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Article

Social scientists have long been concerned with the con-
cealment of stigmatized identities. Indeed, early conceptual-
izations of stigma placed concealment among its most 
fundamental features (Becker, 1963; Goffman, 1963) and a 
large empirical literature on concealment has since emerged. 
Most of this literature has focused on identities that are 
assumed to be concealable by researchers such as homosexu-
ality (e.g., S. W. Cole et al., 1996; Goh et al., 2019; Jackson 
& Mohr, 2016; Quinn et al., 2017; Riggle et al., 2017; Ullrich 
et al., 2003) or having had an abortion (e.g., Major & 
Gramzow, 1999). Relatively less is known about how con-
cealable people believe their own identities are or about the 
consequences of these beliefs. In the present paper, we there-
fore develop and validate a measure of how concealable 
people believe their own identities are and test a hypothesis 
concerning one potential consequence of differences in such 
a belief: fear of judgment in intergroup contexts.

Subjective Identity Concealability

We refer to the extent to which someone believes they are able 
to conceal an identity as subjective identity concealability. 

Subjective identity concealability concerns a person’s 
expected outcome of concealment, which is likely informed 
by factors including how concealable they believe an identity 
is in general, how skillful at concealing they believe themself 
to be, and more. This differs from previous approaches to 
studying concealment in that it does not label entire catego-
ries of identities as concealable or not, but rather considers 
individuals’ beliefs about the concealability of their own 
identities.

We argue that people who believe an identity they hold is 
concealable should be less susceptible to the costs of fearing 
intergroup judgment. We argue this is because a belief that an 
identity one holds is concealable may guide people to inter-
pret their interactions in a way that is consistent with this 
belief.
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Lay Beliefs

Support for this hypothesis is drawn from research on lay 
beliefs. Beliefs shape people’s experiences by providing 
them with frameworks with which to make sense of the 
world around them (Levy et al., 2006). People then interpret 
their experiences in a way that is consistent with the frame-
work provided by their belief (Levy et al., 2001). The belief 
that one’s identity is concealable may thus frame a person’s 
experiences in intergroup contexts. Because perception is a 
precondition for judgment, a belief in one’s own ability to 
conceal an identity may equip that person with a sense of 
imperviousness from judgment based on that identity. 
Therefore, such a belief may render people less vulnerable to 
the threat of being judged negatively based on that identity.

Psychological Consequences of Fearing 
Intergroup Judgment

Fearing identity-based judgment can evoke social identity 
threat, which arises when one worries about being judged on 
the basis of a group identity (Steele et al., 2002), and inter-
group anxiety, which arises when someone anticipates con-
sequences relating to an intergroup interaction (Stephan & 
Stephan, 1985). Among members of stigmatized groups, 
these effects have been linked to negative outcomes includ-
ing decreased performance in school and at work (Spencer 
et al., 2016), avoidance of stereotype-relevant domains 
(Steele & Aronson, 1995), reduced executive function 
(Richeson & Trawalter, 2005), negative emotions including 
fear, anger, and stress (Butz & Plant, 2006; Trawalter et al., 
2012; Van Zomeren et al., 2007), less engagement in inter-
group contact (E. R. Cole & Yip, 2008), and less effective 
cross-cultural communication (Ulrey & Amason, 2001).

Identity Concealment

To date, psychologists have explored facets of concealment 
including general concealability (Pachankis et al., 2018), 
active concealment (Quinn et al., 2017), non-disclosure 
(Jackson & Mohr, 2016), outness (Mohr & Fassinger, 2000), 
and motivation (Mohr & Daly, 2008). In much of this work, 
greater levels of concealment (i.e., greater motivation and 
engagement in concealment and less disclosure and outness) 
have been linked to negative consequences in domains 
including mental and physical health (S. W. Cole et al., 1996; 
Pachankis et al., 2020; Quinn et al., 2017; Weisz et al., 2016), 
psychological well-being (Beals et al., 2009; Riggle et al., 
2017), authenticity (Newheiser & Barreto, 2014; Riggle 
et al., 2017), and belonging (Newheiser & Barreto, 2014).

In general, these negative effects are more pronounced for 
those who actively engage in concealment behaviors, rather 
than people whose identities are simply unknown to those 
around them (Quinn et al., 2017). Consistent with this, these 
effects have been attributed to social isolation (Quinn et al., 

2017), low levels of social support (Beals et al., 2009; 
Chaudoir & Fisher, 2010), and emotional suppression (Beals 
et al., 2009; S. R. Cole et al., 1996), all of which are more 
likely to result from engagement in concealment than from 
more passive forms of non-disclosure.

Some benefits of concealment have also been found. People 
who conceal stigmatized identities are evaluated more posi-
tively than those who do not (Sanchez & Bonam, 2009), 
receive more job interviews (Gaddis, 2015; Kang et al., 2016), 
and experience less discrimination (Pachankis & Bränström, 
2018; c.f. Goh et al., 2019). These benefits have not escaped 
the notice of people with stigmatized identities. People who 
attempt to conceal their identities do so with the expectation 
that it will help them avoid discrimination (Kang et al., 2016).

Present Work

In the present work, we argue that subjective identity con-
cealability may shield people from the threatening experi-
ence of anticipating intergroup judgment. Drawing on 
insights from the concealment and lay beliefs literatures, we 
argue that the mere belief than an identity is concealable 
from others may attenuate the costs of fearing intergroup 
judgment. Because these effects emerge when the mere fear 
of intergroup judgment arises (Mallett et al., 2008), we argue 
that a mind-set of concealability may be sufficient to attenu-
ate fears of identity-based judgment. This hypothesis com-
pliments the current literature by focusing on beliefs rather 
than behaviors, individual differences within groups rather 
than group membership, and potential positive outcomes of a 
concealment-related process.

Across four pre-registered studies, we equip ourselves—
and other researchers—to begin answering this and related 
questions by developing a scale to measure beliefs about 
concealability. Subsequently, in a set of internal meta-analy-
ses, we test the proposition that people higher on subjective 
identity concealability should be less concerned with facing 
intergroup judgment. Study 1 used open-ended questions to 
understand reasons that participants believe various identi-
ties are easy or hard to conceal. These reasons were then used 
to develop a list of potential scale items. Studies 2 and 3 
reduced the list of items to a final measure of subjective iden-
tity concealability. Study 4 assessed the scale’s convergent 
and discriminant validity, and Study 5 used an internal meta-
analytic approach to assess the hypothesis that subjective 
identity concealability is associated with fewer costs of fear-
ing identity-based judgment. These studies represent a pre-
registered and multi-method approach to scale development, 
construct exploration, and hypothesis-testing.

Study 1: Item Generation

In Study 1, we collected open-ended data about factors peo-
ple believe influence the ease or difficulty of concealing an 
identity to inform the generation of scale items. We took a 
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bottom-up approach to item generation with the goal of writ-
ing items that reflect people’s experiences.

