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Abstract
Contending with sexism is associated with negative affective outcomes, including increased
anger, anxiety, and depression. Prior research demonstrates that the use of emotion regulation
strategies, such as self-distanced reappraisal, when contending with general negative
interpersonal experiences, can help people manage their emotions, attenuating the associated
negative affect. The present research considers whether the affective benefits of reappraisal
extend to past experiences of discrimination. Specifically, we examine whether using self-
distanced reappraisal (Studies 1 & 2) or positive reappraisal (Study 2) when contending with
sexism yields more positive and less negative affective outcomes, relative to engaging in self-
immersion. Contrary to previous research examining more general negative interpersonal
experiences, we find limited evidence that self-distanced reappraisal is an effective emotion
regulation strategy for women contending with sexism (N = 1236). The present work offers
preliminary evidence, however, that positive reappraisal may be a promising emotion regulation
strategy that reduces the negative affective consequences associated with reliving past instances
of sexism, compared with either self-immersion or self-distanced reappraisal. We discuss the
implications of these findings for understanding the efficacy of different emotion regulation

strategies in the context of discrimination.
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Managing Emotions in the Face of Discrimination: The Differential Effects of Self-Immersion,

Self-Distanced Reappraisal, and Positive Reappraisal

If we’re too composed, we’re cold and fake. But if we say what we think
without caution, we get slammed for it. Can you blame us for feeling like we
can’t win, no matter what we do?

— Hillary Clinton

Sexism is a widespread phenomenon. Forty-two percent of women in the United States
report experiencing sexism in the workplace (Parker & Funk, 2017) and female college students
report an average of one to two sexist experiences every week (Swim et al., 2001; see, also,
Kuchynka et al., 2017). Sexism can also be observed in pay disparities (e.g., Alkadry & Tower,
2006). For instance, a player on the US Women’s National Soccer Team — the most successful
team in international soccer — can expect to earn approximately 38% of the pay a similarly
situated men’s team player would if both teams (whose pay structures differ) played 20
exhibition games in a year. And, as suggested by the sentiment expressed by Hillary Clinton in
the epigraph, even the most successful female leaders in US society face biased expectations and
standards, compared to male leaders.

Experiences of sexism, and other forms of discrimination, can have significant
consequences for individuals’ psychological and physical health (e.g., Borrell et al., 2010;

Zucker & Landry, 2007). Everyday experiences of discrimination, for instance, have been linked
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to elevated levels of anxiety, anger, and psychological distress (Banks et al., 2006;
Hatzenbuehler et al., 2009; Pascoe & Richman, 2009), which in turn, can lead to adverse health
behaviors, such as substance use (Borrell et al., 2010; Zucker & Landry, 2007). Further,
experiencing discrimination can trigger psychological and physiological processes that lead to
negative physical health outcomes (e.g., hypertension; Clark, et al., 1999; Pascoe & Richman,
2009; Zilioli, et al., 2017).

People can contend with discrimination in a myriad of ways, such as by confronting the
discrimination (e.g., Wang & Dovidio, 2017) or using disengagement coping strategies
(Szymanski & Lewis, 2015). In the present research, we focus on one type of coping strategy —
emotion regulation — and whether the manner in which people manage their emotions in the face
of discrimination alters the affective consequences associated with it. People’s emotional
responses (Borrell et al., 2010; Zucker & Landry, 2007) and the ways in which people manage
their emotions in response to discrimination (Zilioli et al., 2017) serve as pathways through
which discrimination can lead to ill health. Therefore, identifying ways that individuals can
adaptively manage their emotions in the face of discrimination is essential.

Emotion Regulation

Experiences of discrimination are consistently linked to negative emotional outcomes
(Pascoe & Richman, 2009). For instance, women exposed to gender discrimination in the
workplace reported experiencing greater levels of anxiety and depression compared to women in
a control condition (Pacilli et al., 2019; Spaccatini & Roccato, 2020). The emotion regulation
strategies used when contending with discrimination can subsequently exacerbate or attenuate its
adverse emotional outcomes. Specifically, these strategies can subsequently lead to positive or

negative emotional responses (Hatzenbuehler, 2009; Hoggard et al., 2019). Emotion regulation
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involves both controlled and automatic processes that individuals use to influence which
emotions they experience, as well as how they experience and express them (Gross, 1998; Webb,
et al., 2012). In the present work, we examine the effects of two classes of emotion regulation
strategies: concentration and reappraisal.

Concentration strategies— self-immersed responses to distress— are often triggered in
the wake of negative emotional experiences. When individuals engage in self-immersion, they
attend to and focus on the concrete details of their experience, such as their feelings and what
caused them, from a first-person perspective (Webb, Miles, & Sheeran, 2012). Self-immersed
processing of negative events often and/or typically involves rumination, since directed attention
towards specific details of one’s experience can lead to repetitive, intrusive thoughts about the
negative event and a fixation on negative feelings associated with the event (Nolen-Hoeksema,
1991; Webb et al., 2012). Research demonstrates that members of stigmatized social groups
(e.g., women, racial/ethnic minorities, sexual minorities) often engage in self-immersion in
response to discrimination, compared to other stressors that are unrelated to discrimination
(Borders & Liang, 2011; Fox & Tang, 2017; Hatzenbuehler et al., 2009). In an experience
sampling study, for instance, Hatzenbuehler and colleagues (2009) found that on days when
African American and sexual minority participants reported experiencing stigma-related
stressors, they also tended to engage in more self-immersed reflection. Although self-immersed
responses to distress are common, they are associated with the maintenance of negative affect
(Hatzenbuehler et al., 2009; Nolen-Hoeksema, 1991) and increases in negative physiological
arousal (Mclsaac & Eich, 2004), anxiety, and depression (Nolen-Hoeksema, 2000; Webb et al.,
2012). In response to negative experiences, therefore, self-immersion is typically considered a

maladaptive emotion regulation strategy.
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Reappraisal strategies, in contrast, involve efforts to modify one’s assessment of a
situation in order to alter its emotional impact (Gross, 1998). According to recent theoretical
models, people can engage in several different types of reappraisal (Webb et al., 2012). For
instance, self-distanced reappraisal is a process by which the meaning of an event is altered by
reconstruing it from a different vantage point (Ross & Wilson, 2003; Wilson & Ross, 2003). This
can involve taking a detached, third-person perspective when contending with a negative
emotional experience (Ochsner et al., 2004; Ray et al., 2008; Shiota & Levenson, 2009, 2012).
Self-distanced reappraisal, that is, involves stepping outside oneself when recalling one’s own
past experiences, focusing less on the concrete aspects of negative experiences, and taking a
bird’s eye view of them (Ayduk & Kross, 2008). This allows individuals to make sense of their
negative experiences without the risk of engaging in self-immersed reflection. Research outside
of the domain of discrimination suggests that self-distanced reappraisal is associated with better
emotional (e.g., decreased anger, increased positive affect) and physiological (e.g., lower blood
pressure) well-being, compared with self-immersion (Ayduk & Kross, 2008). Kross and
colleagues (2014) found, for instance, that participants who engaged in self-immersed processing
of their emotions (e.g., self-talk using first-person pronouns) prior to an anxiety-provoking
interaction reported experiencing more anxiety after the interaction compared to participants who
engaged in self-distanced reappraisal (e.g., self-talk using their name, or third person pronouns).
Relative to self-immersion, therefore, self-distanced reappraisal is considered to be a more
adaptive emotion regulation strategy.

