flourish by creating a more
integrated, overlapping social network between the cross-group friends (e.g. Cairns,
Leung, Buchanan, & Cairns, 1995; Milardo, 1982). Friendly intergroup interactions with
high social network integration between multiple individuals, be it between couples,
family members, or groups of close friends, friendly, may result in longer lasting
cross-group friendships than those created by dyadic interactions.

Conclusions

Broadly, this study integrates both the interpersonal and intergroup implications of
prejudice, revealing that high levels of self-disclosure can create warmth and closeness
in intergroup relationships, just as with interpersonal relationships. Future research
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should extend these findings to other intergroup and interpersonal domains, and further
longitudinal and experimental intergroup closeness research can accurately unveil fur-
ther causal mechanisms in creating positive attitudes toward members of other groups.
These cross-group interactions should not only alleviate prejudice but also create new,
supportive personal relationships, reduced feelings of stigmatization, and increased com-
passionate love for out-group members.
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References

Aboud, F. E., Mendelson, M. J., & Purdy, K. T. (2003). Cross-race peer relations and friendship
quality. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 27, 165-173. doi:10.1080/016502
50244000164

Agnew, C.R., & Etcheverry, P. E. (2006). Cognitive interdependence considering self-in-relationship.
In K. D. Vohs & E. J. Finkel (Eds.), Self and relationships: Connecting intrapersonal and
interpersonal processes. (pp. 274-293). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Agnew, C. R., Loving, T. J., & Drigotas, S. M. (2001). Substituting the forest for the trees: Social
networks and the prediction of romantic relationship state and fate. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 81, 1042—1057. doi:10.1037/0022- 3514.81.6.1042

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and interpreting interactions.
Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Allen, K., Blascovich, J., & Mendes, W. B. (2002). Cardiovascular reactivity and the presence of
pets, friends, and spouses: The truth about cats and dogs. Psychosomatic Medicine. 64,
727-739. doi:10.1097/01.PSY.0000024236.11538.41

Allport, G. W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Cambridge, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Aron, A., & Aron, E. N. (1986). Love and the expansion of self: Understanding attraction and
satisfaction. New York, NY: Hemisphere Publishing Corp/Harper & Row Publishers.

Aron, A., & Aron, E. N. (1996). Self and self-expansion in relationships. In G. J. O. Fletcher &
J. Fitness (Eds.), Knowledge structures in close relationships: A social psychological approach.
(pp. 325-344). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Aron, A., Aron, E. N., & Norman, C. (2004). Self-expansion model of motivation and cognition in
close relationships and beyond. In M. B. Brewer & M. Hewstone (Eds.), Self and social
identity. (pp. 99-123). Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing.

Downloaded from spr.sagepub.com at WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY on February 19, 2014


http://spr.sagepub.com/
http://spr.sagepub.com/

16 Journal of Social and Personal Relationships

Aron, A., Aron, E. N., & Smollan, D. (1992). Inclusion of other in the self scale and the structure of
interpersonal closeness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63, 596—612. doi:10.
1037//0022-3514.63.4.596

Aron, A., Aron, E. N., Tudor, M., & Nelson, G. (1991). Close relationships as including other in
the self. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 241-253. doi:10.1037//0022-3514.
60.2.241

Aron, A., Melinat, E., Aron, E. N., & Vallone, R. D. (1997). The experimental generation of inter-
personal closeness: A procedure and some preliminary findings. Personality and Social Psy-
chology Bulletin, 23, 363-377. doi:10.1177/0146167297234003

Aron, A., Norman, C. C., Aron, E. N., McKenna, C., & Heyman, R. E. (2000). Couples’
shared participation in novel and arousing activities and experienced relationship quality. Jour-
nal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78, 273-284. doi:10.1037//0022-3514.78.2.273

Aron, A., Paris, M., & Aron, E. N. (1995). Falling in love: Prospective studies of self-concept
change. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69, 1102—1112. doi:10.1037/00
22-3514.69.6.1102