Method

Participants. Data were collected from 214 volunteers 
recruited through Project Implicit (https://implicit.harvard.
edu; see Table 1 for demographics). All available data were 
used for each question, so no participants were excluded. 
Some participants did not provide responses to all questions. 
The number of observations included in each analysis is 
reported in the results.

Procedure. Volunteer participants were first presented with 
an on-screen consent document. After consenting to partici-
pate, measures were presented in random order with the 
exception of the “Who Am I?” prompt, which was presented 
first, and the demographic questionnaire, which was pre-
sented last. After completing all the measures, participants 
were presented with an on-screen debriefing form.

Measures
Identities. Participants’ central identities were measured 

as responses to the prompt: “Please write three answers to 
the question: “Who am I?” in the blanks. Answer as if you 
were giving the answers to yourself, not to somebody else. 

Try to provide your answers in single words or short phrases, 
if possible” (Grossack, 1960). These responses were piped 
into future questions.

Factors influencing concealability. Using open-ended 
prompts, participants provided one reason that each identity 
they generated would be easy to conceal as a response to the 
prompt: “It is easy to conceal that I am a [identity] because . . 
. ” Participants also provided one reason that it would be hard 
to conceal the same identities as responses to the prompt: “It 
is hard to conceal that I am a [identity] because . . . ” Partici-
pants were instructed to skip questions for which they could 
not generate responses.

Concealability beliefs. Participants answered a single item 
for each of the identities they generated: “In general, how 
easy or hard would it be to hide that you are a [identity] if 
you wanted to?” (M = 2.56, SD = 2.09). Responses were 
collected on 7-point scales anchored by response options 
(0) “Very hard” and (6) “Very easy,” scored such that higher 
scores indicate greater concealability. This item was included 
only for future exploratory work.

Demographics. Finally, participants completed a demo-
graphic questionnaire in which they reported their age, 
sex, gender identity, race, ethnic origin, multiracial status, 

Table 1. Demographic Details.

Source

Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 Study 4 Supp.1

Project Implicit Mechanical Turk Project Implicit Department pool Project Implicit

N 214 298 1012 227 280
Age
 Mean (years) 37.42 35.19 32.93 19.11 39.74
 SD (years) 13.28 9.30 14.96 1.93 15.51
 No response (n) 19 2 6 0 2
Sex
 Female 69.00% 37.92% 68.32% 73.13% 52.86%
 Male 29.00% 62.08% 31.58% 26.87% 46.07%
 Other 2.00% 0.00% 0.10% 0.00% 1.07%
 No response (n) 14 0 2 0 0
Ethnic Origin
 Aboriginal 0.00% 0.67% 0.20% 0.00% 0.36%
 African 5.03% 5.72% 6.36% 3.08% 6.09%
 Caribbean 0.50% 0.34% 1.59% 1.76% 1.43%
 East/Southeast Asian 10.55% 4.04% 5.46% 49.34% 5.02%
 European 54.27% 71.72% 64.75% 22.47% 66.67%
 Latin/Central/South American 7.54% 5.72% 8.74% 1.32% 2.51%
 Middle Eastern 1.51% 0.67% 1.09% 6.17% 2.51%
 Pacific Islander 0.50% 0.34% 0.50% 0.00% 0.36%
 South Asian 6.53% 7.41% 2.38% 14.10% 10.39%
 Other 13.57% 3.37% 8.94% 1.76% 4.66%
 No response (n) 15 1 5 0 1

https://implicit.harvard.edu
https://implicit.harvard.edu
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sexual orientation, and how urban or rural their place of 
residence is.

Analyses and Results

Statistical analyses for this and all subsequent studies were 
conducted in R version 3.5.1 (R Core Team, 2018).

Identities. Three research assistants coded participants’ iden-
tities into categories. Some responses included more than 
one category of identity (e.g., “White Woman” could be cat-
egorized into either “Race” or “Sex”). These were split into 
separate fields and coded individually. The result was 677 
total identities (M = 3.16 identities per participant).

A preliminary list of categories was provided to the coders 
and they were encouraged to add new categories as they saw 
fit. Whenever a new category was added, it was added to cod-
ers’ lists and they revisited previously coded data to recode 
any responses they saw fit into the new category. All three 
coders coded the first 40% of responses, at which time coding 
was paused while Fleiss’ kappa was computed to assess inter-
rater reliability. Inter-rater reliability was κ = .84, which was 
above the pre-registered threshold of κ = .75 (Fleiss et al., 
2004). The first 40% of responses were coded into the cate-
gory chosen by at least two of three coders and the first author 
broke three-way ties. Finally, the remaining 60% of responses 
were split between the coders and coded individually. The 
final list of categories and the frequency with which each was 
generated is included in Figure 1. Example responses for each 
category are included in the online supplement and all 
responses are available on the Open Science Framework.

Factors influencing concealability. Participants generated 369 
reasons their identities were easy to conceal and 469 reasons 
that they were hard to conceal, totaling 838 reasons (M = 3.92 

reasons per participant). This high response rate, despite par-
ticipants having been instructed to leave responses blank if 
they could not think of a response, suggests that participants 
were able to generate responses with relative ease. The same 
coding procedure as that described for the identities was 
implemented here. The list of categories provided to coders 
was written with both “easy” and “hard” reasons in mind such 
that any category would be relevant to the ease and difficulty 
of concealment. After coding the first 40% of responses, inter-
rater reliability for the “easy” reasons was κ = .72. Following 
a pre-registered plan than anticipated low inter-rater reliability, 
coders met in-person to resolve disputes. First, instances 
where coders had disagreed were identified. Then, each coder 
discussed their rationale for their decisions. Definitions and 
scopes of relevant categories and appropriate interpretations 
of the participant’s response were discussed until unanimous 
agreement was reached. The coders then coded the next 20% 
of “easy” responses independently and inter-rater reliability 
was calculated using only the newly-coded responses, yield-
ing κ = .81. The remaining 40% of responses were divided 
between the coders and coded individually.

After coding the first 40% of responses to the “hard” con-
cealability reasons, inter-rater reliability was κ = .46. The 
same process as that undertaken for the “easy” concealability 
reasons was undertaken three times, yielding κs between .55 
and .66, after which all coding was complete and disputes 
had been resolved.

The final list of categories generated was: “trait prototypi-
cality” (someone’s representativity of their group), “situa-
tional relevance” (environmental factors that enable or 
inhibit concealment), “centrality” (how core the identity is to 
the person’s self-concept), “disclosure” (whether the identity 
had been previously disclosed to others), “visibility” (the 
identity’s ability to be perceived visually), “deception/hid-
ing” (people’s comfort with or ability to lie about the identity 
or actively conceal it), “ability/practice” (people’s experi-
ence or skill with concealment), and “mistakes/confusion” 
(others’ knowledgeability about the group). Frequencies with 
which these were generated are shown in Figure 2. Example 
responses coded into each category are included in the online 
supplement and all responses are available on the Open 
Science Framework.