People can also engage in positive reappraisal. Positive reappraisal involves attending to
the positive aspects of a stimulus and/or potential positive outcomes of even negative life events

(Folkman & Moskowitz, 2000). One type of positive reappraisal strategy that people can engage
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in is “benefit finding,” which involves thinking about the potential benefits that can or may have
followed a past adverse event, such as one’s family having grown closer due to the death of a
shared loved one (Davis et al., 1998; Rusting & DeHart, 2000; Webb et al., 2012). Positive
reappraisal in the form of benefit finding has been found to be adaptive in the face of chronic
stressors, such as caring for a family member that is critically ill or debilitated (Folkman, 1997;
Sears et al., 2003). Davis and colleagues (1998) found, for instance, that benefit finding,
compared to simply making sense of a traumatic event, predicted success in recovering from the
event. More specifically, compared to sense-making, benefit finding was linked to less negative
affect, reduced depressive symptoms, better perceived situational outcomes, and better
psychological adjustment for those who experienced the death of a loved one (Davis et al.,
1998).

Taken together, this research, almost exclusively conducted outside the discrimination
domain, suggests that self-immersion in response to negative events is a maladaptive emotion
regulation strategy, compared with either self-distanced reappraisal or positive reappraisal.
Discrimination on the basis of membership in a stigmatized social group certainly leads to
increases in negative emotions like anger and anxiety, and, thus, its targets may also benefit from
self-distanced and/or positive reappraisal (cf. Soto, Armenta, et al., 2012; Yoo & Lee, 2005). The
primary purpose of the present work was to examine this question. Specifically, we considered
the relative affective outcomes of reappraisal compared with self-immersion for women when
processing past incidents of sexism.

The Present Research
The primary goal of the present research was to examine whether engaging in reappraisal

strategies when contending with sexism leads women to experience better affective outcomes
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relative to self-immersion. Studies 1A and 1B examined the effects of self-distanced reappraisal
compared with self-immersion, whereas Study 2 examined the efficacy of positive reappraisal
compared with both self-distanced reappraisal and self-immersion. Based on previous research
conducted outside of the domain of discrimination (e.g., Ayduk & Kross, 2008; Davis et al.,
1998), we predicted that women who engaged in reappraisal (i.e., self-distanced reappraisal or
positive reappraisal) when reliving past experiences with sexism would report less negative (and
more positive) affect than those who engaged in self-immersion.
Study 1

Study 1A compared the emotional consequences of contending with a past experience of
sexism using either self-immersion or self-distanced reappraisal. Study 1B was a direct
replication of Study 1A. For both, we predicted that self-distanced reappraisal, compared to self-
immersion, would result in lower negative affect and greater positive affect.

Method

Participants

For Study 1A, we recruited 317 self-identified women (248 White, Mage = 36.2 years, SD
= 11.72) via Mechanical Turk for Study 1A. An a priori power analysis (G*Power; Faul et al.,
2007) to detect a medium effect size (nzp = .0417) based on prior work® indicated the need for
300 participants in order to attain power of .95.

For Study 1B, we recruited 447 self-identified women via Mechanical Turk, however the

responses of 5 were excluded for not writing about sexism, reducing the sample to 442 women

!Levy (2016) included several studies that were designed to examine the cognitive consequences of these emotion
regulation strategies, but some also included affect measures. The average effect sizes of findings on the affective
outcomes from this paper was nzp =.0417. Because of the null effects that emerged in Study 1A, however, we
deliberately increased the sample size for Study 1B to enable us to observe even an even smaller effect of the
manipulation.
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(360 White, Mage = 23.5 years, SD = 13.18). We enrolled a larger sample in this replication effort
to be able to detect a smaller effect size. This sample size was sufficient to detect an effect size
of nzp =.02 at 80% power. The methods and materials for Study 1 were approved by the
Institutional Review Board at Yale University. Study materials, additional measures, data and

syntax are available at https://osf.io/ve2jm/.2

Manipulation & Measures
Sexism Reliving Task

Participants were asked to recall a time when they believed that someone discriminated
against them because of sexism. They were given examples of scenarios that might fit the bill
(e.g., “derogatory comments and slights, poor treatment during interactions at work, or
restaurants, or other public spaces”) to prompt idea generation, and were instructed to take a few
moments to bring an appropriate scenario or situation back to mind. They were given space to
write a few brief sentences about the sexist event of their choosing.

Emotion-requlation manipulation. Participants were randomly assigned to reflect on the

experience they brought to mind using one of two emotion regulation strategies: a) self-
immersion or b) self-distanced reappraisal. Similar to methods used in previous research (e.g.,
Ayduk & Kross, 2010; Grenell et al., 2018; White et al., 2016), participants in the self-immersed
condition were instructed to reflect on their experience from a first-person perspective by using

the pronouns “I” and “me” as much as possible. They were told:

We asked participants to rate several aspects of the discrimination experiences they wrote about; specifically, how
severe it was, how frequently they experience similar events, and how long ago it occurred. None of these ratings
differed as a function of participants” emotion-regulation condition. And, although event severity and frequency
predicted participants’ affective outcomes independent of emotion-regulation condition, all of the results reported in
the main text are robust to their inclusion as covariates in the analyses. We report the results of these analyses in the
Supplemental Materials.
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“As you continue to relive this situation, please try to understand why you felt the way
you did in the experience you just recalled using the pronouns ‘I’ and ‘me’ as much as
possible. In other words, ask yourself ‘“Why did I feel this way? What are the underlying
causes and reasons for my feelings? How did I respond to the situation?””
Participants in the self-distanced condition were instructed to reflect on their experiences from a
third-person perspective by using their name or third-person pronouns. They were told:
“As you continue to relive this situation, please try to understand why you felt the way
you did in the experience you just recalled using ‘[your own name]’ as much as possible,
In other words, if your name was Jane, you would ask yourself, ‘Why did Jane feel this
way? What were the underlying causes and reasons for Jane’s feelings? How did Jane
respond to the situation?’”
Participants were given up to 5 minutes to write about their experiences from their
randomly assigned perspective.

Manipulation check. In order to assess whether participants sufficiently engaged in the

strategy to which they were randomly assigned, we asked them to respond to two items: 1)
“Please indicate the extent to which you saw the event play out through your own eyes vs. you
watched the event unfold as an observer” and 2) “Please indicate how far away from the scene
you were as you analyzed your feelings.” Each item was scored on a 0-10 scale, with 0
indicating full self-immersion and 10 indicating fully self-distanced reappraisal.
Primary Affective Outcomes

Self-Assessment Manikin (SAM; Bradley & Lang, 1994). Participants were presented

with a nonverbal pictographic 9-point scale that depicted a series of figures ranging in illustration
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from frowning to smiling on which they rated how they felt on a scale from 1 (very unpleasant)
to 9 (very pleasant).