Batson, C. D., Polycarpou, M. P., Harmon-Jones, E., Imhoff, H. J., Mitchener, E. C., & Bednar, L.
L. (1997). Empathy and attitudes: Can feeling for a member of a stigmatized group improve
feelings toward the group? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 72, 105-118. doi:
10.1037/0022-3514.72.1.105

Bodenmann, G., Meuwly, N., & Kayser, K. (2011). Two conceptualizations of dyadic coping and
their potential for predicting relationship quality and individual well-being: A comparison.
European Psychologist, 16, 255-266.d0i:10.1027/1016-9040/a000068

Brewer, M. B., & Gardner, W. (1996). Who is this “We”? Levels of collective identity and self
representations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71, 83-93. doi:10.1037//00
22-3514.71.1.83

Brigham, J. C. (1993). College students’ racial attitudes. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 23,
1933-1967. doi:10.1111/j.1559-1816.1993.tb01074.x

Brody, S., Wright, S. C., Aron, A., & McLaughlin-Volpe, T. (2008). Compassionate love for
individuals in other social groups. In B. Fehr, S. Sprecher, & L. G. Underwood (Eds.), The
science of compassionate love: Theory, research, and applications. (pp. 283-308). Oxford,
UK: Wiley-Blackwell.

Cairns, R. B., Leung, M., Buchanan, L., & Cairns, B. D. (1995). Friendships and social networks in
childhood and adolescence: Fluidity, reliability, and interrelations. Child Development, 66,
1330-1345. doi:10.2307/1131650.

Cialdini, R. B., Brown, S. L., Lewis, B. P, Luce, C., & Neuberg, S. L. (1997). Reinterpreting the
empathy—altruism relationship: When one into one equals oneness. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 73, 481-494. doi:10.1037//0022-3514.73.3.481

Coan, J. A., Schaefer, H. S., & Davidson, R. J. (2006). Lending a hand: Social regulation of the
neural response to threat. Psychological Science, 17, 1032—1039. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9280.
2006.01832.x

Collins, N. L., & Miller, L. C. (1994). Self-disclosure and liking: A meta-analytic review. Psycho-
logical Bulletin, 116, 457-475. doi:10.1037//0033-2909.116.3.457

Davies, K., Tropp, L. R., Aron, A., Pettigrew, T. F., & Wright, S. C. (2011). Cross-group friend-
ships and intergroup attitudes: A meta-analytic review. Personality and Social Psychology
Review, 15, 332-351. doi:10.1177/1088868311411103

Downloaded from spr.sagepub.com at WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY on February 19, 2014


http://spr.sagepub.com/
http://spr.sagepub.com/

Welker et al. 17

Ditzen, B., Hoppmann, C., & Klumb, P. (2008). Positive couple interactions and daily cortisol: On
the stress-protecting role of intimacy. Psychosomatic Medicine, 70, 883-889. doi:10.1097/
PSY.0b013e318185c4fc

Dovidio, J. F., Johnson, J. D., Gaertner, S. L., Pearson, A. R., Saguy, T., & Ashburn-Nardo, L.
(2010). Empathy and intergroup relations. In M. Mikulincer & P. R. Shaver (Eds.), Prosocial
motives, emotions, and behavior: The better angels of our nature (pp. 393—-408). Washington,
DC: American Psychological Association.

Eisenberg, N., Eggum, N. D., & Giunta, L. D. (2010). Empathy-related responding: Associations
with prosocial behavior, aggression, and intergroup relations. Social Issues Policy Review, 4,
143-180. doi:10.1111/j.1751-2409.2010.01020.x

Eisenberger, N. 1., Master, S. L., Inagaki, T. K., Taylor, S. E., Lieberman, M. D., & Naliboff, B. D.
(2011). Attachment figures activate a safety signal-related neural region and reduce pain expe-
rience. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 108,
11721-11726. doi:10.1073/pnas.1108239108

Esses, V. M., Haddock, G., & Zanna, M. P. (1993). Values, stereotypes, and emotions as deter-
minants of intergroup attitudes. In D. M. Mackie & D. L. Hamilton (Eds.), Affect, cognition,
and stereotyping: Interactive processes in group perception. (pp. 137-166). San Diego, CA:
Academic Press.

