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People often self-identify as allies to the lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) community. This
research examined on what basis LGBT individuals perceive others to be allies and documents the
consequences of perceived allyship. Studies 1a (n = 40) and 1b (n = 69) collected open-ended descriptions
of allyship provided by LGBT participants. Coding of the responses suggested multiple components to
being an ally: (a) being nonprejudiced toward the group, (b) taking action against discrimination and
inequality, and (c) having humility about one’s perspective in discussions about LGBT issues. In Studies 2a
(n = 161) and 2b (n = 319, with nationally representative characteristics), an allyship scale was developed
and validated for general and specific relational contexts, respectively. Study 2b also showed that LGBT
individuals’ perceptions of close others’ allyship were positively associated with their own well-being and
relationship quality with the close other. Study 3, an experiment, demonstrated that nonprejudice and action
had an interactive effect on perceived allyship, such that action increased perceived allyship more when
prejudice was low (vs. high). Study 4 was a weekly experience study of LGBT participants and an outgroup
roommate. Perceiving one’s roommate to be a good ally predicted higher self-esteem, greater subjective
well-being, and better relationship quality with the roommate, both between and within participants.
Furthermore, perceived allyship in 1 week was associated with increases in LGBT individuals’ mental
health and relationship quality with the roommate the following week. This research advances knowledge
about what allyship means to LGBT individuals and identifies intra- and interpersonal benefits of allyship.
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In 2021, one in four lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender
(LGBT) teenagers attempted suicide (Centers for Disease Control &
Prevention, 2022). Compared to their straight cisgender counterparts,
LGBT people are at greater risk for mental health disorders, including
depression and anxiety (Cochran et al., 2003), as well as physical

illness (Lick et al., 2013). Some LGBT people are at increased risk
for suicidal behavior and death by suicide (Haas et al., 2011), and
the risk has remained high in part due to ongoing national attention
on anti-LGBT policies (The Trevor Project &Morning Consult, 2022).

Perceptions of discrimination and lack of acceptance of their
sexual orientation and/or gender identities (SOGI) put LGBT people
at greater risk for mental and physical health issues (Mays&Cochran,
2001). However, having positive social relationships is associated
with resilience among LGBT people (Eisenberg & Resnick, 2006). In
the general population, including among LGBT individuals, having
strong social relationships is a major predictor of health and longevity
(see Holt-Lunstad et al., 2010). Together, these findings suggest that
positive social relationships could be a major factor for increasing the
quality of life of LGBT individuals and mitigating SOGI disparities
in physical and mental well-being.

Above and beyond perceiving one’s relationships to be supportive,
we propose that a major protective factor for LGBT individuals’well-
being is the perception of their close others as allies. Support of LGBT
communities by people who are not members themselves is often
referred to as “allyship.” Frequently, non-LGBT individuals engage
in visible behaviors to signal their allyship, for example, the ally
signage that some employees display in their workplace or the use
of #ally in social media posts. Interestingly, despite the fact that
allyship behaviors are ostensibly intended to benefit the members
of the LGBT community, it is typically a non-LGBT person who
self-designates as an ally, without any particular endorsement or
nomination from LGBT community members. Because allyship is
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intended to benefit LGBT people, it seems important to determine
on what basis LGBT individuals perceive others to be allies.
Whereas several studies investigate the processes by which

straight people self-identify as allies, there is a dearth of literature
examining how LGBT individuals themselves conceptualize ally-
ship. The present research sought to provide an understanding of
allyship centered on the perspectives of LGBT individuals. Our
overarching research goals were to: (a) discover the components of
straight allyship according to LGBT individuals; (b) provide a
validated measure of straight allyship; (c) demonstrate the intra-
and interpersonal consequences of allyship, above and beyond other
relationship factors, for LGBT individuals’ well-being and relation-
ships; and (d) determine the extent to which perceived and self-
reported allyship align.

Self-Identified and Perceived Allyship

In academic scholarship, the term “ally” originated in fields
adjacent to social psychology, including student affairs, counsel-
ing psychology, and organizational behavior. Allyship is a concept
rooted in social justice concerns and has been previously defined as
“a person who is a member of the ‘dominant’ or ‘majority’ group
who works to end oppression in his or her personal and profes-
sional life through support of, and as an advocate with and for, the
oppressed population” (Washington & Evans, 1991, p. 195). Previ-
ous research has investigated the experiences that led students and
workers, in particular those from socially dominant groups, to
develop social justice consciousness and participate in social activ-
ism (Borgman, 2005; Broido, 2000; Cohen et al., 2006; Dillon et al.,
2004; Edwards, 2006; Foldy & Creed, 1999). Theories of ally
development emerged that focused on how students become allies
during college, how allies understand themselves, and how they
impact their environment (Broido, 2000). Since then, research on
allyship has expanded to psychology, investigating allyship in other
settings, focusing on organizational settings (Ashburn-Nardo, 2018;
Brooks & Edwards, 2009; Moser & Branscombe, 2021; Salter &
Migliaccio, 2019). Much of this work is centered on the ally’s
identity development, focusing on how to foster an allyship men-
tality among members of privileged or dominant groups.
Within social psychology, research on allyship is growing.

Since the field’s founding, social psychologists have devoted
considerable attention to the processes and outcomes of negative
intergroup phenomena, such as prejudice, stereotyping, and dis-
crimination (see Dovidio et al., 2018; Major et al., 2018; Richeson &
Sommers, 2016, for recent reviews). More recently, scholars have
shifted focus to why some individuals are motivated to participate in
collective action (see van Zomeren et al., 2008), and in particular, why
some members of socially advantaged/dominant groups advocate for
social change even when it may be against their own self-interest (see
Craig et al., 2020; Gonzalez et al., 2015; Ho & Kteily, 2020). This
research mostly focuses on allyship in the context of racial, ethnic,
and national social justice (e.g., Radke et al., 2020; Stefaniak et al.,
2020), and past research largely takes an experimental approach to
show that others’ confrontations of prejudice (one possible operatio-
nalization of allyship) or self-identification as an ally can signal
belonging and identity safety to minorities (see Chaney et al., 2021;
Chu & Ashburn-Nardo, 2022; Hildebrand et al., 2020; Moser &
Branscombe, 2021).

In the context of LGBT allyship, foundational social psychologi-
cal research by Fingerhut (2011) identified demographic and con-
textual factors that contribute to people becoming allies. Straight
women are more likely to identify as allies than are straight men.
People with higher education and more self-reported contact with
gay people also more likely to identify as allies (see also Henry,
2020). Thus, both individual and situational factors contribute to
straight people identifying as allies. It is important to note that
previous research on the predictors of ally identification uses straight
individuals’ own definitions of allyship (Ji & Fujimoto, 2013; Jones
et al., 2014) and may even purposefully leave the term ally open to
participants’ interpretation and self-identification (Fingerhut, 2011).

Overall, existing theoretical work on allyship has primarily
centered allies’ perspectives, with little to no reference to what
allyship means to the members of the minoritized groups for which
the allyship is presumed to be for. Thus, it remains unknown
whether individuals who self-identify as allies are actually perceived
as allies by others. To our knowledge, only one published study
examines this question; however, it focuses on racial allyship in a
college setting (Ostrove & Brown, 2018). In this research, Ostrove
and Brown (2018) comparedWhite students whowere nominated as
allies by students of color toWhite students whowere not nominated
(“controls”) and to White students who were nominated as friends
by students of color (“friends”). Compared to controls and friends,
White allies had lower racial prejudice and higher levels of internal
motivation to control prejudice (i.e., stronger egalitarian goals).
These findings suggest that perceived allyship is an important
construct to further investigate from the perspective of the minor-
itized group members. Consistent with this point, Black women
inferred more identity safety from a racial ingroup member’s
endorsement of a White woman’s allyship compared to the White
woman’s self-identified allyship (Johnson & Pietri, 2022). To our
knowledge, no work has examined LGBT individuals’ perceptions
of non-LGBT allyship.

Intra- and Interpersonal Consequences of
Perceived Allyship

Of particular importance is the predictive validity of allyship: to
what extent is allyship associated with meaningful outcomes? To
date, there is limited research investigating this question. Existing
work on allyship focuses on the collective action consequences of
allyship, for example, determining when allies help or hinder social
movements (see Iyer & Achia, 2021; Louis et al., 2019). A recent
theory article illuminates the potential benefits of allyship for the
ally as well as for the minoritized group and society at large
(Selvanathan et al., 2020). Thus, past work could shed light on
how allyship indirectly benefits the LGBT community by facilitat-
ing structural and cultural changes. However, it does not examine
the direct impacts of witnessing allyship on LGBT individuals. We
investigate this question in the current research.

Based on past research, it is reasonable to expect that perceiving
allyship is beneficial for LGBT individuals. Among LGBT indivi-
duals and members of other stigmatized groups, perceptions of
discrimination are negatively associated with mental well-being
(Kessler et al., 1999; Mays & Cochran, 2001; Pascoe & Smart
Richman, 2009). In other words, LGBT people who perceive and
experience greater discrimination are more likely to experience
poorer mental and physical health outcomes. However, LGBT

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
t
is
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le

is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al

us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al

us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

828 CHEN, JOEL, AND CASTRO LINGL



individuals’ perceptions of support from their close others, in
particular from family members and during early adulthood, is a
significant protective factor for their mental well-being (Eisenberg
& Resnick, 2006; Fredriksen-Goldsen et al., 2013; Mustanski &
Hunter, 2012). Thus, past work indicates that experiences of
stigmatization and discrimination are mentally and physically harm-
ful for LGBT individuals, but that support from close others can
mitigate these negative impacts.
Our work seeks to illuminate a novel dimension on which close

relationships can confer benefits to members of stigmatized groups.
We conceptualize allyship among close others as distinct from their
being broadly supportive. Whereas being supportive typically
means being willing to come to the aid of an individual in the
time of their need (e.g., hospitalization, job loss), allyship implies an
explicit acknowledgment and acceptance of the individual’s minor-
itized identity. Being supportive could entail supporting an individ-
ual who identifies with the LGBT community while simultaneously
disregarding, ignoring, or explicitly disapproving of their LGBT
identity (see Bregman et al., 2013). Thus, we expect that LGBT
individuals’ perceptions of close others as allies to the LGBT commu-
nity will have positive intra- and interpersonal benefits, above and
beyond general perceived support from those close others.
With respect to intrapersonal outcomes, we predict that perceiv-

ing one’s close others as allies will be associated with better mental
well-being among LGBT individuals. We reason that perceptions of
others as allies signals to LGBT individuals that their SOGIs are
accepted and validated by others. Generally speaking, having
responsive relationships (those that make a person feel accepted,
cared for, and validated) is associated with greater health and well-
being (see Stanton et al., 2019). Furthermore, LGBT youth who
perceived greater acceptance of their SOGI identities by friends,
family, and the local community had better well-being, higher self-
esteem, and positive SOGI identity (Snapp et al., 2015).
Moreover, we sought to understand the relational implications

of allyship. Allyship doesn’t take place in a vacuum; allies are
not random individuals or strangers, they are friends, family, and
coworkers of LGBT people. Interestingly, research on intergroup
relations and research on interpersonal relationships are largely
separate, with the exception of research findings that cross-race
relationships can mitigate prejudice (see Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006,
2008) and foster belonging in majority-dominated institutions
(Mendoza-Denton & Page-Gould, 2008; Norman et al., 2021;
Page-Gould et al., 2008; Walton et al., 2012). Across the literature,
it is yet unknown whether a majority of group members’ attitudes
and behaviors impact the relationship quality of their cross-group
close relationships. A closer look at the characteristics of cross-
group relationships that confer benefits to majority and minoritized
individuals is warranted. Thus, in this research, we investigated how
perceived and self-reported allyship was related to relationship
quality, including closeness, appreciation, and responsiveness.

Overview of Current Research

This research aimed to understand how LGBT individuals define
straight allyship (on what basis they perceive straight people to be
allies) and to illuminate the intra- and interpersonal consequences
of perceived allyship for LGBT individuals and their close others.
To this end, we sought to build a theoretical understanding of
LGBT individuals’ perceptions of straight allyship and a validated

measure of perceived allyship and to investigate the consequences
of these perceptions.

To center our investigation of allyship on LGBT individuals’
perspectives, we took a deductive–inductive empirical approach.
First, we probed LGBT individuals for open-ended responses about
what makes a good ally and iteratively developed a coding scheme to
describe the common themes that arose in the responses. Second, we
created a scale to measure the proposed allyship construct, validating
its psychometric properties in two samples, including a nationally
representative sample, and establishing its external validity. Third,
having documented and provided a measure of allyship components,
we conducted an experiment to establish the causal impact of the
primary and secondary components of perceived allyship.