Positive & Negative Affect (adapted from Watson et al., 1988). Participants also rated
the extent to which they felt five positive emotions (excited, proud, joyful, relieved, calm) and
five negative emotions (afraid, upset, distressed, angered, irritated) on a scale of 1 (not at all) to
7 (extremely). Participants made these ratings both before and after the reliving task and they
were averaged to create composite measures of positive affect (PA; 1A: otimer = .85; dtime2 = .84;
1B: arimer = .83; atime2 = .85) and negative affect (NA; 1A: ttimer = .90; 0ime2 = .89; 1B: Oimer =
90; aTtime2 = .89).

Reliving Task Experience Measures

Emotional Reliving. Similar to Ayduk and Kross (2010), participants responded to the
following two items to assess the extent to which they reexperienced the emotions and affect
they felt during the discrimination event as they wrote about it: “I re-experienced the emotions I
originally felt during my experience with discrimination when I think about it now” and “As I
think about my experience with discrimination now, my emotions and physical reactions to the
conflict are still pretty intense.” Participants made their ratings on 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree) scales. Responses were averaged to assess the extent of their emotional reliving
(1A a=.70; 1B a.=.73).

Thought Content. Consistent with Ayduk and Kross (2010), participants reported on
how much recounting (i.e., focusing on specific details) and reconstruing (i.e., generating new
insights) the discriminatory event they relived. In previous work, those who used self-distanced
reappraisal when reliving their negative autobiographical experiences reported recounting their

experiences less, and reconstruing their experiences more, than those who did so using self-
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immersion, which led to reduced negative emotional outcomes (Kross & Ayduk, 2008; Kross et
al., 2005). Recounting was assessed with the following statement: “My thoughts focused on the
specific chain of events—the sequence of events, what happened, what was said and done — as |
thought about my experience.” Reconstruing was assessed with the following three statements:
1) “As I thought about my experience with discrimination, | had a realization that made me
experience a sense of closure,” 2) “Thinking about my experience with discrimination led me to
have a clearer and more coherent understanding of the experience,” and 3) “As I thought about
my experience with discrimination, | had a realization that caused me to think differently about
the experience.” All items were rated on 1 (strongly disagree) — 7 (strongly agree) Likert scales.
Responses to the three reconstruing statements were averaged to form a composite (1A: o = .85;
1B: a = .80).
Procedure

After providing informed consent, participants first completed the SAM measure, and the
positive and negative affect measures. Next, participants were asked to identify an experience of
sexism and write 2-3 sentences about it. They were directed to a new page where they were
asked to write about the experience they had just recalled for up to five minutes. Prior to writing,
based on random assignment, participants were prompted to use either self-immersion or self-
distanced reappraisal while reliving their sexism experience. After completing the reliving task,
participants completed the thought content measures, followed by the SAM valence scale and the

affect measure for the second time. Participants next completed the emotional reliving measure,
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the manipulation check items, a number of potential moderator and/or unrelated variables,? prior
to being debriefed and compensated for their participation.

Results
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

The descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations among the dependent variables for
Study 1A and 1B are provided in Table 1.

Manipulation Checks

In Study 1A, participants who were randomly assigned to relive their experiences of
sexism using self-immersion (M = 2.47, SD = 3.18, 95% CI [1.98, 2.96]), reported that they saw
the event play out through their own eyes to a greater extent than those instructed to do so using
self-distanced reappraisal (M = 4.15, SD = 3.24, 95% CI [3.64, 4.67], t(314) = -4.67, p<.001,d
= .53, 95% CI [-2.40, -.98]). Further, participants in the self-immersion condition (M=2.53, SD =
2.79, 95% CI [2.10, 2.96]) reported that they felt closer to the scene as they analyzed their
feelings than those in the self-distanced reappraisal condition (M=4.30, SD = 2.80, 95% CI [3.85,
4.74], t(314)= -5.62, p < .001, d = .63, 95% CI [-2.38, -1.15]).

Similarly, Study 1B participants who relived their experiences of sexism using self-
immersion (M=2.42, SD = 2.83, 95% CI [2.04, 2.79]) also reported they saw the event unfold
through their own eyes to a greater extent than those who did so using self-distanced reappraisal
(M=3.68, SD = 3.07, 95% CI [3.28, 4.09], t(435) = -4.50, p < .001, d =.43, 95% CI [-1.82, -.71]).

And, Study 1B participants who engaged in self-immersion reported that they felt closer to the

®In addition to the measures reported in the manuscript, Study 1A & 1B also included measures of gender group
identification (i.e., private regard and identity centrality subscales of the collective self-esteem scale, Luhtanen &
Crocker, 1992) and the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 2001). These were examined as potential
moderators of the emotion-regulation manipulation and as outcome variables; however, no significant effects
emerged. Participants also completed the Dutch Restrained Eating Scale (Van Strien et al., 1986) and a number of
exploratory health choice measures. These outcomes were unrelated to the primary hypotheses and did not differ by
condition.
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scene (M=2.24, SD = 2.49, 95% CI [1.91, 2.57]), t(438) = -5.47, p < .001, d = .52, 95% ClI [-
1.79, -.84] than those who engaged in self-distanced reappraisal (M=3.56, SD = 2.57, 95% ClI
[3.21, 3.90]) as they analyzed their feelings. Taken together, these findings suggest that the
manipulation of emotion regulation strategy was successful in both studies.

Affective Outcomes

The means and standard deviations for the affective measures for both Study 1A and 1B
are provided in Table 2.

Study 1A

We first examined whether the emotion regulation strategy women used when contending
with past experiences of sexism affected their SAM valence scores after, compared with before,
the reliving task. We submitted participants’ SAM scores to a 2 (Emotion Regulation condition:
self-immersion vs. self-distanced reappraisal) x 2 (Time point: before vs. after the reliving task)
mixed-model ANOVA with repeated measures on the second factor. Analyses revealed a
significant main effect of time point, F(1, 315) = 280.84, p <.001, nzp = .47; compared to
baseline (i.e., before the reliving task), such that participants reported less positive affect after
engaging in the reliving task. Contrary to predictions, however, this effect was not moderated by
participants’ emotion regulation condition, F(1, 315) = 0.88, p =.348, nzp =.00.

We next examined participants’ positive and negative affect ratings with the same mixed-
model ANOVA. Analyses, once again, revealed the main effect of time point for both positive
affect, F(1, 315) = 193.10, p < .001, nzp = .38, and negative affect, F(1, 315) = 175.46, p < .001,
nzp =.36. Neither effect was moderated by emotion regulation condition [PA interaction F(1,
315) = .00, p =.952, nzp =.00; NA interaction F(1, 315) = .05, p =.825, nzp =.00].