Fehr, B., & Sprecher, S. (2009). Compassionate love: Conceptual, measurement, and relational
issues. In B. Fehr, S. Sprecher, & L. G. Underwood (Eds.), The science of compassionate love:
Theory, research, and applications (pp. 27-52). West Sussex, England: Wiley- Blackwell.

Gaertner, S. L., & Dovidio, J. F. (2000). Reducing intergroup bias: The common ingroup identity
model. New York, NY: Psychology Press.

Gaertner, S. L., & Dovidio, J. F. (2009). A common ingroup identity: A categorization-based
approach for reducing intergroup bias. In T. D. Nelson (Ed.), Handbook of prejudice, stereo-
typing, and discrimination. (pp. 489-505). New York, NY: Psychology Press.

Gaertner, S. L., & Dovidio, J. F. (2012). The common ingroup identity model. In P. A. M. van
Lange, A. W. Kruglanski, & E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Handbook of theories of social psychology
(Vol. 2, pp. 439—457). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Galinsky, A. D. (2002). Creating and reducing intergroup conflict: The role of perspective-taking in
affecting outgroup evaluations. In N. M. A. Mannix, E. A. Mannix, & H. Sondak (Eds.), Toward
phenomenology of groups and group membership (Vol. 4, pp. 85-113). Greenwich, CT: JAL

Galinsky, A. D., & Moskowitz, G. B. (2000). Perspective-taking: Decreasing stereotype
expression, stereotype accessibility, and ingroup favoritism. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 78, 708-724.

Ghiselli, E. (1964). Theory of psychological measurement. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Greenwald, A. G., McGhee, D. E., & Schwartz, J. L. K. (1998). Measuring individual differences
in implicit cognition: The implicit association test. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
74, 1464-1480. doi:10.1037//0022-3514.74.6.1464

Greenwald, A. G., Nosek, B. A., & Banaji, M. R. (2003). Understanding and using the implicit
association test: I. An improved scoring algorithm. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
85, 197-216. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.85.2.197

Hofmann, W., Gawronski, B., Gschwendner, T., Le., H., & Schmitt, M. (2005). A meta-analysis on
the correlation between the implicit association test and explicit self-report measures. Person-
ality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31, 1369—1385. d0i:10.1177/0146167205275613

Downloaded from spr.sagepub.com at WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY on February 19, 2014


http://spr.sagepub.com/
http://spr.sagepub.com/

18 Journal of Social and Personal Relationships

Hunter, J., & Schmidt, F. (1990). Methods of meta-analysis: Correcting error and bias in research
findings. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Kane, H. S., McCall, C., Collins, N. L., & Blascovich, J. (2012). Mere presence is not enough:
Responsive support in a virtual world. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48,
37-44. doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2011.07.001

Kenny, D. A., Kashy, D. A., & Cook, W. L. (2006). Dyadic data analysis. New York, NY:
Guilford Press.

Laurenceau, J.-P., Barrett, L. F., & Pietromonaco, P. R. (1998). Intimacy as an interpersonal
process: The importance of self-disclosure, partner disclosure, and perceived partner
responsiveness in interpersonal exchanges. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
74, 1238-1251. doi:10.1037//0022-3514.74.5.1238

Lehmiller, J. J., & Agnew, C. R. (2006). Marginalized relationships: The impact of social disap-
proval on romantic relationship commitment. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32,
40-51. doi:10.1177/0146167205278710

Lehmiller, J. J. (2012). Perceived marginalization and its association with physical and psycholo-
gical health. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 29, 451-469. doi:10.1177/
0265407511431187

Lehmiller, J. J., & Agnew, C. R. (2007). Perceived marginalization and the prediction of romantic
relationship stability. Journal of Marriage and Family, 69, 1036-1049. doi:10.1111/.
1741-3737.2007.00429.x