Upon developing a theoretical model and validated scale of
allyship, we recruited LGBT individuals who were living with
straight, cisgender roommates to participate in a daily diary and
informant study. In this study, LGBT individuals responded to
weekly surveys for 6 weeks. Their roommates completed a single
survey about their own levels of allyship. We investigated: (a) the
extent to which perceived and self-reported allyship were associated,
(b) the consequences of perceived allyship for LGBT individuals’
well-being over time, and (c) the consequences of perceived allyship
for cross-group relationship quality.

Transparency and Openness

We report how we determined our sample sizes, all data exclu-
sions (if any), all manipulations, and all measures in each study.
All measures, materials, data, and statistical code are available on
open science framework (OSF; https://osf.io/s7cdz/). Preregistrations
for Study 2B, 2C, and 3 have also been uploaded to this article’s
OSF page. Studies 1A, 1B, and 4 were not preregistered.

Study 1

This study sought to explore what it means to be a good ally
from the perspective of members of the LGBT community. We
began with a bottom-up, open-ended approach to avoid making
assumptions about LGBT individuals’ definitions of good allyship.
Specifically, we recruited two samples of LGBT participants and
asked them to write about the characteristics of a good ally in an
open-ended survey. We then coded these responses for themes.

Method

Participants

Sample 1A was recruited via Reddit and two of the authors’ social
media accounts. Participants were recruited to a survey investigating
their thoughts on what it means to be an ally to the LGBT community
and participated for a chance to win $100 in an e-gift card. We kept
the survey open for approximately 1 week with no explicit sample
size goal. A total of 75 people began the survey. Nine individuals
reported being under 18 years old, and they were dropped from the
analysis per institutional review board guidelines. Of the 66
remaining participants, 40 identified as gay, bisexual, or another
nonheterosexual orientation and/or as noncisgender. We used
these 40 responses because our aim was to determine how mem-
bers of the LGBT community conceptualize allies. The sample’s
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average age was 27.60 years (SD = 6.55). With respect to self-
identified gender, there were 14 men, 18 women, and eight other-
identified participants (two declined to state). With respect to race, 31
participants identified asWhite, four as Asian, three as multiracial, and
two were other-identified.
Sample 1Bwas recruited on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk).

We sought to double the size of Sample 1A. Of the 173 participants
who completed the survey, 54 provided nonsensical answers to the
questionnaire prompt, as determined by two coders who did not know
the study hypotheses (κ = .77), and those participants were excluded
from analyses. An additional 50 participants were excluded because
they did not identify as members of the LGBT community. The final
sample was composed of 69 participants (Mage= 34.28, SD= 11.66).
This sample contained 28 men, 37 women, and four other-identified
gender participants. Twenty-eight identified as gay, 34 as bisexual,
six other-identified, and one unspecified. With respect to race, six
participants identified as Black, two as Asian, 56 as White, four as
Latinx, and one as Native American.

Procedure and Measures

Sample 1A. First, participants reported their demographics. In
addition to the variables reported in the preceding section, participants
reported their birthplace, political identification, level of education,
and subjective socioeconomic status. Next, participants were asked
to nominate someone who was a good (or bad) ally to the LGBT+
community and elaborate onwhy that personwas a good (or bad) ally.
The questions about good and bad allies were counterbalanced, and
only the “good ally” questions were analyzed for the purpose of this
research. Next, participants completed additional survey measures
about the person that they nominated, including pilot items for the
survey, the person’s demographics (gender, race, sexual orientation,
age), and their relationship to that person (relationship type, amount
of contact, and subjective closeness).
Sample 1B. As in Sample 1A, participants were asked to

nominate a person who they thought was a good ally and why.
Next, participants completed additional survey measures about the
person that they nominated, including pilot items for the survey, the
person’s demographics, and their relationship to that person. Parti-
cipants reported their own demographics using the same questions
as in Sample 1A.

Coding and Results

Sample 1A Responses

The initial coding procedure loosely followed guidelines of the-
matic analysis for qualitative data (see Braun & Clarke, 2006). First,
the experimenters carefully read through the responses generated by
Sample 1A to familiarize themselves with the data. Second, the
experimenters generated an initial set of categories with the goal
of an exhaustive coding scheme that would describe all of the themes
mentioned by participants. The initial categories were: action (taking
action against LGBT discrimination), being nonprejudiced against
LGBT individuals (not judging their lifestyles or identities), human-
izing (seeing LGBT individuals as people and not as stereotypes), and
humility (focusing on their role in listening to the LGBT community
rather than dominating these conversations). Third, a coder who was
unaware of the study purpose was trained on the coding scheme and

coded all of the responses (n= 30). Fourth, we examined the codes
to check whether any participant responses had all four themes
absent, which would indicate that the coding scheme was not
exhaustive. We confirmed that each participant response con-
tained at least one theme. Therefore, the coding scheme was
exhaustive; every description of a good ally mentioned at least
one of the four themes (action, nonprejudiced, humanizing, and
humility). Finally, we conducted analyses to examine whether themes
were significantly likely to co-occur in order to check for too much
conceptual overlap between multiple themes. Indeed, being nonpre-
judiced and humanizing were significantly likely to co-occur in the
responses, χ2(1) = 6.25, p = .01. Upon review of the participant
responses with both themes, it was clear that the two themes had a lot
of conceptual overlap, so they are collapsed into one. The three
themes of action (56%), humility (64%), and being nonprejudiced
(64%) were equally frequently mentioned within the prompts, F < 1,
p = .84.

Sample 1B Responses

Experimenters read through the participants’ responses. We gen-
erated one additional theme that we saw in the data: being an LGBT
role model. Responses with this theme frequently mentioned openly
LGBT celebrities (e.g., Ellen DeGeneres, Elton John). Two coders
who did not know the study hypotheses read through Sample B’s
responses and coded them for the four themes (three identified in the
Sample 1A analyses and the new theme): being nonprejudiced (κ =
.57), taking action (κ = .75), having humility (κ = .56), and being an
LGBT role model (κ = .70). Coder reliability for the four themes was
moderate to substantial. Disagreements were resolved by a third coder
who was also not privy to study hypotheses. The coding themes were
exhaustive, describing 100% of the responses. A fourth coder who
did not know the study purpose also read through the participant
responses and determined that each response was adequately
described by the coding scheme. Across the responses, 50.7%
of the responses mentioned one theme, with the remainder men-
tioning two or more.

We conducted a repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA)
to determine the relative frequency of themes mentioned. There was a
main effect of theme, F(3, 204)= 7.85, p< .001, η2p = .10. Follow-up
pairwise comparisons were adjusted with a Bonferroni correction.
Participants mentioned taking action (M = .55, SD = .50), being
nonprejudiced (M = .45, SD = .50), and having humility (M = .39,
SD = .49) significantly more than being a role model (M = .15,
SD = .35), ps < .02.

Discussion

Study 1 was our initial investigation into LGBT individuals’
definitions of allyship. Across the two samples, exhaustive coding
revealed three consistent themes: being nonprejudiced against
LGBT people, speaking out against discrimination, and having
humility about one’s own limitations and perspective. Table 1
displays examples of the illustrative examples of participants’
responses to the components of allyship. Being a role model was
mentioned in a smaller subset of the responses, but we do not
investigate this theme further because it focuses on how in-group
members can be allies to the LGBT community, a topic that is
outside the scope of the current research.
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The coding scheme that we employed showed variable levels
of agreement depending on the themes. Action and being a role
model had high agreement, whereas being nonprejudiced and
having humility had moderate reliability. Although stronger agree-
ment between coders for nonprejudice and humility themes would
have been ideal, we believe the variability stems from the fact that
there are many different ways that participants described a person
who was nonprejudiced (e.g., as nonjudgment, accepting) and
as humble (e.g., seeking self-improvement, being a good listened).
In contrast, taking action and being a role model might have been
easier and more straightforward themes to code. Our themes neces-
sarily collapse across nuances within each theme of allyship, and
these nuances are worthy of future, more fine-grained investigation.
Interestingly, the previous literature on allyship is centered on

what we have called the action component of allyship, in particular
on action of confronting prejudice in interpersonal interaction (see
Chaney et al., 2021; Chu & Ashburn-Nardo, 2022; Hildebrand et
al., 2020). Yet, our results indicate that individuals have a broader
and multifaceted definition of allyship, including taking action (at
the interpersonal and institutional levels) as well as lacking
personal biases and having humility. In the subsequent studies,
we sought to develop and validate a measure of allyship that
reflected its multidimensional nature.

Study 2

Having identified three components of allyship, we next sought to
construct and validate a scale that would capture themultidimensional
nature of allyship in the naturally occurring relationships of LGBT
individuals. We aimed for the survey to apply across a variety of
interpersonal relationships and settings, including relationships with
family members, work colleagues, and friends.
Our approach to survey development was to present items

capturing the three dimensions of allyship in a close-ended survey
and use an exploratory–confirmatory approach to examine survey
factor structure. Specifically, we conducted an exploratory factor
analysis to determine whether the items reflected the three dimen-
sions of allyship in the first sample, and then we conducted
confirmatory factor analysis in the second sample to validate
the first sample’s findings. Our focus in this study was to validate
the allyship survey in a sample of LGBT individuals. We also
conducted a study to validate the allyship survey with a straight
cisgender sample (Study 2C), which is reported in the Supplemental
Materials.

Method

Participants

Sample 2A was recruited on MTurk. We aimed for a sample of
150 participants identified as nonheterosexual and/or not cisgen-
der. Of the 183 participants initially recruited, 161 (88%) passed
the attention check (see Measures). Among these, 96 identified as
nonheterosexual and/or not cisgender and were included in the
analyses (Mage = 33.17, SD = 10.21). With respect to sexuality, 35
identified as gay, 56 as bisexual, one declined to state, and four
were other-identified. Thirty-two identified as men, 60 as women,
and four were other-identified. The sample had 75 White people,
five Black people, five Latinx people, six multiracial people, four
Asian people, and one native American people.

Sample 2B was recruited by Qualtrics Panels. To qualify for the
study, participants had to self-identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or
other in response to the sexual orientation question or to self-identify
as transgender, gender nonconforming, or other-identified in response
to the gender question. The design and analysis plan for Sample 2B
were preregistered (27918). As preregistered, we excluded participants
from analyses on the basis of two criteria: (a) if they failed an attention
check question embedded in the survey (i.e., “Please respond that
you agree with this question.”) and (b) if a research assistant, who was
unaware of the study hypotheses, judged participants’ responses as
noncompliant with instructions (see Measures, for more details).

We contracted with Qualtrics Panels to recruit 340 participants
after exclusions. Sample size was maximized within budgetary
constraints. After exclusions, the sample had 319 participants
(Mage = 34.18 years, SD = 14.40). With respect to sexuality, 83
participants identified as gay/lesbian, 194 as bisexual, 40 as other-
identified, and two preferred not to say. With respect to gender,
there were 87 men, 192 women, 34 nonbinary, four otherwise
identified, and two preferred not to say. With respect to race, the
sample included 213 White people, 23 Black people, 36 Latinx
people, 18 multiracial people, 12 Asian people, eight preferred not
to say, and three Middle Eastern, three Native American, and three
otherwise identified.

Procedure and Measures

Initial Construction of the Allyship Scale (Sample 2A).
Using the emerging themes from Study 1, we constructed 13 items
to capture the extent to which a person is an effective LGBT ally.
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Table 1
Examples of Study 1 Participant Descriptions of Allyship by Subtheme

Allyship subtheme Examples of participant responses

Being nonprejudiced “Supportive and non-judgmental”
“They make people feel safe and supported”
“They treat LGBT+ like normal people and don’t make any kind of big deal about it.”

Taking action “They advocate for the group, raise awareness and defend the group”
“Understands the issues and advocates openly”
“They go to protests and peacefully support the LGBT movement. They stand up for LGBT rights.”

Having humility “They listen and lift up LGBT people instead of making it about them and talking over them.”
“They try to understand our issues, but don’t speak FOR us.”
“They are a good listener. They are open to correction. They stand up for LGBT+ people. They are willing to learn.”