Study 1B
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Replicating Study 1A, analyses revealed a significant main effect of time point on the
SAM, F(1, 439) = 343.36, p < .001, ;72p = .44. Similarly, the main effect of time point was
significant for both positive affect, F(1, 439) = 279.40, p < .001, nzp = .39, and negative affect,
F(1, 438) = 313.15, p < .001, #°, = .42. Importantly, and replicating the null effects from Study
1A, none of these effects was moderated by participants’ emotion regulation condition (all ps >
.55).
Emotional Reliving
Study 14

Consistent with hypotheses, results revealed that women who used self-distanced
reappraisal (M=4.74, SD = 1.35, 95% CI [4.52, 4.95]) reported less emotional reliving than those
who engaged in self-immersion (M=5.05, SD = 1.24, 95% CI [4.86, 5.24]); t(310)=2.15,p =
.032,d =.24.
Study 1B

This effect did not replicate in Study 1B. Participants in the self-distanced reappraisal
condition (M =4.74, SD = 1.32, 95% CI [4.57, 4.92]) did not report significantly less emotional
reliving compared to those participants in the self-immersion condition (M = 4.82, SD = 1.32,
95% CI [4.64, 4.99]); t(439) = 0.60, p = .547, d = .06.
Thought Content

Analyses did not reveal the expected differences between emotion-regulation conditions
for either recounting [t(315) = .39, p =.698, d = .04] or reconstruing [t(315) = .62, p = .537,d =
.07] in Study 1A. Similarly, no differences emerged on either the recounting [t(439) =1.13,p =
.26, d = .11] or reconstruing [t(436) = .31, p = .76, d = .03] measures in Study 1B. The condition

means for these measures for both studies are provided in Table 3.
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Discussion

Studies 1A and 1B examined the affective consequences of using self-distanced
reappraisal, compared to self-immersion, when contending with past experiences of sexism.
Similar to findings from previous research (e.g., Gibbons et al., 2010), results revealed that
reliving an experience of sexism was sufficient to reduce participants’ positive affect and
increase their negative affect. Contrary to predictions, however, we found little evidence in either
study to suggest that self-distanced reappraisal alleviates the affective burden of reliving sexist
events. Specifically, neither study revealed evidence that self-distanced reappraisal during the
reliving task resulted in better affective outcomes on either the SAM or in their positive and
negative emotion ratings, compared with self-immersion. In other words, contrary to previous
research (Ayduk & Kross, 2008), the results of these two studies do not indicate that engaging in
self-distanced reappraisal when recalling an experience with sexism provides affective relief
relative to self-immersion.

Although it is difficult to interpret any null result with confidence, one potential
explanation is that the previous research demonstrating affective as well as other benefits of self-
distanced reappraisal compared with self-immersion has largely considered the processing of
interpersonal stressors (e.g., Kross et al., 2005). Perhaps the psychological harm associated with
group-level stressors, such as group-based discrimination, is less amenable to repair through self-
distanced reappraisal (e.g., Ford & Troy, 2019). Specifically, reappraising a discrimination
experience may lead individuals to focus on the lack of controllability of the situation (i.e., they
cannot simply refrain from possessing a devalued social identity to prevent future harms), which
may increase the experience of negative affect (e.g., Major & O’Brien, 2005; Pascoe &

Richman, 2009; Zeiders et al., 2012). Further, for at least some members of societally
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stigmatized groups, discrimination may be a chronic and pervasive source of stress (e.g., Clark et
al., 1999; Richman et al., 2007), unlike many types of acute interpersonal stressors (e.g., anxiety
about an upcoming exam, or a fight with one’s romantic partner). Because self-distanced
reappraisal requires people to adopt a third-person perspective about their experience, it may
actually remind members of stigmatized social groups of how common such discriminatory
events are (Libby & Eibach, 2011), which is unlikely to blunt any negative affect. Self-distanced
reappraisal, in other words, might not be as useful at reducing negative affect when individuals
are contending with stressful events that are perceived to be less controllable and/or due to
group-level characteristics such as discrimination, compared with interpersonal stressors due to
individual-level characteristics or behaviors (e.g., Gonzales et al., 2001; Smith et al., 2007; Soto
et al., 2012; Wadsworth & Berger, 2006). Future research is necessary to examine these
possibilities directly.

Even without clear understanding of why self-distanced reappraisal was not beneficial for
the participants in our studies, it is important to identify emotion-regulation strategies that may
be effective at reducing some of the negative affect that stems from reliving discriminatory
events. To that end, Study 2 explored whether a different type of reappraisal; namely, positive
reappraisal, may be effective at reducing negative affect in the wake of discrimination.

Study 2

The previous two studies investigated whether engaging in self-distanced reappraisal
compared to self-immersion while contending with past experiences of sexism produced less
negative (and more positive) affect. In both studies, we found that reliving past incidents of
sexism is not only distressing, but equally so when processed with self-distanced reappraisal,

compared to self-immersion. These null results are especially disappointing, given the body of
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evidence that self-distanced reappraisal can relieve psychological stress, at least in many
circumstances (Orvell et al., 2019). Given the burden that experiencing discrimination can place
on members of stigmatized groups, however, we thought it essential to test the efficacy of a third
emotion regulation strategy — positive reappraisal, or focusing on the positive aspects or
outcomes of a specific situation (Shiota & Levenson, 2012).

Relative to self-distanced reappraisal (and, presumably, self-immersion as well), positive
reappraisal may be able to blunt the negative affective outcomes that emerge when contending
with chronic and often uncontrollable stressors, such as group-based discrimination. Specifically,
because positive reappraisal requires people to reconstrue the negative event, for instance, by
engaging in benefit-finding, it may be a more effective emotion-regulation strategy than
distancing from the event (i.e., distanced reappraisal; Shiota & Levenson, 2012). Indeed, Rood
and colleagues (2011) found that adolescents who engaged in benefit-finding (i.e., thinking about
what they learned from the event or how it made them stronger) when reflecting on a recent
stressful event such as the death of a loved one, reported more positive (and less negative) affect,
relative to adolescents who engaged in either self-distanced reappraisal or self-immersion (i.e.,
rumination). Study 2 tested whether this may also be the case for experiences of sexism.

One form of positive reappraisal that is thought to be especially effective in terms of
leading to an array of adaptive outcomes is the generation of redemption narratives. In his life
story model of identity, Dan McAdams (2001) posits that people construct integrative narratives
regarding their identity that involve reimagined events from the past, which help them to
understand the present and inform the future. Redemption narratives involve (re)construing past
negative life events in ways that connect them to positive outcomes/states in the present

(McAdams, 2001; 2006). Redemption narratives include, for instance, stories about overcoming



20
CONTENDING WITH DISCRIMINATION

adversity and growing from negative life experiences and hardships. Among a sample of middle-
aged adults and college students, McAdams and colleagues (2001) found that individuals who
generated redemption narratives about their lives were also higher in self-esteem and life
satisfaction, and less likely to suffer from depression. Further, these positive outcomes are
thought to emerge because individuals are able to grow and learn from their negative life
experiences, rather than getting proverbially stuck in the past or derailed by them (Affleck &
Tennen 1996; Taylor, 1983). Generating redemption narratives, therefore, may be an especially
adaptive form of positive reappraisal that members of stigmatized groups can use to cope with
past discrimination experiences.

Recent research suggests that individuals can be prompted to create a redemption
narrative regarding a negative past event and, further, that doing so can result in positive
outcomes in intergroup contexts, such as engendering more prosocial orientations regarding
outgroups (Rotella et al., 2015). Finding or even seeking redemption while reliving past
experiences of discrimination, for instance by linking those experiences to increased resilience to
cope with future incidents of unfair treatment (McAdams & Bowman, 2001; Rusting & DeHart,
2000; Webb et al., 2012), may similarly result in downstream positive affective outcomes for
members of stigmatized groups. In other words, it is possible that attempting to engage in
positive reappraisal through the generation of a redemption narrative regarding a past
discrimination experience could result in less negative affective outcomes than reliving it from
either a self-distanced or self-immersed perspective. The aim of Study 2 was to test this
possibility.