Candidate items. Twenty-nine candidate items were written 
with the goal of reflecting the concealment challenges and 
affordances that emerged from the data. Themes emerging 
from participants’ responses were used as inspiration for 
scale items. For example, responses about identity visibility 
inspired the item “How visible is the fact that you are [iden-
tity]?” Because each category of factor influencing the ease 
of concealability included both reasons that concealment 
would be easy and hard, the items were written to reflect 
both of these experiences.

To ensure the items would speak to factors relevant to a 
broad array of identities, we allowed participants to report 

Figure 1. Frequency of identity categories in Study 1.
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on any type of identity, which resulted in a highly diverse set 
of identities. Furthermore, most items were inspired by 
themes that emerged from many participants’ responses 
concerning different types of identities, rather than any sin-
gle response.

One additional item (Table 2, item 26) was added to 
reflect the previous finding that people hold a lay belief that 
their identities will inevitably “slip” out (Plaks et al., 2009). 
The complete list of items is included in Table 2.

Discussion

The present study used insights into the reasons that people 
believe an identity is easy or hard for them to conceal as the 
basis for scale item generation. The bottom-up approach 
taken in this study was adopted so that the items generated 
would reflect people’s experiences with the challenges of 
concealing. With the exception of one item added after 

analysis of the open-ended data, participants’ responses pro-
vided the basis for item development.

The wide range of responses participants generated, 
including themes such as previous disclosures, comfort with 
deception, identity centrality, and more, suggests that peo-
ple’s subjective beliefs about the concealability of their own 
identities are not a simple function of visibility. Rather, a 
wide range of factors encompassing both practical and emo-
tional considerations simultaneously influence people’s 
beliefs about their identities’ concealability.

Study 2: Exploratory Factor Analysis

In Study 2, all 29 items were submitted to Exploratory 
Factor Analysis (EFA). Because each item asked about the 
concealability of a specific identity, participants first 
reported an identity they held. The identity was subse-
quently piped into questions to create idiographic items 

Figure 2. Frequency of categories of factors influencing the ease of concealment in Study 1.
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tailored to the participant. No specific set of factors was 
predicted to emerge.

Method

Participants. Participants were recruited through Amazon 
Mechanical Turk (https://mturk.com; MTurk). Following 
guidelines reported in Hinkin (1995), our desired sample 
size was 10 participants per candidate item. In anticipation 
of exclusions, we oversampled by 20%, leading to a recruit-
ment goal of 360 participants. In total, 361 participants 
were recruited. Missing data were dealt with using listwise 
deletion, leading to 23 exclusions. An additional 34 partici-
pants were excluded for failing at least one of the two atten-
tion checks. Finally, 6 participants who responded to the 
identity prompt with something other than an identity cor-
responding with the identity category they selected, thereby 

obscuring the meaning of future questions into which these 
responses were piped, were excluded. This left a final ana-
lytic dataset of 298 participants (see Table 1 for demo-
graphic details).

Procedure. The consent procedure was the same as Study 1. 
After consenting, participants completed a demographic 
questionnaire and a battery of survey measures including the 
29 candidate items. At the end of the study, participants were 
thanked for their participation and received USD2.50.

Measures
Demographics. Participants completed a demographic 

questionnaire including the same items as Study 1, with the 
exception of race, which was not collected here, and religion, 
religiosity, political orientation, nationality, and country of 
residence, which were.

Table 2. Candidate Scale Items and Loadings Onto a Single Factor.

Candidate item Loading Theme

How typical are you of an average [identity] person? (r) Prototypicality
How surprised would most people be to learn that you are [identity]? Prototypicality
How good an example of [identity] people are you? (r) Prototypicality
How important a part of who you are is the fact that you are [identity]? (r) Centrality
How affected are you by the fact that you are [identity]? (r) Centrality
How much does being [identity] define who you are? (r) .44 Centrality
How much do you like being [identity]? (r) Centrality
Most of the time, how free do you feel to express the fact that you are [identity]? (r) Situational Relevance
How often do you do things that make it obvious that you are [identity] to those around 

you? (r)
.68 Situational Relevance

How accepting are others of the fact that you are [identity]? (r) Situational Relevance
How much does the fact that you are [identity] change from day to day? Situational Relevance
How well do people tend to guess that you are [identity] even if you don’t tell them? (r) .78 Disclosure
How often do people ask you if you are [identity]? (r) Disclosure
How “out” do you consider yourself to be (as in, do people in your life know that you are 

[identity])? (r)
.42 Disclosure

How much would people believe you if you said you were not [identity]? Deception/Hiding
How willing are you to alter things about yourself to prevent others from knowing that 

you are [identity]?
Deception/Hiding

How visible is the fact that you are [identity]? (r) .80 Visibility
In general, how knowledgeable are people about what it means to be [identity]? (r) Mistakes/Confusion
How frequently do people mix up [identity] people with a different type of person? Mistakes/Confusion
How experienced are you at trying to hide the fact that you are [identity]? Ability/Practice
How good are you at blending in, so that the fact that you are [identity] doesn’t stand out? Ability/Practice
How able do you feel to act in a way that is the opposite of what people expect from 

people who are [identity]?
Ability/Practice

How easy is it for you to conceal that you are [identity]? .44 Ability/Practice
How attentive are people to cues, signs, or signals that you are [identity]? (r) .74 Other/General
How frequently do people notice that you are [identity]? (r) .83 Other/General
How able do you feel to avoid “letting it slip” that you are [identity]? Other/General
How quick are people to figure out that you are [identity]? (r) .77 Other/General
How much does the fact that you are [identity] make you stand out? (r) .52 Other/General
If you wanted to, how able would you be to stop being [identity]? Other/General

Note. Loadings reflect EFA loadings for the one-factor solution presented in Study 2. Only loadings greater than .40 are shown. EFA = Exploratory Factor 
Analysis.

https://mturk.com


Le Forestier et al. 451

Identities. Participants were asked to choose an identity 
category they would like to be able to conceal. Participants 
were given the response options “age” (selected by n = 
55), “ethnicity” (n = 9), “gender identity” (n = 3), “job” 
(n = 63), “nationality” (n = 9), “political ideology” (n = 
84), “race” (n = 9), “religion” (n = 38), “sex” (n = 7), and 
“sexual orientation” (n = 21). These options were based on 
results from Study 1. Participants were then asked to provide 
their identity within the selected category. A participant who 
selected “religion” would therefore be asked: “What specific 
label or name would you use to describe your religion?”