Note. LGBT = lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender.
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Four items were written to capture nonprejudice toward the LGBT
community: “Wanting equal rights for everyone,” “Caring that
people are treated fairly,” “Being nonjudgmental of others,” and
“Being accepting of others.” Four items were written to capture pro-
LGBT action: “Speaking out against unfair treatment,” “Fighting for
equality of LGBT+ people,” “Vocally supporting the LGBT+
community,” and “Seeking out opportunities to learn about LGBT+
issues.” Finally, five items were written to capture humble attitudes:
“Knowingwhen to speak andwhen to listen,” “Avoiding speaking on
behalf of LGBT+ people,” “Keeping the focus off of themselves,”
“Avoidingmaking conversations about themselves,” and “Respecting
that they are not a part of the LGBT+ community.”
Sample 2A participants were asked to imagine a person who has

many LGBT+ colleagues and friends and wants to be a good ally to
them. They then rated the extent to which they consider the above
behaviors as important for being an ally on a 7-point scale from 1
(not at all important) to 7 (extremely important). After the ratings,
participants were asked an attention check question as to the purpose
of the ratings they just made. If they did not select “indicate what
behaviors are important for being a good ally,” they were excluded
from the analyses.
Modifications of the Allyship Scale (Sample 2B). We adjusted

the wording of four items to improve their clarity before administering
them to Sample 2B. “Knowing when to speak and when to listen”was
reworded to “Listens more than they speak when there are discussions
of LGBT issues.” “Speaking out against unfair treatment” was
reworded to “Speaks out against anti-LGBT discrimination.”
“Avoiding making conversations about themselves”was reworded
to “Avoids focusing group conversations about LGBT issues on
their own opinions and experiences.” Finally, “Respecting that
they are not a part of the LGBT+ community” was reworded to
“Respects that they are not a member of the LGBT community.”
In randomized order, Sample 2B specified three important straight

people from their work, family, and friend groups in a counterbalanced
order. (Participants who indicated being unemployed, self-employed,
or retired did not respond to the work version of the survey.) They later
rated each person they nominated on each of the 13 allyship items on
a 7-point scale from 1 (not true) to 7 (extremely true).
Allyship Scale. Based on exploratory and confirmatory factor

analyses (CFA), described in detail below, we settled on four items to
measure being non-prejudiced (α = .95 in Sample 2A; αfrnd = .92;
αfam= .92; αwork= .91 in Sample 2B), four for taking action (αA= .91
in Sample 2A; αfrnd= .93; αfam = .92; αwork= .92 in Sample 2B), and
three for humility (αA = .82; in Sample 2A; αfrnd = .70; αfam = .70;
αwork = .73 in Sample 2B). The items were the same across samples
except that in Study 2B, the wording of the three humility items was
modified for clarity, and all verbs were conjugated in the singular third
person to refer to the specific target nominated by the participant.
We used the omega macro for SPSS (Hayes & Coutts, 2020) to

calculate reliability for the entire scale (ω = .88 in Sample 2A;
ωfrnd= .89, ωfam= .90, ωwork= .89, in Sample 2B). All scale versions
exceeded the recommendation of 0.80 minimum for a strong multi-
dimensional measure (Nájera Catalán, 2019).
Additional Measures. In Sample 2A, the only additional mea-

sures that participants completed were demographics and a measure
of connection to the LGBT+ community (adapted from Scroggs &
Faflick, 2018).
In Sample 2B, for each nominee, participants rated them on a

single-item, global measure of how good of an ally they were to the

LGBT+ community from 1 (extremely good) to 7 (extremely bad).
This item was later reverse-scored so that higher numbers indicated
better perceived allyship.

Participants also completed questions about their relationship
quality with each straight person. Relationship quality included
two items capturing appreciation (“I feel very lucky to have this
person in my life,” “I feel appreciative of this person”; adapted from
Gordon & Chen, 2010), one item capturing closeness (the Inclusion
of Other in Self Scale; Aron et al., 1992), and three items capturing
perceived partner responsiveness (“I feel accepted by this person,”
“I feel understood by this person,” “I feel cared for by this person”;
adapted from Laurenceau et al., 1998). Participants also completed
the following measures: selected subscales from the Lesbian, Gay,
and Bisexual Identity Scale (Acceptance Concerns, Concealment
Motivation, Internalized Homonegativity, and Difficult Process;
Mohr & Kendra, 2011), Outness Inventory (Mohr & Fassinger,
2000), Self-Esteem (five items; Rosenberg, 1965), and Life Satis-
faction (Diener et al., 1985).

Results

Exploratory Factor Analysis

We first conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) on
Sample 2A’s responses to the 13 allyship items, using the method
of maximum likelihood with varimax rotation on the 13 items. The
initial eigenvalues indicated that the first three factors explained
79.43% of the variance cumulatively: Factor 1 (eigenvalue = 6.82;
52.51% variance explained), Factor 2 (eigenvalue = 2.22; 17.08%
variance explained), and Factor 3 (eigenvalue = 1.28; 9.84%
variance explained). The fourth, fifth, and sixth factors all explained
less than 4.5% variance and had initial eigenvalues below 0.60.
Thus, the three-factor solution, which explained 79.43% of the
variance, was preferred due to (a) convergence with the results of
Study 1, (b) the “leveling off ” of eigenvalues on the screen plot after
three factors, and (c) the insufficient number of primary loadings on
subsequent factors.

The results of the EFA are presented with their factor loadings in
Table 2. Results suggest that the 13 allyship items load onto a three-
factor structure as planned, with 12 of the 13 items loading onto their
intended factor with a loading higher than .60. The exception was an
item intended to capture humility (“Knowing when to speak and
when to listen”), which loaded somewhat poorly onto both the
humility (.46) and action factors (.48). This item was reworded
before administering the scale to Sample 2B.

Confirmatory Factor Analyses

We next tested whether the revised 13-item scale fit the expected
three-factor structure in Sample 2B using CFA. Because the scale
was measured three times in Sample 2B—with three different ally
targets (friend, family member, and coworker)—we conducted
separate CFA models for each of the three versions of the scale
using the “lavaan” package in R.

We first tested the CFA models using all 13 items, with a
nonprejudiced latent factor predicting four items (e.g., “TARGET
wants equal rights for everyone”), an action latent factor predicting
four items (e.g., “TARGET fights for equality of LGBT+ people”),
and a humility factor predicting five items (e.g., “TARGET avoids
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speaking on behalf of LGBT+ people”). Thismodel yieldedmediocre
fit when rating a friend, root-mean-square error of approximation
(RMSEA)= .10, 95%CI [.08, .11], comparative fit index (CFI)= .93,
standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR) = .07, and when
rating a coworker, RMSEA = .09, 95% CI [.07, .10], CFI = .94,
SRMR = .08, and relatively poor fit when rating a family member,
RMSEA = .11, 95% CI [.09, .12], CFI = .92, SRMR = .09.
Checking for modification indices across the three models revealed

that two of the humility items (“avoids speaking on behalf of LGBT+
people” and “respects that they are not a member of the LGBT+
community”) had high cross-loadings with the nonprejudiced factor
in all three versions of the scale.We therefore dropped these two items
for a final scale consisting of 11 items: four nonprejudiced items, four
action items, and three humility items. This scale yielded acceptable
fit when rating a friend, RMSEA = .07, CI [.06, .09], CFI = .97,
SRMR = .05, when rating a family member, RMSEA = .09, CI [.08,
.11], CFI= .96, SRMR= .06, and when rating a coworker, RMSEA=
.06, CI [.04, .08], CFI = .98, SRMR = .04. Results are depicted on
Figure 1. The final version of the scale is presented in Table 3.
The three factors were positively associated with each other,

especially nonprejudice and action. Therefore, to further probe
whether the data best fit a three-factor structure, we also tested two-
factor models inwhich the four nonprejudice items and the four action
items combined into a single latent factor, with the three humility
items loading onto a separate latent factor. These two-factor models
all fit the data poorly, all RMSEAs > .12, and all CFIs < .90. We also
tried loading all original 13 items onto a single factor. One-factor
models similarly fit the data poorly, all RMSEAs> .15, and all CFIs<
.82. Overall, results suggest that a three-factor structure is indeed the
best fit for the current data, regardless of whether the participants were
rating a friend, family member, or coworker. Based on these results,
we are confident that the allyship scale captures the multidimensional
nature of the construct.

Invariance Testing

We next tested for measurement invariance by target and by
gender identity using multigroup CFAs. These analyses were not
part of the preregistered data analysis plan for Study 2B.

Target. We examined whether participants interpreted the ally-
ship items the same way when responding to different targets. Because
participants rated the allyship of all three targets (friends, family, and
coworkers), we tested for measurement invariance using a longitudinal
invariance testing approach. The data were restructured into a long
format, with each participant represented by three rows of data (one for
each target). We then compared models constraining intercepts (weak
invariance), intercepts (strong invariance), and residuals (strict invari-
ance) across targets. Results are shown in Table 4. Model fit was not
significantly reduced by constraining the item loadings or intercepts,
but it was reduced by constraining the residuals. Thus, results suggest
evidence for strong invariance between ratings of different targets.

Perceivers’ Gender Identity. In the United States, there are
significant differences in the levels of prejudice against gender
identity minorities (transgender, gender nonbinary, gender noncon-
forming; see PewResearch Center, 2022), whereas prejudice against
sexual minorities is quickly declining (Charlesworth & Banaji,
2019; Ofosu et al., 2019). As a result, there could be differences
in the ways the gender minority individuals conceptualize allyship
compared to LGB, cisgender individuals. We therefore examined
whether there were differences in how participants responded to the
scale based on their gender identity.We compared the scale responses
of cisgender individuals (n = 285) to gender-diverse individuals (n =
53) in sample 2B. Results can be seen in Table 5.When evaluating the
allyship of friend and family targets, model fit was not significantly
reduced by constraining the item loadings, intercepts, or residuals, to
be equivalent for cisgender or gender-diverse participants. In contrast,
for coworker targets, constraining the item loadings did significantly
reduce model fit. These results suggest evidence for strict invariance
between these groups when rating friends or family, but no evidence
of weak invariance when rating coworkers. The allyship scale appears
to be capturing a similar construct across both cisgender and gender-
diverse participants when rating friends and family but not coworkers.

Convergent Validity

Our test of convergent validity was whether the allyship composite
correlated with the single-item, face-valid measure of perceived ally-
ship (i.e., “global allyship”). In Tables 6–8, we display the correlations
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Table 2
Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Sample 2A

Scale item
Factor 1:

nonprejudiced
Factor 2:

action factor
Factor 3:

humility factor

Wanting equal rights for everyone .68 .49
Caring that people are treated fairly .88 .33 .15
Being nonjudgmental of others .93 .20 .18
Being accepting of others .87 .31 .16
Speaking out against unfair treatment .48 .70
Fighting for equality of LGBT+ people .35 .85 .17
Vocally supporting the LGBT+ community .25 .74 .24
Seeking out opportunities to learn about LGBT+ issues .24 .77 .22
Knowing when to speak and when to listen .21 .48 .46
Avoiding speaking on behalf of LGBT+ people .18 .71
Keeping the focus off of themselves .29 .83
Avoiding making conversations about themselves .18 .84
Respecting that they are not a part of the LGBT+ community .35 .69

Note. Factor loadings less than .15 are not displayed. LGBT = lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender. Values in bold
highlight the factory loadings.
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between global allyship and the allyship composite and its subcom-
ponents for each target. Supporting the scale’s validity, the allyship
composite was significantly positively correlated with the face-valid
item for friends, family members, and work colleagues.

Discriminant Validity

Next, we conducted discriminant validity analyses to make sure
that perceived allyship was empirically distinguishable from a
variety of intra- and interpersonal constructs.
Intrapersonal Correlates of Perceived Allyship. Table 9

displays perceptions of allyship and their correlations with other
facets of the participants. In general, the correlations supported the
theoretical distinctiveness of allyship from the intrapersonal vari-
ables of self-esteem, subjective well-being, and being out to the
world. The largest correlation was .27 (indicating less than 7%
shared variance) between perceived allyship of family and partici-
pants’ subjective well-being.
Interpersonal Correlates of Perceived Allyship. In Table 10,

we present the correlations between perceived allyship variables
and relationship quality indices (responsiveness, appreciation, and
closeness). Correlations between allyship and interpersonal variables
were generally higher than those with the intrapersonal variables.
However, the majority of the correlations between perceived allyship
and relationship quality indices were moderate (below .50).
The largest correlation was between family allyship and perceived

responsiveness, r = .63 (39% shared variance). This correlation was
high, but the scale was less strongly correlated in the friendship

(r = .54) and work (r = .38) contexts. We reason that this variability
indicates that perceived allyship and perceived responsiveness are
theoretically distinct, yet they may be more tightly related in certain
types of relationships compared to others.