Method

Participants
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We recruited 472 participants via Mechanical Turk. Thirteen participants were excluded
for self-identifying as male, and another 5 were excluded because they did not write about an
instance of sexism. Data from one additional participant, who attempted to take the study twice,
was excluded, resulting in final sample of 453 women (322 White, Mage = 39.7 years, SD =
13.19).* The methods and materials for Study 2 were approved by the Institutional Review
Board at Yale University. Study materials, additional measures, data and syntax are available at

https://osf.io/ve2jm/.?

Manipulation & Measures
Sexism Reliving Task

Participants were asked to recall a time when they believed that someone discriminated
against them because of sexism. They were given examples of scenarios that might fit the bill
(e.g., “derogatory comments and slights, poor treatment during interactions at work, or
restaurants, or other public spaces”) to prompt them, and were instructed to take a few moments
to bring something to mind. They were given space to write a few brief sentences about the past
sexist event that they called to mind.

Emotion-Regulation Manipulation. Participants were randomly assigned to reflect on
their experience using one of three emotion regulation conditions: a) self-immersion, b) self-

distanced reappraisal, or c) positive reappraisal via generating redemption narratives. Participants

*We conducted a priori power analysis (G*Power; Faul et al., 2007) to detect a medium effect size, based again on
the average effect sizes of findings from Levy et al., 2016 (nzp =.0417). Four-hundred and fifty participants were
required to attain power of .80. We reduced the power level to the more-conventional .80 for this study due to
affordability concerns stemming from the addition of a new experimental condition, which made a more strongly-
powered study less feasible for this initial test.

>Participants responded to the same event-related questions described in Studies 1A-1B, which, again, did not differ
as a function of experimental condition. Moreover, analyses with these items included as covariates did not
meaningfully differ from those reported in the main text. We also asked participants how resolved the experience
was. Perhaps not surprisingly, participants who generated a redemption narrative subsequently rated their
discrimination experiences as more resolved than participants in the other two conditions, who did not differ from
one another. This and the other results of analyses of these items are provided in the Supplemental Materials.



22
CONTENDING WITH DISCRIMINATION

in the self-immersion and self-distanced reappraisal conditions were given the same instructions
as described in Studies 1A & 1B. Those in the redemption narrative condition were asked to
write about their experience with a particular focus on what they learned or how they grew from
it. They were instructed as follows:

“As you re-live this experience, please try to understand why you felt the way you did in

the experience you just recalled by describing what lessons you learned, or how you grew

from your experience with discrimination. Please describe how this experience has
shaped how you feel, think, or even, who you are.”

To help participants understand better how to implement the emotion-regulation strategy
to which they had been assigned prior to engaging in the reliving task themselves, participants
were shown an excerpt from a sample essay, ostensibly written by a participant in a previous
study. Each participant read about the same incident— a female truck driver sharing an
experience with a male colleague who undermined her. However, the essay was composed to
conform to the emotion regulation strategy to which the participant had been assigned. For
example, participants assigned to the self-immersion condition saw an essay written from a first-
person perspective. Those assigned to the self-distanced reappraisal condition saw the same
essay written from a third-person perspective. Participants in the redemption narrative condition
saw the same essay as those in the self-immersion condition, however, a few sentences were
added to the end, wherein the writer connects positive personal growth in the present to her past
discrimination experience. Importantly, the redemption narrative instructions and sample essay
were presented in the first-person, similar to the self-immersed condition essay and in contrast to

the self-distanced reappraisal essay (see Supplemental Materials for more information).
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Manipulation Checks. Participants completed the same two manipulation check
questions described in Studies 1A & 1B to capture the extent to which they engaged in self-
immersion vs. self-distanced reappraisal. In addition, they responded to a third question to assess
the extent to which they complied with the instructions in the redemption narrative condition:
“To what extent did you try to imagine how you were affected or transformed by the experience
you mentioned during the five-minute writing exercise?” Participants made their responses to
this and the other items on 1 (not at all) — 7 (extremely) scales.

Affective Outcomes

As in Studies 1A & 1B, the SAM valence scale measured affect before and after the
reliving task. Participants also completed the same 10-item scale that assessed their positive
(0=.86) and negative (a=.90) affect, but in the present study, they did so only after the reliving
task.’

Reliving Task Experience Measures

Emotional Reliving. Participants responded to the same items to assess their extent of
emotional reliving (o = .75) described in Studies 1A & 1B.

Thought Content. The same items described in Studies 1A and 1B were used to assess
recounting and reconstruing (a=.76).

Procedure
After providing informed consent, participants completed the SAM valence scale to

assess their baseline positive affect. Participants were next asked to identify a past experience of

®In addition to these items, participants also indicated the extent to which they experienced an additional 9 items that
have been found to be triggered by discrimination experiences in particular (e.g., outraged, annoyed) in past research
(Jetten et al., 2013). These items are not included in the positive and negative affect composites reported in the main
text, however, so we can better compare the results of this study to those observed in Study 1A & 1B. When
included in the composites, however, the results reported in the main text did not change in terms of their direction
and results remained significant at p<.05.
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sexism and write two to three sentences about it. After, participants advanced to a new page
where they were asked to relive their experience by writing a short essay about it. Prior to doing
so, participants were randomly assigned to process their experience using one of the 3 emotion
regulation strategies. To facilitate their doing so, they first read a sample essay written according
to the emotion regulation strategy to which they had been assigned. Participants were given up to
5 minutes to write their essays. After, participants completed the SAM a second time, followed
by the measures of positive and negative affect. They next completed the manipulation checks,
emotional reliving, and thought content measures. Last, participants completed a brief
demographic survey prior to being debriefed and compensated for their participation.’
Results

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations for variables in Study 2 are provided in
Table 4.
Manipulation Checks

Participants’ scores on each of the manipulation check items were submitted to a one-
way ANOVA. As expected, participants in the self-immersion condition (M = 2.78, SD = 2.26,
95% CI [2.41, 3.14]) reported that they saw the event unfold through their own eyes to a greater
extent than those in the self-distanced reappraisal condition (M = 3.85, SD = 2.67, 95% CI [3.43,
4.28], p <.001, d = .43), or those in the redemption narrative condition (M = 3.47, SD = 2.58,

95% CI [3.05, 3.88], p =.028, d = .28), F(2, 450) = 7.12, p < .001, nzp =.03. Also, as expected,