Candidate scale items. The 29 candidate items (Table 2) 
were administered in random order on 5-point scales anchored 
by response options (0) “Not at all” and (4) “Extremely.” 
Eighteen of the 29 items were reverse-scored so that higher 
scores would correspond with greater concealability.

Attention checks. Two attention checks were administered. 
The first, administered in a random place within the candi-
date scale items, used the same response options as the scale 
items and the prompt: “For this question choose ‘slightly.’” 
Sixteen participants selected a response other than “slightly” 
and were excluded. The second attention check was admin-
istered at the end of the survey. Participants read the prompt: 
“At the start of the survey, you told us which one of your 
traits you most frequently wished you could conceal. Which 
trait was it?” and were shown the same set of 10 identity 
categories as they had been previously. Eighteen additional 
participants selected an incorrect identity and were excluded.

Additional measures. Detailed methods and results for 
additional variables are presented in Study 5.

Data Preparation

All items and scales were tested for skew using the psych 
package in R (Revelle, 2018). Candidate scale item 11 had a 
skew greater than 1 and was therefore subjected to logarith-
mic transformation. In addition to being consistent with our 
pre-registered plan, we chose to transform this item and 
include it in the EFA rather than exclude it because it was 
written to assess an experience expressed by participants in 
Study 1 and we wished to have this represented.

Analyses and Results

Exploratory factor analysis. EFA was performed using maxi-
mum likelihood factor analysis with promax rotation, which 
was selected because it does not assume orthogonality. Items 
with factor loadings above .40 on only one factor were 
retained. A summary of the EFA process is presented below. 
For full details on all explored solutions, see the online sup-
plement (https://osf.io/pzcf9/).

Following guidelines from Cattell (1966), inspection of a 
scree plot (Figure 3) led to the exploration of a four-factor 
solution. Only the first two factors had satisfactory internal 
reliability (total ω = .89; Factor 1 ω = .81; Factor 2 ω = .83; 
Factor 3 ω = .57; Factor 4 ω = .55), and item deletion could 
not improve reliability for Factors 3 and 4. Those were there-
fore dropped. Because there seemed to be no more than two 
coherent potential factors, a two-factor solution was explored 
next. Although both factors had good internal reliability 
(total ω = .85; Factor 1 ω = .87; Factor 2 ω = .75), they also 
had considerable cross-loadings, the removal of which sub-
stantially undermined Factor 2’s internal reliability.

Finally, a one-factor solution was assessed. Ten items 
loaded onto the single factor, whose composition largely 
resembled that of the first factors from both previous EFAs. 
The single factor achieved good internal reliability (α = .87). 
Because the four- and two-factor solutions each had signifi-
cant psychometric challenges and because the one-factor 
solution was a parsimonious summary of themes that emerged 
from all three solutions, the one-factor solution was retained. 
Factor loadings for this solution are listed in Table 2.

Discussion

The 10-item, 1-factor solution had strong psychometric 
properties and good face validity. Furthermore, it incorpo-
rated items from most (i.e., 7/9) of the themes that emerged 
from Study 1. That the single factor encompassed items writ-
ten to reflect such a wide array of participants’ responses bol-
sters our confidence in proceeding with this single-factor 
solution. This solution was therefore retained as the prelimi-
nary scale pending Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA).

Study 3: Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Study 3 sought to confirm the factor structure established in 
Study 2 and assess the scale’s invariance across focal 
identities.

Figure 3. Scree plot from Study 2.

https://osf.io/pzcf9/
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Method

Participants. Participants were recruited from Project Implicit. 
Sample size was determined following guidelines from Hinkin 
(1995) recommending at least 10 participants per parameter. 
This number was multiplied by five (i.e., the number of identi-
ties from which participants could choose to report) to increase 
the probability of having multiple identities with large enough 
sample sizes to assess measurement invariance. Therefore, the 
desired sample size was 1,050 participants. We planned to 
oversample by 20% to account for exclusions, leading to a 
recruitment goal of 1,260. However, because of higher than 
anticipated exclusions, we increased this goal by 350 partici-
pants prior to analysis to 1,610 participants.

Ultimately, 1,612 participants were recruited. Missing 
data were dealt with through listwise deletion, leading to 144 
exclusions. Two hundred thirty additional participants failed 
at least one of two attention checks and were also excluded. 
Finally, 226 additional participants provided unusable 
answers to the identity prompt and were excluded. After 
these exclusions, a final analytic dataset of 1,012 participants 
remained (see Table 1 for demographic details).

Procedure. The consent and debriefing procedures for this 
study were the same as those used in Study 1. After consent-
ing, participants completed a demographic questionnaire, 
two additional identity prompt questions, the 10 candidate 
scale items, and several additional survey measures. Partici-
pants in this study were volunteers.

Measures
Demographics. Participants answered the same items as in 

Study 1, with the exception of race, which was not asked 
about here, and religion, which was.

Identities. Identities were elicited using the same pro-
cedure as in Study 2. To increase cell sizes for individual 
categories and facilitate assessment of measurement invari-
ance, participants were asked to choose from the five most 
frequently selected identities in Study 2: “age” (n = 221), 
“job” (n = 92), “political ideology” (n = 371), “religion”  
(n = 191), and “sexual orientation” (n = 137).

Preliminary scale items. The 10 preliminary scale items 
were administered in random order on 5-point scales anchored 
by response options (0) “Not at all” and (4) “Extremely.” All 
items except one were reverse-scored so that higher scores 
would correspond with greater concealability.

Attention checks. The same two attention checks as those 
administered in Study 2 were repeated here. The first was 
answered incorrectly by 194 participants who were removed. 
The second was answered incorrectly by 36 additional par-
ticipants who were also excluded.

Additional measures. Additional variables are presented in 
Study 5.

Data Preparation

All items and scales were tested for skew. No items had 
unacceptable skews so no transformations were applied.

Analyses and Results

Confirmatory factor analysis. The 10-item preliminary Subjec-
tive Identity Concealability Scale was submitted to CFA 
using the lavaan package in R (Rosseel, 2012). This model 
achieved adequate fit, SRMR = .05, CFI = .94, RMSEA = 
.09, 90% CI [.08, .10] and good internal reliability, α = .89. 
However, in pursuit of more stringent model fit standards 
(i.e., SRMR < .08, CFI > .95, RMSEA < .07; Hooper et al., 
2008), the two items most weakly loading onto the factor 
were dropped. These were: “How much does being [identity] 
define who you are?” and “How much does the fact that you 
are [identity] make you stand out?”