Relative Importance of Allyship Components

We also conducted exploratory (non-pre-registered) analyses to
determine the relative importance of the components of allyship
according to our participants.

Sample 2A. A one-way ANOVA showed a main effect of
allyship component on perceived importance, F(2, 190) = 44.14,
p < .001, η2p = .32. Pairwise comparisons, adjusted with a Bonferroni
correction, revealed that participants rated being nonprejudiced (M =
6.10, SD = 1.58) as significantly more important than taking action
(M = 5.33, SD = 1.77), which was rated as significantly more
important than having humility (M = 4.53, SD = 1.71), all ps < .001.

Sample 2B. We conducted a 3(Target: Friend, Family, Coworker)
× 3(Component: Nonprejudice, Action, Humility) mixed model
ANOVA on perceived allyship. Significant effects were investi-
gated with pairwise comparisons with a Bonferroni correction.

There was a main effect of target, F(2, 444)= 6.03, p= .003, η2p =
.03. Friends and coworkers were perceived as better allies than
family members, ps < .02. There was also a main effect of allyship
component, F(2, 444) = 73.85, p < .001, η2p = .25, because targets
were rated as highest in being nonprejudiced, followed by humility,
and lowest in taking action, all ps < .001. These main effects were
qualified by a significant interaction, F(4, 888) = 3.25, p = .02, η2p =
.02 (see Figure 2). Participants rated their friends and coworkers as
higher in nonprejudice (lower in prejudice) than family members, all
ps < .02. Participants also rated their friends and coworkers as
higher in taking action compared to their family members, all ps <
.01. There were no significant differences in perceptions of targets’
levels of humility, all ps > .48.

Discussion

In a two-step process, Study 2 created and validated a scale of
allyship. Based on the results of Study 1, we generated survey items
to measure allyship and tested its factor structure in two samples.We
used an EFA to provide initial validation of the three factors—being
nonprejudiced, taking action, and having humility—and refined
the survey items. Next, in a separate sample, we adapted the allyship
scale to measure LGBT individuals’ perceptions of actual indivi-
duals in different domains of their life (family, friends, and work).
A series of CFA validated the three-factor structure of our scale.
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Table 3
Final Allyship Scale With Three Factors

Allyship scale

Being nonprejudiced
1. Wants equal rights for everyone
2. Cares that people are treated fairly
3. Is nonjudgmental of others
4. Is accepting of others

Taking action
5. Speaks out against anti-LGBT discrimination
6. Fights for equality of LGBT+ people
7. Vocally supports the LGBT+ community
8. Seeks out opportunities to learn about LGBT+ issues

Having humility
9. Listens more than speaking in discussions of LGBT issues

10. Keeps the focus off of themselves in discussions of LGBT issues
11. Avoids focusing group conversations about LGBT issues on their

own opinions and experiences

Note. LGBT = lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender.

Table 4
Results of Invariance Testing by Target

Model χ2 df Δχ2 Δ df p CFI SRMR BIC

Configural 352.07 123 .97 .04 36,640
Weak 371.37 139 19.30 16 .25 .97 .05 36,550
Strong 381.95 155 10.58 16 .83 .97 .05 36,452
Strict 441.58 177 59.63 22 <.001 .96 .05 36,361

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; SRMR = standardized root-mean-square residual; BIC =
Bayesian information criterion.
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We also conducted substantial analyses to determine the validity
and generalizability of the scale. Conducting invariance analyses, we
found that the survey measurement did not vary as a function of the
relationship being measured and can be used to measure allyship
among friends, family, and coworkers. Analyses comparing cisgender
and gender-diverse individuals suggested that the allyship measure
operated similarly across these two groups for friends and family but
not for coworkers. Based on these results, we believe that allyship
operates similarly across different types of close relationships, and
that lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB) and transgender perceivers’
definitions of allyship have substantial commonality. We therefore
recommend the allyship scale for broad use across relationships and
contexts, with one exception: our analyses indicate that allyship at
work may differ systematically for cisgender compared to gender-
diverse individuals. It is possible that transgender individuals experi-
ence greater structural barriers at work (e.g., organizational policies
about bathrooms, dress code, or insurance carrier policies about gender
transition) compared to LGB individuals, or that gender-diverse
individuals are less “out” at work compared to LGB individuals.
Different barriers and experiences with discrimination couldmean that
different forms of allyship are appreciated by these two groups in the
domain of work. These findings warrant further investigation, in
particular, to provide organizations with evidence-based recommen-
dations to foster inclusion of all LGBT individuals in the workplace.
Furthermore, we examined the allyship scale’s convergent and

discriminant validity. Convergent validity was supported by the
allyship scale’s strong positive correlation with a single, face-valid
measure of perceived allyship. Discriminant validity tests also
indicated support for allyship’s theoretical distinctiveness from
personal factors (self-esteem, well-being, and outness) and relation-
ship factors (appreciation, closeness). Among friends and family

members, perceived allyship was fairly highly correlated with
perceived responsiveness, suggesting that these constructs may
be more related to personal relationships relative to work relation-
ships. There may also be cause-and-effect relationships underlying
the strong link between perceived allyship and perceived respon-
siveness (feeling understood, validated, and cared for; Reis, 2012);
specifically, when an LGBT-identifying individual comes out to a
friend or family member who is highly responsive, those individuals
may pro-actively increase their allyship. The opposite causal path-
way is also reasonable: close others who demonstrate strong allyship
are likely to make an LGBT-identifying individual feel understood,
validated, and cared for.

Study 2 also examined the relative importance of components.
While we found that taking action was more important than having
humility (based on results of Sample 2A), we also found taking
action is the component that actual individuals score the lowest on
(based on results of Sample 2B). Furthermore, family members are
the worst allies, relative to friends and colleagues, but their allyship
was associated with self-esteem and subjective well-being of
LGBT individuals more strongly than friends’ or coworkers’ allyship
levels. These findings converge well with findings that LGBT youths’
perceptions of family support are particularly important for their
mental well-being (Newcomb et al., 2019; Roe, 2017).

In summary, Study 2 provided initial validation of our novel
allyship measure and suggested that being nonprejudiced, taking
action, and having humility underlie perceptions of allyship to
LGBT individuals. Nonetheless, to fully understand how these
components lead to perceptions of allyship, an experimental approach
was needed. Study 3 addressed this issue.

Study 3

Whereas Study 2 showed relative importance of perceived ally-
ship components, we sought to follow-up on this using an experi-
mental approach to generate causal conclusions. We focused on two
of the components of perceived allyship—being nonprejudiced and
taking action—because the results of Study 2 indicated that they
were the most important and predictive factors of allyship.

Our goals for Study 3 were to demonstrate that individuals’ levels
of prejudice and action causally impact LGBT perceivers’ percep-
tions of the individuals’ allyship levels and that these perceptions
of allyship have downstream consequences for perceivers’ desire
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Table 5
Results of Invariance Testing by Gender Identity

Target Model χ2 df Δ χ2 Δ df p CFI SRMR BIC

Friends Configural 194.19 82 .96 .05 13,414
Weak 196.72 90 2.53 8 .96 .96 .05 13,373
Strong 201.13 98 4.41 8 .82 .96 .05 13,331
Strict 211.04 109 9.91 11 .54 .96 .05 13,277

Family Configural 208.83 82 .95 .06 13,997
Weak 213.47 90 4.64 8 .80 .95 .06 13,955
Strong 220.36 98 6.89 8 .55 .95 .06 13,916
Strict 233.88 109 13.52 11 .26 .95 .06 13,865

Work Configural 147.57 82 .96 .04 9,380
Weak 165.37 90 17.80 8 .03 .96 .06 9,132

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; SRMR = standardized root-mean-square residual; BIC = Bayesian
information criterion.

Table 6
Perceptions of Nominated Friend’s Allyship in Sample 2B

Variable 1 2 3 4 5

1. Global allyship — .48*** .57*** .43*** .16**
2. Allyship composite — .87*** .89*** .71***
3. Nonprejudice — .67** .48***
4. Action — .45***
5. Humility —

** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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to affiliate with those individuals. Thus, we conducted a 2(Prejudice)
by 2(Action) within-subjects experiment, which asked participants
to rate target individuals based on statements they made to a local
newspaper. The statements varied on prejudice (low vs. high) and
action (low vs. high), for a total of four targets. Building on the results
of the previous three studies, we hypothesized that targets who
expressed low prejudice would be perceived as better allies, and
therefore, elicit stronger desire to affiliate than targets with high
prejudice. Similarly, we hypothesized that targets higher in actionwill
also be perceived as better allies, and thus, elicit stronger desire to
affiliate than targets lower in action. In addition, based on the results
from Study 2, we predicted that the effect on action would be stronger
when prejudice was low compared to when it was high. The study
method and analysis plan were preregistered (54662).

Method

Participants

People who identified as having American nationality and as
nonheterosexual (e.g., homosexual, bisexual, other-identified) were
able to access our study via the crowdsourcing platform Prolific
Academic. Individuals could participate in our study in exchange for
U.S.$2.38 ($9.68/hr).We recruited a total of 316 people, slightly over
our preregistered goal of 300.
As preregistered, we excluded 33 participants (final sample of

283) from analyses on the basis of three criteria: (a) if they failed to
meet the eligibility criteria, (b) incomplete study completion, and/or
(c) failure to pass the comprehension check questions.
The sample’s average age was 27.61 years (SD = 9.53). With

respect to sexual identity, 158 identified as bisexual, 35 as gay, 25
as lesbian, and 25 other-identified (two declined to state). Thirty-
eight participants identified with more than one sexual identity.
With respect to self-identified gender, there were 66 men, 172 women,
and 18 other-identified participants (none declined to state). Further-
more, 27 participants identified with more than one gender identity.
With respect to race, 31 participants identified as Asian, 12 as Black,

20 as Hispanic/Latinx, 30 as multiracial, 184 as White, and four were
other-identified participants (two declined to state).

Measures and Materials

As manipulation checks, we measured perceptions of the target’s
prejudice and perceptions of the target’s action using our allyship
subscales. Perceptions of the target’s prejudice (i.e., acceptance
and nonjudgment of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer,
and other sexual identities [LGBTQ+] people) included four
items on a 7-point scale (1 = not true, 7 = very true): “To what
extent does Person 1…Want equal rights for everyone?” (α≥ .840).
Perceptions of the target’s action (i.e., speaking up against anti-
LGBTQ+ discrimination and treatment) also included four items on a
7-point scale (1 = not true, 7 = very true): “To what extent does
Person 1 … Speak out against unfair treatment?” (α ≥ .813).

The main dependent measures included perceived allyship, social
affiliation intentions, likability of the target, and appreciation for
the target.1 For exploratory purposes, we also collected data on
perceived stability of allyship. For a complete list of measures and
manipulations, see the OSF page for this article.

As in the previous studies, we measured perceived allyship with
the scale refined by Studies 2A and 2B, and global perception of
allyship with one item on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very
much): “To what extent do you consider Person 1 … An ally to the
LGBTQ+ community?”

Social affiliation intentions to the target consisted of four 7-point
(1= not true, 7 = extremely true) Likert-scale items: “How likely is it
that you … would want to have Person 1 as an acquaintance?” and
one multiple choice item: “According to my first feelings (reactions),
the closest relationship I would willingly admit Person 1 into is… A
close relative by marriage.” (α ≥ .812).

Liking of the target included four items on a 7-point scale (1= not
at all, 7= very much): “According to your gut reaction (first feeling),
to what extend to you believe Person 1 is … likeable?” (α ≥ .945).
Appreciation of the target was measured via four items on a 7-point
scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very much): “How much do you …

Appreciate Person 1” (α ≥ .859).