"In Study 2, participants, again, completed the Private Regard and Centrality to Identity subscales of the Collective
Self-Esteem Scale (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992), as well as the same questions about pertaining to the event they
wrote about as in Studies 1A & 1B. Participants were also asked to answer a series of questions that assessed the
extent to which they believed sexism to be fixed versus malleable (adapted from Neel & Shapiro, 2012; 0=.85).
These measures were exploratory, did not vary as a function of condition, nor did they moderate the effects of the
manipulation. Hence, they are not reported in the manuscript.
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participants in the self-distanced reappraisal condition (M = 4.03, SD = 2.68, 95% CI [3.60,
4.45]) reported that they felt further away from the scene as they analyzed their feelings than did
participants in the self-immersed condition (M = 3.20, SD = 2.57, 95% CI [2.79, 3.62]), p = .018,
d = .31), however, they did not differ on this item from participants in the redemption narrative
condition (M = 3.69, SD = 2.57, 95% CI [3.27, 4.11], p = .26, d = .13), F(2, 450) = 3.83, p =
.022, 4%, = .01. Surprisingly, participants” emotion-regulation condition did not lead to
differences in the extent to which they reported imagining how they were transformed by their
experience, F(2,450) = 1.04, p = .35, 4%, =.00.
Affective Outcomes
SAM Valence Scale

We next examined whether participants’ affective responses to the reliving task differed
based on their emotion-regulation strategy. Because participants recorded their SAM scores
twice (i.e., before and after the reliving task), we submitted the SAM scores to a 3 (Emotion
Regulation Condition: self-immersion, self-distanced reappraisal, redemption narrative) x 2
(Time point: before vs. after the reliving task) ANOVA, with repeated measures on the second
factor. Replicating the prior studies, analyses revealed significant main effect of time point for
SAM scores, F(1, 451) = 239.22, p < .001, °, = .35. Indeed, suggesting that they effectively
generated and processed an experience of sexism, participants reported less positive affect on the
SAM after engaging in the reliving task (M =5.19, SD = 2.03, 95% CI [5.00, 5.37]), compared to
baseline (M = 6.46, SD = 1.59, 95% CI [6.31, 6.61]).

Unlike in Studies 1A and 1B, however, analyses also revealed that this decline in positive
affect was moderated by emotion regulation condition, F(2, 450) = 21.86, p < .001, 5%, = .09.

Importantly, participants’ baseline levels of affect as measured by the SAM did not differ by
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condition (all p’s >.29). Similar to findings from our prior studies, no differences emerged in
SAM affect after the reliving task between participants in the self-immersion and self-distanced
reappraisal conditions (p =.18, d =.15). But, as depicted in Figure 1, participants who generated
a redemption narrative reported more positive affect on the SAM after engaging in the reliving
task compared with participants who engaged in self-immersion (p <.001, d = .57) and
participants who engaged in self-distanced reappraisal (p <.001, d =.42). The full set of
condition means at each time point are provided in Table 5.

Positive and Negative Affect

We subjected participants’ positive and negative affect ratings to one-way ANOVAs. As
depicted in Figure 2, results revealed a significant effect of emotion-regulation condition on
positive affect, F(2, 450) = 14.87, p <.001, nzp =.06. Similar to the results for the SAM, women
who generated a redemption narrative (M = 3.87, SD = 1.44, 95% CI [3.64, 4.11]) while reliving
their experiences of sexism reported more positive affect compared with women who relived
their experiences of sexism using either self-immersion (M = 3.07, SD = 1.22, 95% CI [2.87,
3.27]; p < .001, d = .60) or self-distanced reappraisal (M = 3.20, SD = 1.42, 95% CI [2.98, 3.43];
p <.001, d = .47). Replicating Studies 1A & 1B, the positive affect reported by participants in
self-immersion and self-distanced reappraisal conditions after the reliving task did not differ (p =
.39, d =.10).

Emotion-regulation condition also moderated participants’ experiences of negative affect
after the reliving task, F(2, 450) = 14.91, p < .001, nzp = .06 (see again Fig. 2). Participants who
generated a redemption narrative while reliving an incident of sexism reported experiencing less
negative affect (M = 2.53, SD = 1.41, 95% CI [2.30, 2.76]) than participants who used self-

immersion (M = 3.43, SD = 1.44, 95% CI [3.20, 3.66]; p < .001, d = .63) or self-distanced
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reappraisal (M = 3.08, SD = 1.43, 95% CI [2.85, 3.30]; p = .001, d = .39) to relive an incident of
sexism. Contrary to the findings of Studies 1A & 1B, but consistent with previous work (e.g.,
Ayduk & Kross, 2008), participants who engaged in self-distanced reappraisal also reported
experiencing less negative affect than participants who engaged in self-immersion (p =.031, d =
.25).
Emotional Reliving

There was no significant effect of condition on emotional reliving, F(2, 450) = 1.87,p =
15, nzp =.01. That is, participants who generated a redemption narrative (M = 4.58, SD = 1.31,
95% CI [4.37, 4.79]) reported the same amount of emotional reliving as participants who
engaged in self-immersion (M = 4.89, SD = 1.41, 95% CI [4.66, 5.11]) and participants who
engaged in self-distanced reappraisal (M =4.72, SD = 1.34, 95% CI [4.51, 4.93]) during the
reliving task.
Thought Content

Analyses revealed no significant effects of condition on recounting, F(2, 450) = .67, p =
51, %, = .00. We did observe, however, a significant effect of condition on the extent to which
participants reconstrued their experiences of sexism, F(2, 450) = 8.09, p <.001, nzp =.04. There
was no significant difference in reported reconstruing between participants in the self-immersion
(M =3.80, SD =1.29, 95% CI [3.59, 4.01]) and self-distanced reappraisal (M = 3.76, SD = 1.29,
95% CI [3.56, 3.97], p = .82, d = .03) conditions. But, participants who generated redemption

narratives (M = 4.30, SD = 1.31, 95% CI [4.09, 4.51]) reported reconstruing their experiences to
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a greater extent than participants in either the self-immersion (p =.001, d = .39) or the self-
distanced reappraisal (p < .001, d = .41) conditions.?
Discussion

The primary finding of Study 2 is that engaging in positive reappraisal by generating a
redemption narrative when contending with a past experience of sexism resulted in more positive
and less negative affective outcomes, compared with either self-distanced reappraisal or self-
immersed processing of the event. Interestingly, participants who generated a redemption
narrative reported that they reconstrued the event more than did participants in the other two
conditions. Consequently, this study suggests that positive reappraisal through the generation of
redemption narratives may be a promising route through which people can mitigate the affective
strain associated with reliving past experiences of discrimination. Of course, future research will
need to examine the robustness of these findings and ascertain the mechanisms through which
positive reappraisal in general and, perhaps, redemption narratives in particular, are effective.
However, the present study suggests that the benefits of positive reappraisal may indeed transfer
from more general interpersonal life stressors to the context of discrimination.

General Discussion

The present research investigated the differential effects of three emotion regulation
strategies (self-immersion, self-distanced reappraisal, and positive reappraisal via generating
redemption narratives) on subsequent emotional outcomes when contending with past
experiences of discrimination. First, we observed that contending with sexism, no matter which

emotion regulation strategy is used, is upsetting. Contrary to the predictions based on past

®We conducted analyses in all three studies both controlling for participant race and examining it as a potential
moderator of the effects of emation regulation condition on all of the primary outcome variables. Across all studies,
we found no evidence of moderation by participant race. In addition, when participant race was included as a
covariate, results remained significant at p<.05 and the results did not change in direction.
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research (Ayduk & Kross, 2008), we found little evidence that self-distanced reappraisal when
contending with discrimination results in less negative affective outcomes, compared with self-
immersion. Indeed, given past research on the benefits of self-distanced processing of negative
interpersonal events (e.g., Kross & Ayduk, 2011, 2017), the absence of any consistent palliative
effects of self-distanced reappraisal when reliving experience of discrimination is noteworthy.