The remaining eight items were submitted to CFA, yield-
ing strong fit, SRMR = .03, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .06, 90% 
CI [.05, .08]. As a robustness check, we cross-validated the 
model two ways. First, we re-ran the CFA in three random 
subsamples drawn from the CFA dataset of 210 participants 
each, sampled with replacement. Second, we re-ran the CFA 
in both other datasets collected up to this point that included 
the necessary variables (i.e., Study 2 dataset and an addi-
tional dataset reviewed in the online supplement). We sought 
converging evidence of strong model fit across each of these. 
Each re-analysis yielded strong fit (Subsample 1: SRMR = 
.03, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .04, 90% CI [.00, .08]; Subsample 
2: SRMR = .03, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .06, 90% CI [.01, 
.09]; Subsample 3: SRMR = .03, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .06, 
90% CI [.03, .09]; Study 2 sample: SRMR = .03, CFI = .98, 
RMSEA = .06, 90% CI [.03, .09]; online supplement sample: 
SRMR = .04, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .07, 90% CI [.04, .10]). 
Finally, internal reliability was calculated using the eight 
retained items, yielding α = .89. The eight-item scale was 
therefore taken as the final Subjective Identity Concealability 
Scale (see Appendix and Figure 4).

Measurement invariance. To ensure sufficiently large samples 
to assess measurement invariance, only identity categories 
chosen by 210 participants or more were included in the 
assessment of measurement invariance. Therefore, only age 
(n = 221) and political ideology (n = 371) were included. 
First, model fit was assessed within each category. Both 
yielded strong model fit (age: SRMR = .03, CFI = 1.00, 
RMSEA = .03, 90% CI [.00, .07]; political ideology: SRMR 
= .02, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .03, 90% CI [.00, .06]).

Configural invariance was then assessed with identity 
category as the grouping variable, which also yielded strong 



Le Forestier et al. 453

model fit, SRMR = .02, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .03, 90% CI 
[.00, .05]. To assess metric invariance, loadings were set to 
equal and the model was run again, yielding the following 
fit: SRMR = .09, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .07, 90% CI [.06, 
.09]. A difference score was then computed between config-
ural CFI and metric CFI, yielding ΔCFI = .03. Because 
ΔCFI was greater than .01, our pre-registered threshold 
(Cheung & Rensvold, 2002), metric invariance was not 
achieved.

Next, partial metric invariance was assessed. Loadings 
for the one item that most strongly depressed metric CFI 
(“How often do you do things that make it obvious that you 
are [identity] to those around you?”) were set free and par-
tial metric invariance was calculated, yielding the follow-
ing fit: SRMR = .05, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .04, 90% CI 
[.02, .06], ΔCFI = .01. Therefore, partial metric invariance 
was achieved. Among the items for which partial metric 
invariance was achieved, partial scalar invariance was also 
investigated but was not achieved (ΔCFI > .01).

To assess the robustness of these results, the same analy-
ses were run including the third most commonly chosen 
identity category: religion (n = 191). The same pattern of 

results emerged, yielding partial metric invariance with the 
same item set free.

Discussion

In Study 3, an 8-item scale with strong model fit, strong 
internal reliability, and partial metric invariance was estab-
lished. The factor structure established in Study 2 was largely 
confirmed, with slight alterations. The establishment of a 
coherent, internally reliable, and face-valid scale to measure 
the construct of subjective identity concealability enables the 
testing of the hypothesis of subjective identity concealability 
(see Study 5) and allows us to test its convergent and dis-
criminant validity (see Study 4).

Study 4: Scale Validation

The goal of Study 4 was to test the scale’s convergent and 
discriminant validity. We predicted that subjective identity 
concealability would correlate with constructs that represent 
factors people believe influence the ease of concealing. To 
select scales to tap such constructs, we looked to themes that 

Figure 4. Final CFA model from Study 3.
Note. CFA = Confirmatory Factor Analysis.
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emerged from Study 1, reasoning that a valid measure of par-
ticipants’ beliefs about the concealability of an identity they 
hold should correlate with measures that reflect participants’ 
responses to Study 1’s open-ended prompts about factors 
that influence the easy of identity concealment. Subjective 
identity concealability was predicted not to correlate with 
scales that do not tap a theme emerging from Study 1. To 
assess validity, we therefore selected scales that may be con-
sidered conceptually similar to subjective identity conceal-
ability at face-value, had previously been found to correlate 
with other features of concealment, and other psychological 
constructs such as personality traits.

Method

Participants. Participants were undergraduate psychology 
students at a Canadian university. In the absence of an antic-
ipated effect size to use for power analysis, a recruitment 
goal of 250 participants was selected as the desired sample 
size following guidelines for stabilization of correlation 
estimates (Schönbrodt & Perugini, 2013), and we over-
recruited to account for the likelihood of exclusions. In total, 
data were collected from 318 participants. Missing data 
were dealt with using listwise deletion, leading to 46 exclu-
sions. Participants were excluded for providing unusable 
responses to the identity prompt, leading to 38 exclusions. 
Finally, 7 participants were excluded because of something 
they indicated in-person to a researcher (i.e., 5 participants 
indicated responding incorrectly to the focal identity prompt 
and 2 indicated a language barrier). This resulted in a final 
analytic sample of 227 participants (see Table 1 for demo-
graphic details).

Procedure. After being recruited through an institutional 
pool, participants were brought into a lab and presented with 
an on-screen consent document, which they were asked to 
read prior to consenting. Then, participants completed a 
demographic survey and a questionnaire wherein scales were 
presented in random order. Finally, participants were pro-
vided with a paper debrief document and asked to read it 
before leaving the lab. Participants were remunerated with 
partial course credit.

Measures
Demographics. Participants responded to the same items 

as Study 2 with the exception of country of residence, which 
was not measured here.

Identity. The same two items as those administered in 
Studies 2 and 3 were administered here. Participants chose 
from the same ten identity categories as in Study 2: age  
(n = 43), ethnicity (n = 33), gender identity (n = 7), job  
(n = 17), nationality (n = 22), political ideology (n = 41), 
race (n = 14), religion (n = 28), sex (n = 3), and sexual 
orientation (n = 19).

Subjective identity concealability. The 8-item Subjective 
Identity Concealability Scale (α = .88) was administered to 
participants on 5-point scales anchored by response options 
(0) “Not at all” and (4) “Extremely.” A mean of all items was 
taken after reverse-scoring all items but one so that higher 
scores indicate greater concealability (M = 2.01, SD = 0.98).

Dependent variables. Due to the large number of scales 
administered in this study, individual scales are reviewed 
in detail in the online supplement. Twelve scales were mea-
sured to assess convergent validity, 17 were administered to 
assess discriminant validity, and several additional measures 
were administered for hypothesis testing and are reviewed 
in Study 5.

Data Preparation

All measures were tested for skew. Concealment behavior 
(skew = 1.33) and rejection sensitivity (skew = 1.09) dis-
played positive skews and were therefore subjected to loga-
rithmic transformations.