Procedure

Upon consenting to participate, individuals were asked to read
a fictional newspaper article about LGBTQ+ rights. The article
mentioned a recent court case in which an adoption agency was
granted the refusal of LGBTQ+ couples. The article then alleged
to have interviewed four passersby on their views on this recent
court case and whether they would be willing to sign a petition
against the discrimination of LGBTQ+ couples by adoption agen-
cies. The quotes of the four interviewees differed on their levels
of prejudice toward the LGBTQ+ community (low vs. high) and
their levels of action in support of the LGBTQ+ community (low
vs. high). Specifically, prejudice was manipulated through the
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Table 7
Perceptions of Nominated Family Member’s Allyship in Sample 2B

Variable 1 2 3 4 5

1. Global allyship — .57*** .57*** .60*** .17**
2. Allyship composite — .89*** .91*** .70***
3. Nonprejudice — .74*** .46***
4. Action — .47***
5. Humility —

** p < .01. *** p < .001.

Table 8
Perceptions of Nominated Work Colleague’s Allyship in Sample 2B

Variable 1 2 3 4 5

1. Global allyship — .32*** .41*** .31*** .08
2. Allyship composite — .88*** .93*** .75***
3. Nonprejudice — .76*** .49***
4. Action — .54***
5. Humility —

*** p < .001.

1 While we believed that Likability and Appreciation are conceptually
distinct from each other, we expected that there might be a great deal of
measurement overlap between those measures. Consistent with our preregis-
tration, we checked their correlation and found that Likability and Apprecia-
tion were moderately positively correlated with each other (rs≥ .59, p< .001).
The strength of this correlation was lower as we had expected; thus, in line
with our preregistration, we kept these two measures separate in our study.
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interviewee’s feelings toward and acceptance of LGBTQ+ peo-
ple/parents. And action was manipulated through both the inter-
viewee’s statement against LGBTQ+ discrimination and their
willingness to sign the petition.
To ensure that participants had read, understood, and at least

broadly remembered the newspaper article, participants answered
three multiple-choice questions pertaining to the general content of
the article. Following the comprehension checks, participants had
to answer a questionnaire, that asked participants to express their
Perceptions of Target’s Prejudice, Perceptions of Target’s Action,
Perceived Allyship, Global Perceptions of Target Allyship, Social
Affiliation Intentions to the Target, Liking of the Target, and
Appreciation of the Target. The questionnaire was followed by
a brief demographic survey. Once participants had completed the
demographic survey, they were thanked for their participation and
presented with the debriefing form.

Results

Manipulation Checks

We conductedmultiple two-wayANOVAs to test the effectiveness
of our manipulation, that is, whether participants perceived the
expected differences in prejudice and action of the targets as a
function of prejudice (low vs. high) and action (low vs. high).2 As
seen in Tables 11 and 12, judgments of perceived prejudice and action
were in linewith target manipulations (see Tables 11 and 12).We note
that the two factors were not perceived to be independent, as
manipulations of one factor influenced perceptions of the other.

Main Analyses

To test whether targets’ levels of prejudice and action affected
LGBT participants’ perceptions of global allyship, desire to affili-
ate with, and appreciation and liking of the target, we conducted
multiple 2 (Prejudice) × 2 (Action) within-subjects ANOVAs.3We
hypothesized that there would be a main effect of prejudice, a main
effect of action, and an interaction effect of prejudice and action on
LGBT participants’ perceptions of global allyship, affiliation desires,
appreciation, and liking, such that participants will perceive targets
that are high on prejudice and low on action as worse allies, and
therefore, will like, appreciate, and want to affiliate less with these

targets. Furthermore, the difference in global allyship perceptions,
likeability, appreciation, and social affiliation desires by action will
be larger for low versus high prejudice targets.

Global Allyship. As expected, there was a main effect of
prejudice, F(1, 280)= 2802.66, p< .001, η2p = .91, a main effect of
action, F(1, 280) = 978.81, p < .001, η2p = .78, and an interaction
between action and prejudice, F(1, 280) = 83.25, p < .001, η2p =
.23. Participants perceived mean levels of global allyship to be
lower for the high (M= 1.73, SD= 0.70) versus low (M= 5.16, SD=
0.97) prejudice targets. Moreover, the mean difference of global
allyship by action was significantly larger in the low prejudice
condition (Mdiff = 2.53, p < .001) than in the high prejudice condition
(Mdiff = 1.39, p < .001; see Figure 3).

Social Affiliation. There was a main effect of prejudice, F(1,
282)= 1801.67, p< .001, η2p = .87, action, F(1, 282)= 751.53, p<
.001, η2p = .73, and an interaction effect of action by prejudice, F(1,
282) = 29.58, p < .001, η2p = .10 (see Figure 4). Participants
expressed less desire to affiliate with the targets high in prejudice
(M = 2.05, SD = 0.84) than those low in prejudice (M = 4.90, SD=
1.02). Moreover, the difference in social affiliation intentions by
action of the target was significantly larger in the low prejudice
condition (Mdiff= 1.78, p< .001) than in the high prejudice condition
(Mdiff = 1.13, p < .001).

Likeability. As hypothesized, there was a main effect of preju-
dice, F(1, 277)= 1536.39, p< .001, η2p = .85, and action, F(1, 277)=
833.59, p < .001, η2p = .75. Participants perceived targets high on
prejudice (M= 2.33, SD= 0.98) to be significantly less likable than
those low on prejudice (M = 5.20, SD = 0.92). Furthermore, parti-
cipants perceived targets low on action (M = 2.90, SD = 0.87) to
be less likeable than those high on action (M = 4.64, SD = 0.92).
However, we did not detect an interaction effect of action by prejudice
on likeability, F(1, 277) = 0.09, p = .76, η2p < .001.
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Table 9
Correlations Between Allyship and Personal Outcomes in Sample 2B

Target Allyship index Self-esteem Subjective well-being Out to the world

Friend Allyship composite .18** .17** .17**
Nonprejudice .19*** .17** .20***
Action .16** .18*** .15**
Humility .07 .04 .12*

Family Allyship composite .20*** .27*** .09
Nonprejudice .22*** .25*** .14*
Action .18** .30*** .10+

Humility .10+ .09 −.04
Work Allyship composite .14* .11 .08

Nonprejudice .14* .09 .06
Action .17* .13* .11
Humility .03 .02 .001

* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. + p ≤ .07.

2 As Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had been
violated in both tests, we used the Greenhouse–Geisser correction for
violations of sphericity. Mauchly’s test: prejudice, χ2(5) = 160.72, p < .001;
action χ2(5) = 119.81, p < .001.

3 As the assumption of sphericity had been violated throughout, we
utilized within-subjects ANOVAs with a Greenhouse–Geisser correction
for violation of sphericity. Mauchly’s test: Global Allyship, χ2(5)= 157.34,
p < .001; Social Affiliation, χ2(5) = 29.58, p < .001; Likeability, χ2(5) =
29.58, p < .001; Appreciation, χ2(5) = 82.80, p < .001.
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Appreciation. In line with expectations, we found a main effect
of prejudice, F(1, 280) = 1209.21, p < .001, η2p = .81; action, F(1,
280)= 951.50, p< .001, η2p = .77; and an interaction effect of action
by prejudice on appreciation, F(1, 280) = 35.51, p < .001, η2p = .11.
Meaning, participants appreciated the targets high on prejudice (M=
2.16, SD = 0.97) less than those low on prejudice (M = 4.82, SD =
1.04). Moreover, the difference of appreciation by target action
was significantly larger in the low prejudice condition (Mdiff = 2.48,
p < .001) than in the high prejudice condition (Mdiff = 1.69, p < .001).

Discussion

Extending the correlational results of Studies 1 and 2, Study 3
provided experimental evidence that a target’s level of prejudice
and action increased LGBT individuals’ perceptions of the target’s
allyship. The effects of individuals’ prejudice and action were
interactive because action had a stronger impact on perceived
allyship when prejudice was low compared to high. Similarly, the
targets’ level of prejudice and action interacted to affect LGBT
individuals’ desire to socially affiliate with the target and appreciation

for the target. These findings indicate a conditional lay theory of
allyship, such that being nonprejudiced is necessary but not suffi-
cient for being a good ally.

The results with respect to LGBT individuals’ liking of the
target revealed a different pattern. Liking for the target increased
when targets were less prejudiced, compared to more prejudiced,
and when they took action, compared to when they did not. Unlike
for the other dependent variables, action had the same magnitude
of effect on liking regardless of targets’ levels of prejudice. We can
only speculate on why this was the case. Whereas appreciation
implies that the perceiver approves of the target, it is possible that
likeability does not require the same level of social approval.
A person can be likeable without being moral if they have other
qualities, such as interpersonal charm. Perhaps participants imag-
ined other characteristics that could make high prejudice and high
action targets likeable.

Study 4

The main goal of Study 4 was to capitalize on our newly validated,
multidimensional scale of allyship to determine the intra- and inter-
personal consequences of allyship in existing relationships of practi-
cal significance. The second goal was to examine how well perceived
and self-reported allyship aligned.

During the first wave of the COVID-19 pandemic in Spring to
Summer of 2020, LGBT participants and their roommates were
recruited for a study on allyship. Roommates had to be non-LGBT-
identified individuals. LGBT participants completed a survey each
week for 6 weeks, and their roommates completed a one-time survey
at Week 1. This dyadic, repeated measures design allowed us to
examine three related research questions:

1. How are perceived allyship and LGBT well-being
associated with each other, at baseline and over time?
Do LGBT individuals experience greater well-being on
weeks when they experience better allyship from their
roommates?

2. How are perceived allyship and relationship quality associ-
ated with each other, at baseline and over time? Do LGBT
individuals see their relationships with their roommates as
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Table 10
Correlations Between Allyship and Indices of Relationship Quality for Each Reported Rela-
tionship in Sample 2B

Target Allyship index Perceived responsiveness Appreciation Closeness

Friend Allyship composite .54*** .50*** .34***
Nonprejudice .57*** .53*** .37**
Action .45*** .42*** .31***
Humility .29*** .27*** .15**

Family Allyship composite .63*** .46*** .43***
Nonprejudice .63*** .47*** .43***
Action .56*** .39*** .39***
Humility .35*** .28*** .23***

Work Allyship composite .38*** .34*** .21**
Nonprejudice .44*** .41*** .26***
Action .39*** .32*** .24***
Humility .10+ .11+ −.04

** p < .01. *** p < .001. + p < .12.

Figure 2
Perceived Allyship of Nominated Friends, Family, and Coworkers
in Sample 2B

Note. Error bars represent standard error of the mean.
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being of higher quality on weeks when they experience
better allyship from their roommates?

3. How strongly associated are reported allyship (from the
LGBT participants) versus perceived allyship (from the
roommates)? Which is more effective at predicting rela-
tionship quality and well-being?

We operationalized allyship as the composite score of our newly
developed scale. The allyship measure was included in all main
analyses. We also conducted exploratory follow-up analyses by
breaking down the allyship measure into its three components to
determine which aspects of allyship seemed to be driving the
associations documented in the main analyses.
We also examined whether documented effects held above and

beyond relevant controls. First, we wanted to test whether per-
ceived allyship is different from political orientation (i.e., it is not
interchangeable with being politically liberal). Second, we tested
whether the interpersonal consequences of perceived allyship are
distinct from perceived social support. Does being a good ally goes
beyond simply being a good roommate/friend? We tested these
questions by adding political orientation and social support as
covariates to each model.

Method

Participants and Procedure

Participants and their roommates were recruited online using
social media postings on Twitter and Facebook from June to July
2020 that advertised the study information. Interested participants

were instructed to contact the researchers to enroll. To be eligible
for the study, participants had to be at least 18 years old, fluent in
English, LGBT+, and they had to have a non-LGBT+ roommates
(defined as a cis straight person who lives with them) who was also
willing to participate in the study with them. After eligibility was
confirmed by researchers through a series of email communications,
participants were emailed a survey each week for 6 weeks and were
compensated up to $25. Their roommates completed a one-time
coresident survey at the beginning of the study in exchange for $10.

A total of 123 individuals completed the initial Week 1 survey. Of
those participants, five did not identify as members of the LGBT+
community, and three were identified as being the same person
having completed the survey multiple times (based on time stamps
and IP addresses) and were excluded from our data analyses. Further,
a total of 121 roommates completed the coresident survey. Of those,
one was paired with the excluded repeat responder, and 49 of those
individuals identified strongly (n = 26) or somewhat (n = 23) as
members of the LGBT+ community and were excluded from our
data analyses.

The final sample consisted of 186 individuals, including 115
participants and 71 roommates. The participants (67 men, 51 women,
zero nonbinary) were an average of 27 years old (range= 21–36 years,
SD = 3.19), and identified primarily as gay (35%), lesbian (22%),
or bisexual (10%). The remainder identified with a combination of
these labels as well as queer, asexual, pansexual, and transgender.
Participants were primarily White (72%), Black (16%), and Latinx
(8%). Attrition was low, with 77% of the sample completed all six
weekly surveys (M = 5.08, SD = 1.69, range = 1–6).

The roommates (45 men, 26 women) were an average of 28 years
old (range = 20–37 years, SD = 3.77) and were primarily White
(77%), Black (13%), and Latinx (6%). Among the participants with
eligible roommates who participated in the study, most classified
their roommates as friends (70%), or acquaintances (27%). Two
were family members (3%). Participants had known their room-
mates for an average of 4 years (range = 1–28 years; SD = 3.30).