Study 2 considered the potential affective outcomes associated with a different type of
reappraisal strategy; namely, positive reappraisal through the generation of redemption narratives
regarding past incidents of discrimination. Our findings offer initial evidence that this form of
positive reappraisal may reduce the deleterious affective consequences of contending with
discrimination, compared with either self-immersion or self-distanced reappraisal. Future
research is needed, of course, to examine this promising possibility.
Implications

The present work sought to replicate and extend prior research demonstrating that various
reappraisal strategies are differentially effective at promoting favorable emotional outcomes
(Rood et al., 2011; Shiota & Levenson, 2012; Webb et al., 2012), by examining their efficacy in
the domain of discrimination. The findings suggest that although using self-distanced reappraisal
when reflecting on stressful interpersonal experiences promotes positive psychological and
physiological outcomes (e.g., Ayduk & Kross, 2010; Kross et al., 2014) its benefits might not
extend to stressful group-based experiences, such as discrimination. Across three studies, that is,
the palliative effects of self-distanced reappraisal on emotional responses to discrimination
experiences that emerged were, at best, small and inconsistent. In order to better represent the
effect of self-distanced reappraisal, compared to immersion, in mitigating the affective strain that

accompanies contending with discrimination experiences, we conducted an internal meta-
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analysis (Goh, Hall, & Rosenthal, 2016). Specifically, for each of the three studies, we calculated
Cohen’s d for the effect of self-immersion compared with self-distanced reappraisal on the
difference between SAM affect from Time 1 and Time 2. (Note: the SAM measure was the only
affective outcome collected twice across all three studies). Analyses revealed no significant
effect of self-distanced reappraisal, compared to self-immersion, on mitigating the decline in
global positive affect that occurs during the reliving task (d =-0.08, Z =-1.234, p = .109).
Although a full and convincing explanation for this null effect requires additional research, it is
notable that participants in the self-distanced reappraisal condition did not report reconstruing the
discriminatory event they relived any more than participants in the self-immersion condition. In
other words, the very process by which prior work (e.g., Kross & Ayduk, 2008) suggests self-
distanced (and other forms of) reappraisal will improve affective and other outcomes—i.e., the
reconstrual of the event— was no more prevalent among participants in the self-distanced
reappraisal condition than those in the self-immersed condition. It is possible that self-distanced
reappraisal may promote the reconstrual of discrimination experiences less effectively than is the
case for other types of stressful interpersonal events. Again, future research is necessary to test
this possibility, and, perhaps, identify why this may be the case.

The results of Study 2 reveal the promise of redemption narratives for managing
emotions regarding past instances of discrimination. We found that these narratives did engender
more reconstruing of the event relative to self-immersion and self-distanced reappraisal.
Directing participants to think of the possible benefits of their past experiences with sexism, in
other words, appears to have facilitated the reconstrual process that is vital to successful
reappraisal, thereby resulting in more positive emotional outcomes. It is important to note that

the redemption instructions we used did not direct participants to adopt the goal of achieving a
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positive mood (e.g., McRae et al., 2012), nor did the instructions of the self-immersion or self-
distanced reappraisal conditions. Consequently, we believe the present findings emerged through
the process of reappraising the negative event so as to connect it to positive outcomes in the
present, rather than resulting from participants’ intentional efforts to feel better. Indeed, as noted
previously, participants in the positive reappraisal condition reported reconstruing the event
more, and feeling more resolved about their experiences, than participants in the other two
conditions. No such reconstrual, and further, perceived event resolution, would be required of an
intervention that encourages individuals to adopt the explicit goal of feeling better. Taken
together, then, this research suggests the need to consider the contexts in which different emotion
regulation strategies are situated and deployed when assessing their efficacy (Aldao, 2013; Aldao
& Nolen-Hoeksema, 2012), especially in intergroup contexts (e.g., Goldenberg et al., 2016;
Halperin, 2014; Juang et al., 2016; Perez & Soto, 2011; Soto et al. 2012).
Limitations & Future Directions

Although the findings from the present work are compelling, they are limited in a number
of ways. First, we exclusively used self-report measures of affect in the present research. While
understanding targets’ perceptions of their emotions using subscales of the PANAS and the SAM
is a crucial first step towards understanding how contending with discrimination influences
stigmatized individuals’ emotional experiences, it is by no means comprehensive. Future
research that captures other dimensions of emotional responses is needed to investigate whether
our results generalize beyond these self-report measures. For instance, future research should
examine whether these emotion-regulation strategies result in differential physiological

responses such as blood pressure reactivity, which would also better connect the present research
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to the health outcomes associated with contending with discrimination (e.g., Pascoe & Richman,
2009).

A second limitation of the present work is that we only considered the effects of self-
distanced reappraisal, redemption narratives, and self-immersion when reliving experiences with
gender discrimination. Although we decided to use reliving tasks (i.e., tasks where an
autobiographical memory is brought back to mind) in the present work because they have been
used in the most relevant prior research (Ayduk & Kross, 2008; 2010; Inzlicht & Kang, 2010), it
is possible that the reappraisal strategies and self-immersion could yield different affective
outcomes when individuals are exposed to discrimination in other ways (e.g., reading a
newspaper article or watching a news story about a discriminatory event). For instance, self-
distanced reappraisal might lead to better affective outcomes than self-immersion when
stigmatized individuals are exposed to a report in the news about discrimination that other group
members have faced (e.g., a being denied a promotion due to one’s gender), or when
experiencing discrimination in vivo, rather than reliving a personal experience of discrimination.
Future research is needed to investigate these intriguing possibilities.

Third, while we found evidence for the potential efficacy of positive reappraisal via
redemption narratives in Study 2, this finding needs to be replicated and the pathways through
which it appears to buffer individual affect need to be elucidated. Because we had participants
immediately process their past experiences of sexism using redemption narratives, compared to
self-distanced reappraisal and self-immersion, without spending time reliving their past
experience beforehand, it is not clear whether redemption exerts a reparative effect on affect, or
that it simply thwarts experiences of negative affect that follow contending with a past

discrimination experience. Future studies that test the effectiveness of redemption narratives
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after participants relive past discrimination experiences might be useful in teasing these
mechanisms apart.

It is also currently unknown whether this form of positive reappraisal is also effective at
reducing negative affect when women are processing a new compared to a past discrimination
experience. In other words, does generating a redemption narrative when experiencing
discrimination in vivo, rather than reliving a past experience of discrimination also attenuate
negative affect? Emotion regulation strategies may be differentially effective if they are
implemented at the time of the stressful event rather than when people make sense of past
stressful events. Future research, therefore, is needed to examine whether varying the timing of
the deployment of these emotion regulation strategies shapes the pattern of results observed in
the present research. Last, because all of the present studies focused on women reliving their
experiences of sexism, future work should investigate whether the emotion regulation strategies
examined in the present research are differentially effective when members of other socially
stigmatized groups contend with relevant forms of discrimination (e.g., racial minorities reliving
experiences of racism).