Analyses and Results

Because of the large number of tests conducted in this study, 
p values associated with each of the correlations were sub-
jected to a false discovery rate correction using the method 
detailed in Benjamini and Yekuteli (2001). Raw p values are 
reported first, followed by adjusted p values, indicated by 
“padj.”

Convergent validity. The Subjective Identity Concealability 
Scale exhibited significant, small-to-medium correlations 
with 11 of the 12 scales predicted to converge with it (.27 ≤ 
rs ≤ .44, adjusted ps < .001). These correlations were all in 
the predicted directions. One scale did not correlate signifi-
cantly with subjective identity concealability: the ability to 
modify self-presentation subscale of the Self-Monitoring 
Scale, r(225) = .08, p = .23, padj = 1.00, 95% CI [−.05, .21]. 
For a summary of all correlations, see Figure 5.

Discriminant validity. In 15 of 17 cases, significant correla-
tions were not found with the scales with which divergence 
was predicted (all rs ≤ .16, all adjusted ps > .05). The  
two scales that did correlate with the Subjective Identity 
Concealability Scale were the membership subscale of the 
Collective Self-Esteem Scale, r(225) = −.34, p < .001,  
padj < .001, 95% CI [−.45, −.22], and stigma consciousness, 
r(225) = −.36, p < .001, padj < .001, 95% CI [−.46, −.24]. 
For a summary of all correlations, see Figure 6.

Discussion

Pre-registered, directional predictions for the scales with 
which subjective identity concealability should and should 
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Figure 5. Correlations between subjective identity concealability and scales predicted to correlate with subjective identity 
concealability in Study 4.
Note. Bars represent unadjusted 95% confidence intervals. Conclusions denoted in the legend reflect p-vales after correction for multiple tests.

Figure 6. Correlations between subjective identity concealability and scales predicted not to correlate with subjective identity 
concealability in Study 4.
Note. Bars represent adjusted 95% confidence intervals. Conclusions denoted in the legend reflect p-vales after correction for multiple tests.
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not correlate were supported in nearly all cases. This pattern 
of results suggests that the Subjective Identity Concealability 
Scale is a valid measure of factors people feel influence the 
ease or difficulty of concealing an identity and that it is not 
redundant with other constructs currently in the literature.

Although contrary to our pre-registered prediction, the 
negative relationship between subjective identity concealabil-
ity and stigma consciousness raises an intriguing mechanistic 
possibility. This prediction was originally made consistent 
with how all the predictions concerning convergence and 
divergence were made (i.e., convergence was only sought 
with scales reflecting themes that emerged in Study 1). Stigma 
consciousness did not fit this criterion. Nonetheless, the 
hypothesis of subjective identity concealability, to be tested in 
Study 5, states that people who believe an identity is conceal-
able may face lower levels of the consequences of fearing 
identity-based judgment. To the extent that this is true, one 
way in which it may manifest is that people who believe an 
identity is concealable are less chronically burdened by—and 
therefore less chronically conscious of—their stigmatized 
group membership. If so, reductions in stigma consciousness 
may mediate the relationship between subjective identity 
concealability and the consequences of fearing identity-based 
judgment. Future research should test this possibility.

Study 5: Hypothesis Tests

The aim of Study 5 was to test the hypothesis that people who 
believe an identity they hold is concealable are less burdened 
by the costs of fearing identity-based judgment. Given that 
people differ in the degree to which they feel able to conceal 
an identity, their experiences with people from different 
groups should likewise differ such that the extent to which 
someone expects negative outcomes related to an intergroup 
interaction should be inversely related to the extent to which 
they believe them-self to be in control over the outgroup 
member’s knowledge of the relevant identity. This hypothesis 
is operationalized with four dependent variables: threat of 
being stereotyped, experiences of being the target of preju-
dice, intergroup anxiety, and situational avoidance,2 measures 
of which were administered in studies throughout the present 
paper. These relationships are meta-analyzed and presented 
together in the present study, following guidelines from Goh 
et al. (2016).

We additionally assessed subjective identity concealabil-
ity’s associations with ingroup attitudes and authenticity. 
Although we did not have specific a priori hypotheses for 
these tests, we nonetheless wished to explore these potentially 
negative associations of subjective identity concealability.

Method

Random effects meta-analyses were conducted using the 
metafor package in R (Viechtbauer, 2010). Data were drawn 

from four studies: Studies 2–4 of the present paper and one 
additional study which is reviewed in detail in the online 
supplement.

Samples. Demographic information for all five studies is 
summarized in Table 2 (see the columns for Studies 2–4 
and “Supp.”). Together, they draw on data from 1,817 
participants.

Measures
Subjective identity concealability. The Subjective Identity 

Concealability Scale was measured in all samples. Items 
were posed on 5-point scales anchored by (0) “Not at all” 
and (4) “Extremely,” scored such that higher scores indicate 
greater belief in the concealability of one’s identity, and the 
scale had good internal reliability (Supplement sample M = 
2.56, SD = 0.79, α = .84; Study 2 M = 2.31, SD = 0.84, 
α = .87; Study 3 M = 2.39, SD = 0.89, α = .89; Study 4  
M = 2.01, SD = 0.98, α = .88).

Threat of being stereotyped. A single-item measure of 
threat of being stereotyped adapted from Cohen and Garcia 
(2005) was administered: “I worry that people will draw 
conclusions about me, based on what they think about 
[identity] people.” The item was posed on a 7-point scale 
anchored by (−3) “Strongly Disagree” and (3) “Strongly 
Agree” where higher scores indicate greater threat. This 
measure was administered in four samples (Supplement 
sample: M = −0.66, SD = 2.03; Study 2 M = 0.84, SD 
= 1.69; Study 3 M = 0.75, SD = 1.88; Study 4 M = 0.89, 
SD = 1.72).

Experience of prejudice. Participants responded to the 
prompt “I experience prejudice because I am [identity]” on 
a 7-point scale anchored by (−3) “Strongly Disagree” and 
(3) “Strongly Agree” scored such that higher scores indicate 
greater experience of prejudice. This measure was adminis-
tered in four samples (Supplement sample: M = −1.21, 
SD = 1.92; Study 2 M = −0.06, SD = 1.79; Study 3 M = 
−0.09, SD = 1.84; Study 4 M = −0.09, SD = 1.76).