Mallett, R. K., Huntsinger, J. R., Sinclair, S., & Swim, J. K. (2008). Seeing through their eyes:
When majority group members take collective action on behalf of an outgroup. Group
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 11, 451-470. doi:10.1177/1368430208095400

Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for cognition, emotion,
and motivation. Psychological Review, 98, 224-253. doi:10.1037//0033-295X.98.2.224

Mashek, D. J., Aron, A., & Boncimino, M. (2003). Confusions of self with close others. Person-
ality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29, 382-392. do0i:10.1177/0146167202250220

Milardo, R. M. (1982). Friendship networks in developing relationships: Converging and diver-
ging social environments. Social Psychology Quarterly, 45, 162—172. doi:10.2307/3033649

Nadler, A., & Liviatan, L. (2006). Intergroup reconciliation: Effects of adversary’s expressions of
empathy, responsibility, and recipients’ trust. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32,
459-470. doi:10.1177/0146167205276431

Page-Gould, E., & Mendoza-Denton, R. (2011). Friendship and social interaction with outgroup mem-
bers. In L. R. Tropp & R. K. Mallett (Eds.), Moving beyond prejudice reduction: Pathways to pos-
itive intergroup relations. (pp. 139-158). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Page-Gould, E., Mendoza-Denton, R., & Tropp, L. R. (2008). With a little help from my cross-group
friend: Reducing anxiety in intergroup contexts through cross-group friendship. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 95, 1080-1094. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.95.5.1080

Pettigrew, T. E., & Meertens, R. W. (1995). Subtle and blatant prejudice in western Europe.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 25, 57-75. doi:10.1002/ejsp.2420250106

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact theory. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 90, 751-783. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751

Preacher, K. J., Curran, P. J., & Bauer, D. J. (2006). Computational tools for probing interaction
effects in multiple linear regression, multilevel modeling, and latent curve analysis. Journal of
Educational and Behavioral Statistics, 31, 437-448. do0i:10.3102/10769986031004437

Downloaded from spr.sagepub.com at WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY on February 19, 2014


http://spr.sagepub.com/
http://spr.sagepub.com/

Welker et al. 19

Reis, H. T., & Shaver, P. (1988). Intimacy as an interpersonal process. In S. Duck, D. F. Hay, S. E.
Hobfoll, W. Ickes, & B. M. Montgomery (Eds.), Handbook of personal relationships: Theory,
research and interventions. (pp. 367-389). Oxford, England: John Wiley & Sons.

Ross, L. T., Lutz, C. J., & Lakey, B. (1999). Perceived social support and attributions for
failed support. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 25, 896-909. do0i:10.1177/
0146167299025007011

Sedikides, C., Olsen, N., & Reis, H. T. (1993). Relationships as natural categories. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 64, 71-82. d0i:10.1037/0022-3514.64.1.71

Sherif, M., Harvey, O. J., White, B. J., Hood, W. R., & Sherif, C. W. (1961). Intergroup conflict
and cooperation: The Robbers Cave experiment. Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Book
Exchange.

Slatcher, R. B. (2010). When Harry and Sally met Dick and Jane: Creating closeness between
couples. Personal Relationships, 17, 279-297. doi:10.1111/.1475-6811.2010.01276.x

Slatcher, R. B., Robles, T. F., Repetti, R., & Fellows, M. D. (2010). Momentary work worries, mar-
ital disclosure and salivary cortisol among parents of young children. Psychosomatic Medicine,
72, 887-896. doi:10.1097/PSY.0b013e3181f60fcc

Slotter, E. B., & Gardner, W. L. (2009). Where do you end and I begin? Evidence for anticipatory,
motivated self—other integration between relationship partners. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 96, 1137-1151. doi:10.1037/a0013882.

Smith, E. R., & Henry, S. (1996). An in-group becomes part of the self: Response time evidence.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22, 635—642. doi:10.1177/0146167296226008
Sprecher, S., & Fehr, B. (2006). Enhancement of mood and self-esteem as a result of giving and

receiving compassionate love. Current Research in Social Psychology, 11, 227-242.