Analyses examining participant variables only make use of the
LGBT participant sample (n = 115). Analyses concerning the
roommates use only the dyadic subsample (71 LGBT participants
and their coresidents).

Weekly Measures

The following measures were collected in every weekly survey,
for a total of six time points. Reliabilities are reported from the first
survey completed (baseline).

Perceived allyship was measured each week with the 11-item
scale, framed to be about their roommate (ω = .92). Participants
were given the prompt, “Thinking about your co-resident, to what
extent do they … .” followed by the four nonprejudice subscale
items (e.g., “Want equal rights for everyone”), the four action
subscale items (e.g., “Vocally support the LGBT community”),
and the three humility subscale items (e.g., “Listen more than they
speak when there are discussions of LGBT issues”). Items were
rated from 1 = not true to 7 = extremely true.

Subjective well-beingwas measured each week with the five-item
satisfaction with life scale (e.g., “The conditions of my life are
excellent”; Diener et al., 1985; α= .91), captured from 1= strongly
disagree to 7 = strongly agree.
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Table 11
Main Effects and Interaction of Prejudice and ActionManipulations
on Perceived Prejudice and Action of Targets

Manipulation check models F df p η2p

Dependent variable: Perceived prejudice
Prejudice manipulation 2617.42 1, 280 <.001 0.90
Action manipulation 1121.07 1, 280 <.001 0.80
Prejudice Manip. × Action Manip. 22.23 1, 280 <.001 0.07

Dependent variable: Perceived action
Prejudice manipulation 1905.96 1, 278 <.001 0.87
Action manipulation 1240.65 1, 278 <.001 0.82
Prejudice Manip. × Action Manip. 161.09 1, 278 <.001 0.37

Table 12
Means and Standard Deviations by Prejudice and Action Conditions

Manipulation

Perceived prejudice Perceived action

M SD M SD

Low prejudice 2.35 0.82 4.67 0.95
High prejudice 5.70 0.85 1.82 0.67
Low action 3.05 0.87 2.18 0.75
High action 5.00 0.72 4.31 0.85
Low prej. + low act. 3.19 1.35 3.26 1.43
Low prej. + high act. 1.52 0.68 6.09 0.97
High prej. + low act. 6.81 0.46 1.11 0.31
High prej. + high act. 4.59 1.48 2.54 1.22
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Perceived stress was measured each week with the four-item
Perceived Stress Scale (Cohen, 1988). Participants were given the
prompt, “The questions in this scale ask you about your feelings
and thoughts during THE LAST MONTH. In each case, please
indicate HOWOFTEN you felt or thought a certain way” followed
by items such as, “In the last month, how often have you felt confident
about your ability to handle your personal problems?,” α = .60. The
first-week survey asked questions about the last month, and the
subsequent surveys asked about the last week. Items were rated
from 1 = never to 5 = very often.
Participants’ report of relationship quality with their roommate

was measured each week with six items: three capturing perceived
responsiveness (e.g., “I feel understood by this person”; Laurenceau
et al., 1998), two capturing appreciation (e.g., “I feel very lucky to
have this person in my life”; Gordon & Chen, 2010), and one
capturing closeness (inclusion of the other in the self; Aron et al.,
1992). The first five items were rated from 1 = strongly disagree

to 7 = strongly agree, whereas the closeness item was a depiction
of seven circle images. As these six items were highly correlated,
we combined them into a single composite (ω = .93).

One-Time Measures

The following measures were collected as one-time reports,
embedded within theWeek 1 survey. Perceived political orientation
of the roommate was measured with two items: “In terms of social
issues, how would you describe your co-resident’s political attitudes
and beliefs?” and “In terms of economic issues, how would you
describe your co-resident’s political attitudes and beliefs?” with a
7-point scale from very conservative to very liberalwithmiddle-of-
the-road as the midpoint (α = .77). Participants could also respond
“other” and fill in a text box.

InWeeks 3 and 4, wemeasured self-rated physical healthwith the
single General Self-Rated Health Question, “Would you say your
overall physical health is: poor, fair, good, very good, or excellent?”
(see DeSalvo et al., 2006).

Roommate Measures

The followingmeasures were collected from the roommates in the
context of a one-time coresident survey administered once during
the 6-week period in which surveys were being administered to the
participants.

Self-reported allyship was measured each week with the 11
allyship items (ω = .93). Here, roommates were asked to rate their
own allyship. They were given the prompt, “To what extent are the
following true of you?” followed by the four non-prejudice
subscale items (e.g., “I want equal rights for everyone”), the
four action subscale items (e.g., “I vocally support the LGBT
community”), and the three humility subscale items (e.g., “I listen
more than I speak in discussions of LGBT issues”). Items were
rated from 1 = not true to 7 = extremely true.

A variety of other measures were for other research purposes. For
a complete list, please see the OSF page.

Results and Discussion

Research Question 1: Associations Between Perceived
Allyship and Well-Being

Our first question was how LGBT participants’ perceptions of the
roommates’ allyship predicted their own well-being. Using the
LGBT sample (n = 118), we examined how perceived allyship
of the roommate predicted LGBT individuals’ well-being between
person, within person, and over time (lagged associations).

Between-Person Associations. We first examined how all
constructs of interest were correlated with each other at the
between-person level. Data were organized so that each participant
was assigned to a row (115 rows of data). For these analyses, we
used uncentered, Week 1 versions of all variables, with the excep-
tion of self-rated physical health (Week 3 is used). Results can be
seen in Table 13. Participants who rated their roommates as better
allies at baseline also tended to report higher well-being at baseline,
including higher perceived social support, self-esteem, subjective
well-being, and lower stress.
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Figure 3
Perceived Allyship of the Target by Prejudice Condition and Action
Condition in Study 3

Note. Error bars represent standard error of the mean.

Figure 4
Social Affiliation Intentions to the Target by Prejudice Condition
and Action Condition in Study 3

Note. Error bars represent standard error of the mean.
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Within-Person Associations. Because allyship and subjective
well-being were measured at the weekly level, we also looked at
how these variables changed over time within person. Were LGBT
participants happier than usual on weeks when they perceived better
allyship from their roommates than usual? To test this hypothesis,
we organized the participant data (n = 115) at the weekly level, such
that each weekly report is assigned to a row (600 rows of data total).
We examined roommates’ weekly allyship as rated by the LGBT
participants, both as a single, global measure (all 11 items averaged),
and broken up into the three subscales (nonprejudiced, action, and
humility). The three dependent measures of interest were weekly
self-esteem, subjective well-being, and perceived stress. All vari-
ables in these models are group-mean-centered, such that each score
represents the person’s score relative to a typical week for them. In
total, we conducted six multilevel models using the lme4 (Bates et
al., 2015) and lmerTest (Kuznetsova et al., 2017) packages in R.
These are all two-level random intercept models (time points nested
within participants).
Results are shown in Table 14. Indeed, on weeks when LGBT

participants perceived their roommates as being better allies than
usual, they also reported higher self-esteem and subjective well-
being than usual, although there was no significant association with
stress. These effects did not seem to be driven by any particular
subscale.4 Thus, these findings converge with our earlier studies’
cross-sectional correlational results using a within-person approach.
Specifically, when participants perceived their roommates to be
better allies, they also had higher self-esteem and better subjective
well-being.
Lagged Associations. We next conducted lagged analyses to

give us clues as to how these variables of interest might drive
changes in each other over time. When people perceive better
allyship from their roommates in 1 week, do they experience higher
well-being the next week, controlling for their well-being the
previous week? In the first three models, global allyship last
week was used to predict each of three well-being measures this
week, controlling for the equivalent well-being measure last week.
We also conducted these models with allyship broken up into its
three subscales. All variables were uncentered in these models.
Results are shown in Table 15. Indeed, last week’s allyship

predicts higher self-esteem, higher subjective well-being, and lower
stress this week, controlling for the relevant well-being measure last
week. When allyship was broken up by subscale, the “action”
subscale continued to significantly predict changes in two of the
three measures, whereas the other two subscales did not. These

results suggest that the weekly lagged associations between allyship
and well-being may be particularly driven by the action subscale.
Thus, when participants perceived their roommates to take action
against anti-LGBT discrimination, they experienced a subsequent
increase in self-esteem and a decrease in stress the following week.
These findings suggest that close others’ allyship levels, in particu-
lar, whether they are perceived to be speaking up against inequality,
are linked to LGBT individuals’ levels of mental well-being.

These models suggest that people become happier when they
perceive their roommates to be better allies. What about the reverse
causal direction? Is it possible that being happy leads people to
perceive their roommates as better allies? We next conducted the
above lagged analyses in the reverse direction to see whether well-
being last week predicts allyship this week, controlling for allyship
last week. As above, variables were not centered in these models.
Results are presented in Table 16. Indeed, well-being the previous
week predicted higher levels of perceived allyship in the subsequent
week. In other words, when participants’ mental well-being was
higher, their perceptions of roommates’ allyship increased. Addi-
tional research is needed to determine if the increase in perceived
allyship is driven by actual roommate behavior (because happier
people facilitate better allies in their roommates) or by perceiver
factors (because positive mood can lead to positive illusions about
one’s environment; Taylor & Brown, 1988).

Together, our cross-lagged analyses suggest a bidirectional rela-
tionship between LGBT individuals’ perceptions of close others’
allyship and their mental well-being. The bidirectional relationship
suggests the possibility of both upward and downward spirals with
respect to allyship and LGBT well-being, such that LGBT indivi-
duals with strong allies maintain robust mental well-being that
strengthens their perception of close others as allies. On the other
hand, individuals with poor allies may experience decreased mental
well-being that provides another barrier to perceiving allyship in
one’s social network.

Research Question 2: Associations Between Allyship and
Relationship Quality

We next explored how the roommates’ allyship behaviors were
associated with the quality of the roommates’ relationship. As with

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
t
is
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le

is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al

us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al

us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

Table 13
Correlations Between Perceived Allyship and Participant Well-Being

Variable 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Allyship .87 .92 .71 .58 .55 .66 −.43 .37
2. Nonprejudice — .72 .42 .36 .44 .60 −.21 .33
3. Action — .51 .67 .63 .62 −.49 .41
4. Humility — .39 .26 .40 −.37 .20, ns
5. Perceived social support — .68 .38 −.44 .25
6. Self-esteem — .33 −.26 .12, ns
7. Subjective well-being — −.61 .50
8. Stress — −.46
9. Self-rated physical health —

Note. All correlations were significant at p < .05 unless otherwise noted.

4 Drawing on the Study 3 findings suggesting that action is particularly
important when prejudice is low, we also conducted subsidiary models
testing for interactions between the nonprejudice and action subscales.
However, no significant interactions emerged.
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Research Question 1, we examined only the LGBT participants’
ratings of each measure and therefore used the full LGBT sample
(n = 115). We examined how LGBT participants’ reports of the
roommates’ allyship behaviors were associated with their relation-
ship quality between person, within person, and over time (lagged
associations).
Between-Person Associations. We first examined how all

constructs of interest were correlated with each other at the
between-person level. Data were organized so that each partici-
pant was assigned to a row (115 rows of data). For these analyses,
we used uncentered, Week 1 versions of all variables. The study
included three operationalizations of the quality of participants’
relationship with their roommates (responsiveness, appreciation,
and closeness), which were combined into a single composite.
Zero-order correlations can be seen in Table 17. Note that relationship
quality and allyship were highly associated with one another, particu-
larly the action subscale. Thus, replicating Study 2, perceived allyship
was positively associated with indices of relationship quality.
Within-Person Associations. We next examined how allyship

and relationship quality changed over time within person. Did
people feel happier with their roommate relationships on weeks
when they perceive better allyship from their roommates than usual?
We again organized the participant data (n = 115) at the weekly
level, conducted multilevel models with the lme4 package (weeks
nested within participants; Bates et al., 2015).We examined whether
weekly allyship (group-mean-centered) predicted weekly relation-
ship quality (group-mean-centered). Results are shown in Table 18.
Indeed, on weeks when LGBT participants perceived their room-
mates as being better allies than usual, they also reported higher
relationship quality than usual. This effect independently, signifi-
cantly emerged for both the nonprejudiced and action facets. Thus,

perceived nonprejudice and action are predicting relationship qual-
ity within person, extending the cross-sectional findings in Study 2.