Situational avoidance. Situational avoidance was mea-
sured using three items: “Because I am [identity], I some-
times avoid doing things I would otherwise like to do,” 
“There are things in my life that I would be more comfort-
able doing if I were not [identity],” and “There are things 
in my life that I would spend more time doing if I were 
not [identity].” Items were posed on 7-point scales anchored 
by (−3) “Strongly Disagree” and (3) “Strongly Agree” and 
scores were calculated by taking a mean of the three items 
such that higher scores indicate greater proclivity to avoid 
otherwise- desirable activities. Situational avoidance was 
assessed in two samples (Study 3 M = −0.52, SD = 1.71,  
α = .82; Study 4 M = −0.08, SD = 1.66, α = .78).
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Intergroup anxiety. Intergroup anxiety was measured 
using 10 items adapted from Stephan and Stephan (1985). 
This measure posed the same question 10 times

(If you were interacting with a group of people (e.g., talking 
with them, working on a project with them, etc.) and you were 
the only [identity] person in the group, how would you feel 
compared to occasions when you are interacting with other 
people who are [identity]?)

and asked participants to respond with how intensely they 
would feel a different emotion for each question (e.g., awk-
ward, self-conscious, irritated, etc.) on 5-point scales 
anchored by (0) “Not at all” and (4) “Extremely.” Scores 
were calculated as a mean of the 10 items after reverse-scor-
ing three items so that higher scores correspond with greater 
anxiety. Intergroup anxiety was assessed in two samples 
(Study 3 M = 1.35, SD = 0.69, α = .85; Study 4 M = 1.37, 
SD = 0.74, α = .85).

Ingroup attitudes. A feeling thermometer assessing par-
ticipants’ attitudes toward their ingroup was administered. 
The item “Please rate how warm or cold you feel toward the 
following group: [identity] people” was posed on a 7-point 
scale anchored by response options (−3) “Very Cold” and (3) 
“Very Warm,” scored such that higher scores indicate warmer 
feelings toward the participant’s ingroup. Ingroup attitudes 
were measured in four samples (Supplement sample: M = 
1.35, SD = 1.35; Study 2 M = 1.44, SD = 1.51; Study 3  
M = 1.73, SD = 1.22; Study 4 M = 1.34, SD = 1.31).

Authenticity. The three-factor Authenticity Scale (Wood 
et al., 2008) was administered in the Study 4 sample only. 
The scale is composed of three four-item subscales: authen-
tic living (example item: “I think it is better to be yourself, 
than to be popular.”; M = 4.53, SD = 0.98, α = .76), accept-
ing external influence (example item: “I am strongly influ-
enced by the opinions of others.”; M = 3.20, SD = 1.41, α = 
.86), and self-alienation (example item: “I don’t know how 
I really feel inside.”; M = 2.60, SD = 1.47, α = .81). Ques-
tions were posed on 7-point scales anchored by (0) “Does not 
describe me at all” and (6) “Describes me very well.” Each 
subscale’s score was calculated by taking a mean of its items 
such that higher scores indicate higher levels of the experi-
ence assessed by the subscale.

Analyses and Results

Confirmatory meta-analytic tests. A forest plot visualizing all 
results is included as Figure 7.

Threat of being stereotyped. Across four studies (n = 
1,817), participants high in subjective identity concealabil-
ity reported lower levels of threat of being stereotyped, r = 
−.08, 95% CI [−.16, −.01], z = −2.32, p = .02.

Experience of prejudice. Across the same four studies (n = 
1,817), participants higher on subjective identity concealability 
reported experiencing less prejudice on the basis of their 
focal identity, r = −.20, 95% CI [−.29, −.12], z = −4.64,  
p < .001.

Situational avoidance. Across two studies (n = 1,239), par-
ticipants higher in subjective identity concealability reported 
being less prone to avoiding otherwise-desirable activities on 
account of their focal identity, r = −.20, 95% CI [−.25, −.14], 
z = −6.97, p < .001.

Intergroup anxiety. In two studies (n = 1,239), people higher 
in subjective identity concealability were lower in intergroup 
anxiety, r = −.21, 95% CI [−.39, −.02], z = −2.19, p = .03.

Exploratory meta-analytic test of ingroup attitudes. Across 
all four studies (n = 1,817), people who believed an identity 
was more concealable also had colder feelings toward their 
ingroup, r = −.14, 95% CI [−.23, −.06], z = −3.41, p < .001.

Additional exploratory tests. Subjective identity conceal-
ability did not correlate with any of the three factors of 
authenticity: authentic living, r(225) = −.04, p = .58, 95% 
CI [−.17, .09], accepting external influence, r(225) = .06,  
p = .38, 95% CI [−.07, .19], and self-alienation, r(225) = 
.01, p = .83, 95% CI [−.12, .14].

Discussion

Consistent with our hypothesis, subjective identity conceal-
ability was consistently related to lower levels of the psycho-
logical costs of fearing identity-based judgment across all 
four dependent variables.

It is worth noting that people who believed an identity was 
more concealable held colder attitudes toward members of 
their ingroup. This is perhaps unsurprising given the qualita-
tive data collected in Study 1; factors related to identity cen-
trality were the second most common category of response 
from participants to the question of what made concealing 
harder for them to do, suggesting that people for whom an 
identity is particularly important may see its concealment as 
more difficult. Bolstering this reasoning, in Study 3, subjec-
tive identity concealability correlated negatively with several 
operationalizations of centrality and identification.

Finally, because of the well-known association between 
concealment behavior and feelings of inauthenticity 
(Newheiser & Barreto, 2014; Riggle et al., 2017), we addi-
tionally assessed the association between subjective identity 
concealability and authenticity. Beliefs about concealability 
should not impact feelings of authenticity in the same way as 
actual concealment behavior. Results of the present study 
support this reasoning; subjective identity concealability did 
not correlate with authenticity.
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General Discussion

Across four pre-registered studies and a set of internal meta-
analyses, we explored subjective identity concealability, 
developed and validated a tool to measure it, and tested, and 
found support for, a set of theory-based hypotheses.

Subjective identity concealability does not concern only 
beliefs about identity visibility, nor does it concern only 
beliefs about one’s own skillfulness at concealment. Rather, 
it concerns many factors people feel influence the ease or 
difficulty of concealment simultaneously, including visibil-
ity, prior disclosures, skillfulness at concealing, and even 
factors external to the self. This amalgam reflects a multi-
tude of factors people feel influence the ease or difficulty of 
concealment.

Subjective Identity Concealability is Associated 
With Theoretically Predicted Outcomes

Subjective identity concealability is associated with lower 
levels of the costs of fearing intergroup judgment such as 

identity threat and intergroup anxiety. These results indicate 
that, for people concerned about being judged negatively on 
the basis of an identity, a sense that the identity is chronically 
on-display is a threatening experience that may be attenuated 
by a belief that they are in control over who knows that they 
hold the identity.

The real-world consequences of fearing identity-based 
judgment extend to domains including education, the 
workplace, and intergroup relations (see Spencer et al., 
2016; Stephan, 2014 for reviews). Little research to date 
has examined the extent to which feeling in control of an 
identity’s concealment or disclosure is related to these 
outcomes. By identifying an individual difference predic-
tor of these important outcomes, the present work sheds 
light on these processes. Furthermore, follow-up work has 
already begun to demonstrate that the correlates of subjec-
tive identity concealability extend to these domains; peo-
ple who believe an identity is concealable report greater 
comfort initiating intergroup interactions and have more 
and higher quality intergroup contact (Le Forestier et al., 
2020).