Sprecher, S., & Fehr, B. (2005). Compassionate love for close others and humanity. Journal of
Social and Personal Relationships, 22, 629-652.

Sprecher, S., & Felmlee, D. (1992). The influence of parents and friends on the quality and stability
of romantic relationships: A three-wave longitudinal investigation. Journal of Marriage & the
Family, 54, 888-900. doi:10.2307/353170

Stephan, W. G. (1999). 4 survey for use in evaluating dialogue programs. Retrieved March 2,
2005, from http://www.westernjustice.org/pdf/dialogue_eval. PDF

Stephan, W. G., & Finlay, K. (1999). The role of empathy in improving intergroup relations.
Journal of Social Issues, 55, 729-743. do0i:10.1111/0022-4537.00144

Stephan, W. G., & Stephan, C. W. (1985). Intergroup anxiety. Journal of Social Issues, 41,
157-175. doi:10.1111/j.1540-4560.1985.tb01134.x

Stephan, W. G., & Stephan, C. W. (2000). An integrated threat theory of prejudice. In S. Oskamp
(Ed.), Reducing prejudice and discrimination (pp. 23—45). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1986). The social identity theory of intergroup behavior. In S. Worchel &
W. G. Austin (Eds.), Psychology of Intergroup Relations (pp. 7-24). Chicago, IL: Nelson Hall.

Tropp, L. R., & Wright, S. C. (2001). Ingroup identification as the inclusion of ingroup in the self.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27, 585-600. doi:10.1177/0146167201275007

Turner, R. N., Hewstone, M., Voci, A., & Vonofakou, C. (2008). A test of the extended intergroup
contact hypothesis: The mediating role of intergroup anxiety, perceived ingroup and outgroup
norms, and inclusion of the outgroup in the self. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
95, 843-860. doi:10.1037/a0011434

Downloaded from spr.sagepub.com at WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY on February 19, 2014


http://www.westernjustice.org/pdf/dialogue_eval.PDF
http://spr.sagepub.com/
http://spr.sagepub.com/

20 Journal of Social and Personal Relationships

Uchino, B. N., Cacioppo, J. T., & Kiecolt-Glaser, J. K. (1996). The relationship between social sup-
port and physiological processes: A review with emphasis on underlying mechanisms and impli-
cations for health. Psychological Bulletin, 119, 488-531. doi:10.1037//0033-2909.119.3.488

Underwood, L. G. (2009). Compassionate love: A framework for research. In B. Fehr, S. Sprecher,
& L. G. Underwood (Eds.), The science of compassionate love: Theory, research, and appli-
cations (pp. 3-25). West Sussex, England: Wiley-Blackwell.

Watson, G. (1947). Action for unity. Oxford, England: Harper.

Welker, K. M., Baker, L., Padilla, A., & Aron, A. (2014). Effects of self-disclosure and responsive-
ness between couples on passionate love within couples. Journal of Social and Personal Rela-
tionships (manuscript submitted for publication).

Wilcox, R. R. (2001). Fundamentals of modern statistical methods: Substantially improving power
and accuracy. New York, NY: Springer-Verlag.

Wright, S. C., Aron, A., McLaughlin-Volpe, T., & Ropp, S. A. (1997). The extended contact
effect: Knowledge of cross-group friendships and prejudice. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 73, 73-90. doi:10.1037//0022-3514.73.1.73

Wright, S. C., Aron, A., & Tropp, L. R. (2002). Including others (and groups) in the self:
Self-expansion and intergroup relations. In J. P. Forgas & K. Williams (Eds.), The social self:
Cognitive, interpersonal and intergroup perspectives (pp. 343-363). Philadelphia, PA:
Psychology Press.

Younger, J., Aron, A., Parke, S., Chatterjee, N., & Mackey, S. (2010). Viewing pictures of a
romantic partner reduces experimental pain: Involvement of neural reward systems. PLoS
ONE, 5, €13309. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0013309

Downloaded from spr.sagepub.com at WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY on February 19, 2014


http://spr.sagepub.com/
http://spr.sagepub.com/


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 200
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