Lagged Associations. When people perceive better allyship
from their roommates on 1 week, are they happier with their
relationship with their roommates the subsequent week? We next
tested this with lagged analyses. In the first model, last week’s
allyship and last week’s relationship quality were entered as simul-
taneous predictors, with this week’s relationship quality as the
dependent measure (all variables uncentered). The second model
was structured the same way, except that last week’s ratings of the
allyship subscales were entered as three separate predictors. Results
are shown in Table 19. Indeed, last week’s allyship predicts higher
relationship quality this week, controlling for relationship quality
last week. When allyship was broken up by subscale, the effect held
for the nonprejudice subscale, but not for the action or humility
subscales.

These lagged models suggest that people are more satisfied with
their roommate relationships when they perceive their roommates
to be better allies. Again, we considered the reverse causal direction.
Does having a better relationship lead people to perceive their
roommates as better allies?We conducted the above lagged analyses
in the reverse direction, with last week’s allyship and relationship
quality (uncentered) predicting this week’s allyship. Indeed, relation-
ship quality in a previous week predicted higher levels of perceived
allyship in the subsequent week, b = .26, t(576) = 8.04, p < .001.

Research Question 3: Comparing Self-Reported Versus
Perceived Allyship

Our third question concerned the roommates’ perceptions of their
own allyship behaviors. To what extent did LGBT participants andT
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Table 14
Allyship Predicting LGBT Individuals’ Well-Being on a Given Week

Predictor

Self-esteem Subjective well-being Stress

b t df p b t df p b t df p

Model 1
Allyship .12 3.18 673 .002 .28 6.80 685 <.001 −.08 −1.71 679 .09

Model 2
Nonprejudice .009 .31 671 .76 .09 2.74 683 .006 −.03 −.74 677 .46
Action .06 1.79 671 .07 .09 2.53 683 .01 −.03 −.93 677 .35
Humility .05 1.95 671 .05 .10 3.47 683 <.001 −.02 −.57 677 .57

Note. LGBT = lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender.

Table 15
Perceived Allyship Last Week Predicting Change in Well-Being This Week

Predictor

Self-esteem Subjective well-being Stress

b t df p b t df p b t df p

Model 1
Last week allyship .20 6.59 334.62 <.001 .11 2.47 478.40 .01 −.11 −2.87 410.13 .004
Last week DV .16 4.17 562.05 <.001 .11 2.79 560.50 .006 .14 3.68 573.97 <.001

Model 2
Last week nonprejudice .02 .79 546.98 .43 −.002 −.04 437.79 .96 .004 .11 571.42 .91
Last week action .21 6.95 551.76 <.001 .07 1.71 420.45 .09 −.11 −3.06 537.25 .002
Last week humility −.02 −.82 489.11 .41 .04 1.43 395.65 .15 −.002 −.08 453.09 .94
Last week DV .17 4.33 564.30 <.001 .11 2.82 558.24 .005 .16 4.18 572.00 <.001

Note. DV = dependent variable and refers to the outcome variable named in the column directly above the statistics being reported.
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their roommates agree on whether the roommates were effective
allies? Further, did roommates’ perceptions of their own allyship
predict LGBT participants’ relationship quality and well-being?
As this research question concerned the roommates’ ratings, we
explored this question using the dyadic subsample. Within the
roommate data, only 55 participants (77% of the final roommate
sample) had completed the key allyship measure. Thus, the subsample
used in the analyses below includes 55 dyads (participants and their
roommates; n = 110 total).
Correlations. We first examined zero-order correlations between

LGBT and roommates’ allyship ratings. Data were organized at the
level of the dyad (56 rows of data). Results can be seen in Table 20.
Generally, there was high agreement between LGBT participants and
their roommates about who was a good LGBT ally. The humility
subscale had the lowest level of agreement, though the two ratings
shared about 37% variance.
Weekly Associations. We next examined whether roommates’

perceptions of their own allyship predicted LGBT participants’
weekly relationship quality and well-being. Are LGBT individuals
happier with roommates who perceive themselves to be better allies?
Data were organized at the dyadic weekly level, with each dyad
assigned to up to six rows, one for each week (329 rows of data total).
We entered roommates’ perceived allyship (grand-mean-centered) as
predictors, with LGBT participants’weekly relationship quality well-
being as the dependent measures (uncentered). Two-level multilevel
models were conducted (weeks nested within dyads) using the lme4
and lme4 packages in R (Bates et al., 2015; Kuznetsova et al., 2017).
Results are shown in Table 21. LGBT participants indeed had

higher self-esteem, higher subjective well-being, marginally lower
stress, and higher relationship quality from week to week to the
extent that their roommates perceived themselves to be better allies.

When allyship was tested as three separate subscales (Model 2), the
effects of the action subscale were particularly robust, suggesting
that these associations between allyship and LGBT well-being may
be particularly driven by the action subscale.

Weekly Comparisons. Which is more important for LGBT
participants’ relationship quality and well-being: perceiving their
roommate to be a good ally, or having a roommate who perceives
themselves to be a good ally? To test this, we conducted a series of
models comparing the predictive utility of roommates’ perceived
allyship to LGBT participants’ own reports of that same allyship.
Given that roommates’ allyship ratings were collected only at one
time point, we used LGBT participants’Week 1 allyship ratings as
an equivalent baseline measure. To more directly compare the
predictive utility of the LGBT participants’ ratings versus their
roommates’ ratings, we examined only one allyship subscale at a
time. All predictors were grand-mean-centered.

Results can be seen in Table 22. Generally, LGBT participants’
perceptions of their roommates’ allyship were a better predictor of
weekly relationship quality well-being than the roommates’ self-
reports of their allyship. The one exception was the humility subscale,
which was a weak predictor of relationship quality and well-being
regardless of which person’s report was used. These findings are
consistent with the fact that, within the broader relationships litera-
ture, actor effects tend to be much stronger than partner effects. In
particular, own relationship quality is most strongly shaped by one’s
own perception of that relationship rather than by the partner’s
perceptions (e.g., Joel et al., 2020). A person may make an effort to
be a good ally, but those efforts are unlikely to positively impact
their relationship with an LGBT friend unless the friend perceives
that effort.

Controlling for Political Orientation and Perceived
Social Support

Are the current effects unique to perceptions of roommates’
allyship, or can they be explained by other characteristics of the
roommate or the relationship? It is possible that the effects observed
are subsumed by the roommate’s general political attitudes (e.g.,
being politically liberal) or their global levels of interpersonal
responsiveness. To test these possible alternative explanations for our
findings, we next examined whether allyship measured on Week 1
was associated with participants’ reports of better well-being and
relationship quality when controlling for roommate’s political orien-
tation and social support, also measured on Week 1. Results can be
seen in Table 23. The addition of these covariates did not change the
results. Perceived allyship remained predictive of three dependent
measures (weekly self-esteem, subjective well-being, and relationship
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Table 16
Well-Being Last Week Predicting Change in Allyship This Week

Predictor

This week allyship

b t df p

Model 1
Last week allyship .17 4.64 559.12 <.001
Last week self-esteem .08 2.04 453.10 .04

Model 2
Last week allyship .17 4.42 538.54 <.001
Last week subjective well-being .06 2.06 551.45 .04

Model 3
Last week allyship .14 4.12 563.42 <.001
Last week stress −.07 −2.14 486.61 .03

Table 17
Zero-Order Correlations Between Allyship and Relationship Quality

Relationship quality indices

Allyship indices

Nonprejudiced Action Humility Allyship composite

Perceived roommate responsiveness .66*** .82*** .46*** .78***
Appreciation .67*** .82*** .49*** .80***
Closeness .25*** .41*** .35*** .40***
Mean relationship quality composite .66*** .84*** .51*** .81***

*** p < .001
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quality with the roommates) and remained a nonsignificant predictor
of weekly stress levels. Independently, perceived social support also
predicted three of the four target variables (weekly self-esteem,
stress, and relationship quality). The roommates’ political orienta-
tion, on the other hand, was not a significant predictor of any of these
variables. These findings provide evidence that allyship is concep-
tually distinct from both political orientation as well as interpersonal
supportiveness, and that perceptions of allyship have unique associa-
tions with relationship quality and LGBT individuals’ well-being.

General Discussion

The extant literature on allyship focuses on antecedents to self-
identified, self-defined allyship among non-LGBT individuals and
its implications for political movements and collective action. The
present research addresses the question of allyship from an LGBT-
centered perspective in order to understand LGBT individuals’
perceptions of allyship and illuminate the consequences of these
perceptions for LGBT individuals and their close relationships.
First, we sought to identify the qualities or characteristics that

LGBT individuals identify as essential to being an ally and to provide
a validated measure of allyship. Studies 1a and 1b probed LGBT
individuals for their personal conceptualizations of allyship. Exhaus-
tive coding suggested three major components of allyship: being
nonprejudiced toward (or accepting of ) LGBT individuals, taking
action against discrimination and inequality that is observed, and
having humility about one’s own perspective, limitations, and biases.
Participants’ responses informed the development and validation of
novel scale to measure allyship.

Studies 2a and 2b confirmed the factor structure, reliability, and
validity of the scale. (Another study, described in the Supplemental
Materials, also confirmed the scale’s reliability and validity in a
sample of straight, cisgender participants.) Furthermore, Studies 2a
and 2b documented that LGBT individuals considered nonprejudice
to be the most important component of allyship, followed by action
and then humility. They also indicated that close others were lowest
on action compared to the other two allyship components. It is also
worth noting that LGBT individuals perceived their family members
to be worse allies than friends or coworkers.

Study 3 took an experimental approach to better understand how
nonprejudice and action independently and conjointly impact per-
ceived allyship and general impressions of a hypothetical target
person. The results indicated that prejudice and action levels
independently increased LGBT individuals’ liking of the target;
however, the components’ effects on perceived allyship were inter-
active. Specifically, action had a stronger effect on perceived allyship
when prejudice was low compared to high. These findings clarify
the results of Studies 2a and 2b because they imply that a person must
be nonprejudiced in order for their level of action to strongly shape
perceived allyship. Indeed, it is reasonable to expect that a personwho
is not accepting of LGBT individuals and speaks up against discrimi-
nation for an externally motivated reason would not be perceived as
an ally, although they will be liked better than if they had not spoken
up. These findings show the primary importance of being non-
prejudiced to being a good ally.

Finally, we examined how allyship influenced LGBT individuals and
their relationships over time among actual roommates during the first
months of the COVID-19 lockdown. Study 4 replicated the between-
person correlations in Study 2b, documenting again that LGBT in-
dividuals who perceived their close other (roommate in this case) to be a
good ally had higher self-esteem, better subjectivewell-being, and better
relationship quality with the ally. Moreover, Study 4 found that non-
LGBT individuals were fairly accurate at reporting their levels of
allyship, in that their reported levels of allyship correlated strongly
and reliably with their roommates’ perceptions of their allyship.

Furthermore, Study 4’s design enabled a clearer understanding of
how perceived allyship, mental well-being, and interpersonal re-
lationships related to one another. Perceptions of allyship predicted
changes within LGBT individuals and in the relationship, but these
changes were driven by different components of allyship. Perceived
allyship was associated with subsequent increases in self-esteem and
subjective well-being, and lower stress levels, driven primarily by
roommates taking action. In contrast, perceived allyship predicted
subsequent increases in the quality of the relationship, mostly driven
by roommates’ nonprejudice levels. Therefore, across all studies, it
appears that close others’ levels of action are particularly important
for LGBT individuals’ well-being (insofar as prejudice levels are
low), whereas their levels of nonprejudice play a crucial role in
relationship quality.

Theoretical Implications

Our findings contribute to several areas of social psychology,
including intergroup relations/stigma, close relationships, and posi-
tive psychology.

Our research provides a bridge between existing research on
intergroup contact and identity safety. On the one hand, intergroup
contact is frequently advanced as one of the most reliable ways to
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Table 18
Allyship Predicting LGBT Individuals’ Relationship Quality on a
Given Week

Predictor

Relationship quality composite

b t df p

Model 1
Allyship .25 7.48 691 <.001

Model 2
Nonprejudice .06 2.39 689 .02
Action .15 5.37 689 <.001
Humility .04 1.89 689 .06

Note. LGBT = lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender.