Figure 7. Forest plot depicting associations with subjective identity concealability in Study 5.
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Undesirable Correlates of Subjective Identity 
Concealability

Although we have documented a set of desirable correlates 
of subjective identity concealability in the present work, the 
experience of believing an identity is concealable may also 
have negative correlates, particularly in domains known  
to be associated with concealment behavior (e.g., health, 
authenticity, relational quality, internalized prejudice, etc.). 
Thus far, there is mixed evidence on this topic. In Study 5 of 
the present paper, subjective identity concealability was not 
found to correlate with authenticity. Similarly, in follow-up 
work, subjective identity concealability has been associated 
with higher quality interpersonal relationships (in intergroup 
contexts), rather than lower (Le Forestier et al., 2020). 
However, in Study 5 of the present work, subjective identity 
concealability correlated negatively with attitudes toward 
one’s ingroup, and with multiple measures of ingroup identi-
fication in Study 4. Other potential negative outcomes remain 
as-of-yet unexplored.

Why might subjective identity concealability be associ-
ated with some of the same negative experiences as con-
cealment behavior but not all? Some of these experiences 
are likely involved in the development of subjective iden-
tity concealability. For example, lower identity centrality 
emerged in Study 1’s data as a factor that rendered conceal-
ment easier. It is therefore unsurprising that measures of 
identification and ingroup attitudes correlated negatively 
with subjective identity concealability. However, in the 
absence of a proposed mechanism similar to that which 
motivates our primary hypotheses, other negative experi-
ences related to concealment but that do not contribute to 
the development of subjective identity concealability may 
be less likely to be associated with subjective identity con-
cealability. This is because believing an identity is conceal-
able alone may not be sufficient to engender such outcomes. 
This account is informed by findings throughout the pres-
ent paper and is consistent with findings from elsewhere in 
the concealment literature, such as the finding that more 
harm is done by active engagement in concealment behav-
ior than by more passive forms of concealment (Quinn 
et al., 2017).

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions

A strength of this work is that it is not limited to a single 
identity or domain. That effects were found across a wide 
array of identities demonstrates the generality of the effect. 
Furthermore, subsequent work has found that effects of sub-
jective identity concealability hold both collapsing across 
identities and within individual identities, demonstrating the 
independence of the present effect from group membership 
alone (Le Forestier et al., 2020).

However, given that stigma underlies the motivation for 
the present work, a limitation is that these data cannot speak 

specifically to the experiences of those with traditionally 
stigmatized identities. To avoid assuming which identities 
participants would feel stigmatized on the basis of, we 
elected not to screen for participants with a set of pre-deter-
mined identities. Rather, in Studies 2–4, we asked partici-
pants to report on an identity they sometimes wished to 
conceal, which would imply that they felt burdened by oth-
ers’ appraisals of that identity. This, of course, is an imperfect 
proxy for stigma, as there may be reasons other than stigma 
that someone would want to conceal an identity.

An additional strength is that our data pull from several 
different sources, including online volunteers from Project 
Implicit, paid online participants on MTurk, and undergrad-
uate students from an institutional subject pool. Our ability 
to synthesize across them, particularly in Study 5, rather 
than relying exclusively on any one of them, renders less 
likely the possibility that idiosyncrasies of one particular 
subject pool account for the present results. At the same 
time, none of these samples is entirely representative of the 
general population. Future work should continue sampling 
participants from diverse sources to test the generalizability 
of the present findings.

Given our causal hypothesis that subjective identity con-
cealability protects people against the negative outcomes of 
stigma, a limitation of the current work is that the method 
employed is correlational. Future research should test 
whether the theoretically-predicted relationship between 
subjective identity concealability and the costs of fearing 
intergroup judgment is causal in nature.

Additional future work is needed to explore the concep-
tual space of concealability beliefs. In the present work, we 
define subjective identity concealability as a person’s belief 
of whether attempted concealment of an identity they hold is 
likely to be successful. We have not distinguished between 
beliefs rooted in the person’s sense of how concealable an 
identity is in general (e.g., how concealable any person’s 
sexual orientation is) and beliefs rooted in the person’s sense 
of self-efficacy (e.g., how good the person, them-self, is at 
concealing a specific identity). While subjective identity 
concealability as a construct, and the scale we have devel-
oped to assess it, does not distinguish between these, future 
work should assess each of these sources of variance, in 
addition to others including one’s environment and one’s 
life events as they unfold. For example, in instances where 
one’s beliefs about concealability do not reflect actual suc-
cess at concealment, whether, how, and under what condi-
tions someone would update their concealability beliefs is 
unknown and should be studied.

Finally, future work should explore the negative corre-
lates of subjective identity concealability in greater depth. 
This includes potential consequences to the self of distancing 
from one’s ingroup in this way, long-term relational effects 
of concealability beliefs, and the extent to which the relation-
ship between subjective identity concealability and conceal-
ment behavior is involved in these outcomes.
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Conclusion

The present studies explore the construct of subjective  
identity concealability and demonstrate its association with 
important psychological outcomes. This sheds light on a 
previously overlooked aspect of people’s experiences in 
intergroup contexts as they are experienced by those with 
identity-based judgment concerns. The present research 
demonstrates that people’s beliefs about the concealability 
of their own identities are related to desirable outcomes in 
intergroup contexts such as reduced identity threat and 
intergroup anxiety.

Appendix

Subjective Identity Concealability Scale
Please take a moment to consider your identity as a [identity] 
person. Think about how the fact that you are [identity] 
affects you. Think about what it is like to be [identity]. Then, 
answer the following questions:

1. How often do you do things that make it obvious that 
you are [identity] to those around you? (Reverse- 
scored)

2. How well do people tend to guess that you are [iden-
tity] even if you don’t tell them? (Reverse-scored)

3. How “out” do you consider yourself to be (as in, do 
people in your life know that you are [identity])? 
(Reverse-scored)

4. How visible is the fact that you are [identity]? 
(Reverse-scored)

5. How easy is it for you to conceal that you are 
[identity]?

6. How attentive are people to cues, signs, or signals 
that you are [identity]? (Reverse-scored)

7. How frequently do people notice that you are 
[identity]? (Reverse-scored)

8. How quick are people to figure out that you are 
[identity]? (Reverse-scored)
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Notes

1. “Supp.” refers to one additional study presented in the online 
supplement. Data from this study are included in the internal 
meta-analyses presented in Study 5. See Study 5 and the online 
supplement for further detail: https://osf.io/pzcf9/.

2. Belonging uncertainty was also assessed but the measure failed 
to achieve adequate internal reliability in either sample. See the 
online supplement for details.
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