Conclusion

Women continue to face sexism and these experiences are associated with negative
psychological and physical health. Although, ultimately, the best remedy for these negative
outcomes is the reduction if not elimination of sexism and other forms of group-based
oppression, gaining a better understanding of the role of emotion-regulation in the promotion of
psychological well-being in the wake of discrimination may offer another place in which to
intervene. It is important, in other words, to examine strategies that can mitigate the adverse

effects of contending with discrimination. Understanding which emotion regulation strategies are
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effective in alleviating the negative affective implications of contending with discrimination (and
which are not effective) is an important step toward improving the well-being of members of

stigmatized social groups.
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Table 1

Studies 1A & 1B: Descriptive Statistics and Zero-Order Correlations

Study 1A
N M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Time 1 SAM 317 6.21 1.84 -

2. Time 2 SAM 317 4.64 2.05 .64*** -

3. Time 1 Pos Affect 317 3.47 1.51 .68*** A5FF* -

4. Time 2 Pos Affect 317 2.58 1.41 A9FF* .66*** 70*** -

5. Time 1 Neg Affect 317 1.73 1.13 S57FRE L 40FF 307 =17+ -

6. Time 2 Neg Affect 317 2.74 1.47 S 29%*K  _ 68FF* -.07 -.38*** A8Fr* -

7. Emotional Reliving 317 4.90 1.30 -.03 -.32%** .09 -.14* .09 [2xx* -

8. Recounting 317 5.25 1.34 11> -0.03 16** .00 -.09 14> AGFr* -

9. Reconstruing 317 3.47 1.62 18** A7 37Fr* .38*** -.00 -.107 .09 10+ -

10. Disc Severity 317 4.13 1.65 .01 - 37F** .08 -.16** 11> ABFr* 29%** 13* -.06 -

11. Disc Frequency 317 2.97 1.69 -.06 -.18** -.08 -.12* .06 A7 14> -.06 -.09 .20%** -

12. Age of Event 317 4.43 1.72 .01 .04 .01 .04 -.04 -11* -.14* .01 .04 .04 - 23F**
Study 1B

1. Time 1 SAM 442 6.43 1.62 -

2. Time 2 SAM 442 4.77 2.05 A9FF* -

3. Time 1 Pos Affect 442 3.59 1.38 61> iRk -

4. Time 2 Pos Affect 442 2.70 1.41 AQFF* .65*** B7*** -

5. Time 1 Neg Affect 442 1.58 0.96 SABFRR 5Kk D4Rk -.10* -

6. Time 2 Neg Affect 442 2.69 1.46 S 24%FK L GTRR -.05 -.38*** AB*** -

7. Emotional Reliving 442 4.78 1.32 .02 - 40%** .10* -.20%** .05 ATH** -

8. Recounting 442 5.38 1.17 .08+ -.05 .10* .02 -.00 16%** A4Fxx -

9. Reconstruing 442 3.44 1.45 12> .20%** .28*** 26%** -01 - 13** .02 .01 -

10. Disc Severity 442 4.17 1.60 .04 -.30%** .09F - 14%* .07 ALFFx .33*** .09} .01 -

11. Disc Frequency 442 3.03 1.64 - 16%** 22 -.05 -12* 15%* .207%** .207%** .01 -.05 14%* -
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12. Age of Event 442 4.54 1.69 .06 .06 .04 .06 .02 -.01 - 14** .00 .01 .08+ -.38***
Fp<.10*p<.05 **p <0l ***p<.001
Table 2
Affect Measures in Studies 1A and 1B: Estimated Marginal Means.

Study 1A Study 1B

(n=317) (n=442)

Mean SD 95% ClI Mean SD 95% ClI

Pos Aff (T1) 3.47 151 [3.30, 3.63] 3.59 138  [3.46,3.72]
Pos Aff (T2) 2.58 1.41 [2.43,2.74] 2.70 141  [2.57,2.83]
Neg Aff (T1) 1.73 1.13 [1.60, 1.85] 1.58 96 [1.49,1.67]
Neg Aff (T2) 2.74 1.47 [2.57,2.90] 2.69 146  [2.55,2.82]
SAM (T1) 6.21 1.84 [6.01, 6.42] 6.43 162  [6.28, 6.59]
SAM (T2) 4.64 2.05 [4.41,4.87] 477 2.05 [4.57,4.96]

Note. Cl = confidence interval.
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Table 3
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Thought Content Measures in Studies 1A and 1B: Estimated Marginal Means by Condition

Study 1A
Immersion Condition Self-Distanced Condition
(n=162) (n =155)
Mean SD 95% CI Mean SD 95% ClI
Recounting 5.28 1.35 [5.07,5.49] 5.22 1.33 [5.01, 5.43]
Reconstruing 3.52 1.73 [3.25, 3.79] 341 1.49 [3.17, 3.64]
Study 1B
Immersion Condition Self-Distanced Condition
(n=223) (n=219)
Mean SD 95% CI Mean SD 95% ClI
Recounting 5.45 1.16 [5.29, 5.60] 5.32 1.18 [5.16, 5.48]
Reconstruing 3.46 1.52 [3.26, 3.66] 3.42 1.38 [3.24, 3.60]

Note. Cl = confidence interval.
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Table 4

Study 2: Descriptive Statistics and Zero-Order Correlations

47

N M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Time 1 SAM 453 6.46 1.59 -
2. Time 2 SAM 453 5.19 2.03 S1xx -
3. Positive Affect 453 3.38 141 AL 69+ -
4. Negative Affect 453 3.01 1.47 S28%FF L BBRRF - 44 -
5. Emotional Reliving 453 4.73 1.36 -.05 S 37FRR 28Rk B0Fr* -
6. Recounting 453 5.49 1.04 .03 -11* -.09+ 4% .35**x -
7. Reconstruing 453 3.95 1.32 A3 31 3gFEx L QrRx -.09* -.03 -
8. Disc Severity 453 4.25 1.62 -.06 -25%x* 1% .38 AQ*** 12* -.05 -
9. Disc Frequency 453 3.47 1.73 -.07 - 16%x* - 14% 25%** 31 .09% -.06 19 -
10. Age of Event 453 4.66 1.73 .01 .02 .08} -.07 -.15%* -.01 .09% .06 -.32%** -
11. Event Resolution 453 4.75 2.00 A3 29%** T Al § bl B el -.06 .28*** -15%* - 26%*x 32k
Fp<.10*p<.05 **p <0 ***<.00]
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Table 5

SAM Affect Measures in Study 2: Estimated Marginal Means by Condition.

Study 2
Time 1 SAM Time 2 SAM
Mean SD 95% CI Mean SD 95% CI
Immersion 6.57 1.57 [6.31, 6.82] 4.72 1.98 [4.39, 5.04]
Distancing 6.45 1.57 [6.20, 6.69] 5.02 2.01 [4.70, 5.34]
Redemption 6.37 1.63 [6.11, 6.64] 5.84 1.93 [5.52, 6.15]

Note. Cl = confidence interval.
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Figure 1

Study 2 T1 and T2 SAM Scores by Emotion Regulation Condition
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Figure 2

Study 2 Positive and Negative Affect by Emotion Regulation Condition
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