Table 19
Perceived Allyship Last Week Predicting Change in Relationship
Quality This Week

Predictor

Relationship quality composite

b t df p

Model 1
Last week allyship .15 4.23 452.92 <.001
Last week relationship quality .09 2.29 523.11 .03

Model 2
Last week nonprejudice .07 2.64 432.67 .009
Last week action .05 1.77 399.95 .08
Last week humility .03 1.19 383.35 .24
Last week relationship quality .09 2.34 516.95 .02
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reduce cross-race bias among members of the dominant group
(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) and to increase belonging and identity
safety amongmembers of the stigmatized group members (Mendoza-
Denton & Page-Gould, 2008). Yet, additional work needs to clarify
the relational processes through which these social interactions and
relationships produce these benefits. On the other hand, research on
confronting prejudice (a specific form of action) has established that
when stigmatizedminority perceivers witness prejudice confrontation
bymajority groupmembers, they experience increased belonging and
identity safety (Chaney et al., 2021; Chu & Ashburn-Nardo, 2022;
Hildebrand et al., 2020). Uniting these two lines of work, our findings,
in particular Study 4, demonstrate the psychological benefits of allies
within an actual relationship context.
Furthermore, our work advances allyship as a possible mediator and

moderator of the relationship between intergroup contact and belonging
among members of stigmatized groups. Specifically, previous research
on self-identified allies indicates that people identify more strongly
as allies if they report greater contact with the LGBT community
(Fingerhut, 2011; Henry et al., 2021). Increased contact with LGBT
individuals (e.g., having a family member come out as gay) could
increase straight allyship among some individuals, and as a result,
increased allyship of straight people (e.g., family members stepping up
and becoming better allies) could increase the LGBT individual’s sense
of belonging in that context. However, contact with LGBT individuals
would not necessarily increase straight allyship uniformly across
individuals. Thus, allyship should also be considered as a moderator
of the relationship between intergroup contact and LGBT belonging.
In addition, our work highlights the importance of considering

stigmatized social identities when examining close relationship
dynamics. Relationships confer benefits universally through available

social support; however, our work shows the unique benefits that
having allies to one’s stigmatized social identity can have, above and
beyond general supportiveness. As a result, it is important to consider
that perceived allyship is an important protective factor for LGBT
individuals’ mental and physical well-being.

Moreover, we found suggestive evidence of a bidirectional
effect of perceived allyship and mental well-being. These findings
highlight how mental well-being and positive emotions could
produce upward trajectories for LGBT individuals who have social
networks with lots of good allies. Future work is needed to clarify
the mechanisms underlying the directional effect of mental well-
being on perceived allyship. It could be that happier individuals are
more likely to see the actual positive behaviors and goals that their
close others possess (Fredrickson, 2004), meaning that happier
people are more accurate at judging the allyship of their close
others. It could also be that better mental well-being leads to
greater positive illusions (Taylor & Brown, 1988), such that happy
perceivers only think that their close others are better allies. Both
processes may be important for the maintenance of positive
relationships between LGBT individuals and their non-LGBT close
others, akin to the importance of relationship maintenance processes
in other kinds of close relationships (e.g., Murray et al., 1996).

Practical Implications

The present findings could inform interventions seeking to
improve LGBT well-being across several domains. Based on our
results, facilitators of diversity interventions in the workplace could
teach the three components of allyship, with an emphasis on non-
prejudice and action as the most important facets of allyship. When
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Table 20
Zero-Order Correlations Between LGBT Participant’s Reported and Roommates’ Per-
ceived Allyship

LGBT participant’s perception
of roommate’s allyship

Roommates’ self-reported allyship

Nonprejudiced Action Humility Allyship composite

Nonprejudiced .79*** .70*** .51*** .77***
Action .70*** .79*** .59*** .79***
Humility .38*** .41*** .61*** .52***
Allyship composite .78*** .79*** .67*** .85***

Note. LGBT = lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender.
*** p < .001

Table 21
Roommates’ Self-Reported Allyship Predicting LGBT Individuals’ Well-Being on a Given Week

Predictor

LGBT weekly
self-esteem

LGBT weekly
subjective well-being LGBT weekly stress

LGBT weekly
relationship quality

b t df p b t df p b t df p b t df p

Model 1
Roommate self-reported allyship .54 7.62 54.14 <.001 .95 4.95 54.02 <.001 −.19 −2.02 54.10 .06 1.04 10.38 54.01 <.001

Model 2
Roommate self-reported

nonprejudice
−.14 −1.67 51.98 .10 .67 2.83 52.02 .007 .31 2.57 52.01 .01 .009 .07 51.86 .94

Roommate self-reported action .39 5.32 51.76 <.001 .59 2.88 51.97 .006 −.34 −3.37 51.85 .001 .66 6.11 51.76 <.001
Roommate self-reported humility .19 2.43 52.11 .02 −.49 −2.17 52.05 .03 −.04 −.40 52.10 .69 .20 1.66 51.93 .10

Note. LGBT = lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender.

846 CHEN, JOEL, AND CASTRO LINGL



trainings are provided to self-selected participants who may be high
in internal motivation to control prejudice (Plant & Devine, 1998),
our findings suggest a focus on taking action or learning to speak out
against inequality and confront discrimination.
With respect to protecting the mental well-being of LGBT

youth, counselors of parents with LGBT children could advise
them about how to become good allies. Many well-meaning non-
LGBT individuals tend to conflate general supportiveness with
being a good ally. Our findings suggest that this is not consistent
with LGBT individuals’ perceptions. Beyond being generally
supportive of a person, it is important to demonstrate lack of
bias (acceptance) of the LGBT identity and willingness to speak
up when LGBT issues come up. Moreover, perceiving close
others as allies could buffer against the uniquely damaging effects
of discrimination, because perceived allies remind LGBT individuals
that others are in solidarity with them. Given that general acceptance
from and responsiveness of close others bolsters LGBT individuals’
psychological and physiological resilience to stressors (Beutel et al.,
2017; Cacioppo et al., 2003; Finch et al., 1999; Reis, 2012; Uchino
et al., 1996), an exciting avenue for future research is to investigate
whether perceived allyship can also curtail the negative impacts of
discrimination on LGBT individuals’ health and well-being.

Limitations and Future Directions

In future research utilizing the allyship scale, we recommend that
researchers create an allyship composite, adapted for self-reported
allyship or perceived allyship, depending on their goals. We

recommend that the subscales are used in follow-up analyses
when researchers wish to gain additional insights into the me-
chanisms by which allyship impacts the outcomes of interest.
This approach is exemplified in our analyses in Study 4.

The present research had limitations that suggest valuable directions
for future research.We relied on convenience samples, collected online,
so they are not representative of the entire LGBT population in the
United States. Furthermore, there could be cohort effects or differences
in LGBT-defined allyship because LGBT acceptance has changed
rapidly over the past decade, relative to other intergroup biases
(Charlesworth & Banaji, 2019). Furthermore, our results are specific
to the United States and should only be extended to other cultures
carefully. Especially becausemany countries explicitly outlaw same-sex
relationships, it is unlikely that perceived allyship will function in the
same manner in those contexts. In addition, there are remaining
questions about the context-dependency of allyship. Exploratory analy-
ses in Study 2 indicated that LGB and gender-diverse individuals may
experience workplace allyship differently. Follow-up studies are needed
to fully understand these group differences.

Furthermore, the third component of allyship, humility, is a
complex trait. Although the humility subscale had adequate reli-
ability, it was consistently slightly lower in reliability across the
coding (Study 1), scale reliabilities, and self- versus other-ratings
(Study 4), relative to the other two components of allyship. We
believe this reflects the difficulty in capturing the concept of humility,
which may vary more than being nonprejudiced and taking action,
depending on relationships and social contexts. Another intriguing
possibility is that the humility subscale could capture the performative
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Table 22
Perceived Versus Reported Allyship Predicting LGBT Individuals’ Well-Being on a Given Week

Predictor

LGBT weekly self-esteem
LGBT weekly subjective

well-being LGBT weekly stress
LGBT weekly relationship

quality

b t df p b t df p b t df p b t df p

Model 1
Roommate allyship .32 2.51 53.23 .02 .08 .23 53.08 .82 −.03 −.15 53.21 .88 .54 3.13 53.12 .003
LGBT-reported allyship .26 1.95 53.06 .06 1.06 3.08 53.04 .003 −.20 −1.09 53.08 .28 .61 3.45 53.02 .001

Model 2
Roommate nonprejudice .17 1.28 52.85 .21 .30 .26 52.95 .25 .01 .15 52.90 .93 .34 1.76 52.96 .09
LGBT-reported nonprejudice .20 1.60 52.86 .12 .81 .24 52.95 .001 −.08 .14 52.90 .57 .50 2.73 52.96 .009

Model 3
Roommate action .24 3.40 53.11 .001 .28 1.36 53.06 .18 −.06 −.54 53.13 .59 .44 4.81 53.07 <.001
LGBT-reported action .24 3.08 52.99 .003 .62 2.73 53.03 .009 −.20 −1.76 53.05 .08 .46 4.57 53.00 <.001

Model 4
Roommate humility .43 4.62 53.39 <.001 .46 1.63 53.08 .11 −.20 −1.78 53.35 .08 .71 4.50 53.12 <.001
LGBT-reported humility .08 .77 53.04 .44 −.03 −.09 53.01 .93 .02 .18 53.02 .86 .18 1.09 52.99 .28

Note. LGBT = lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender.

Table 23
Perceived Allyship Predicting Weekly Well-Being and Relationship Quality, Over and Above Perceived Political Orientation and Social
Support

Predictor

Weekly self-esteem Weekly subjective well-being Weekly stress Weekly relationship quality

b t df p b t df p b t df p b t df p

Model 1
Allyship .26 5.97 113.51 <.001 1.23 7.79 113.99 <.001 −.11 −1.25 113.80 .21 .74 10.06 113.92 <.001
Political orientation .01 .66 113.67 .51 −.02 −.21 114.01 .84 .001 −.02 113.90 .98 −.04 −1.10 113.95 .28
Social support .61 9.68 113.37 <.001 .02 .01 113.98 .92 −.56 −4.85 113.80 <.001 .66 6.30 113.89 <.001

ANTECEDENTS AND CONSEQUENCES OF PERCEIVED ALLYSHIP 847



aspect of allyship; people who come across as disingenuous may
score lowest on the humility component of allyship. Moreover, the
current investigation did not manipulate humility, and future experi-
ments are needed to test its causal impact on perceived allyship. Thus,
much future research is needed to investigate the nuances and impacts
of humility.
This research did not investigate the benefits of LGBT allyship

for the ally themselves. Our findings imply that relationship quality
(as reported by the LGBT individual) increased as allyship increased,
but it is also possible that the ally experiences benefits to being a good
ally, such as increased self-esteem. Research on taking action (e.g.,
confronting prejudice) shows that the confronters can experience
positive health outcomes as well as reduced levels of prejudice
over time (e.g., Chaney & Sanchez, 2018; Chaney et al., 2015).
Additional research could take a truly dyadic approach, building on

the informant report design that we used in Study 4. A multireport
study of LGBT/non-LGBTdyads could track both individuals weekly
in order to investigate several follow-up questions: (a) whether accu-
racy or positive illusions about allyship are more predictive of in-
traindividual and interpersonal outcomes, (b) how levels of accuracy
vary by relationship type (e.g., personal vs. work; friend vs. family),
and (c) the stability of allyship (and its three components) over time. It
would also be valuable to determine how perceived and self-reported
allyship levels are impacted by personal events (e.g., new romantic
partner, attending pride) and by public events that disproportionately
impact the LGBT community (e.g., legalization of same-sex marriage
or highly visible anti-LGBT hate crime), and the consequences of
strong or weak allyship for the event’s impact on LGBT individuals.
While our research focused on LGBT allyship specifically, it

may inform research on allyship in other intergroup contexts. The
levels of allyship in cross-race relationships, for example, may
play an important role in the health and well-being of racially
minoritized individuals (see Marshburn & Campos, 2021) and in
levels of interest and engagement in the workplace (Johnson &
Pietri, 2022). Furthermore, there are many stigmatized identities in
which advocacy (and self-advocacy) plays an important role in
gaining equitable access to resources and opportunities, such as for
students with learning disabilities in educational contexts (Lynch &
Gussel, 1996). In these contexts, allyship from parents, teachers, and
peer mentors may be quite important for both academic and socio-
emotional well-being of students. We encourage future research to
examine allyship conceptualizations and effects for populations of
physically and mentally disabled individuals.

Conclusion

Being a good ally to the LGBT community is a multifaceted
concept consisting of being nonprejudiced, taking action against
injustice, and having humility about one’s own perspective. Being
a good ally to a member of the LGBT community is associated with
benefits for both parties, including better relationship quality in the
dyad and bettermental well-being for the LGBT-identified individual.
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